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PART    IV. 

OF  THE  LAW  CONCERNING  THE  RIGHTS  OP 

PERSONS. 


LECTURE    XXIV. 

OF  THE  ABSOLUTE  RIGHTS  OF  PEBSONS. 

X  History  and  Character  of  Bills  of  Rights.  —  The  rights  of 
persons  in  private  life  are  either  absolute,  being  such  as  belong 
to  individuals  in  a  single,  unconnected  state ;  or  relative,  being 
those  which  arise  from  the  civil  and  domestic  relations. 

The  absolute  rights  of  individuals  may  be  ''gf^olvH  ^'ntf^  thft 
right  of  personal  security,  the  right  of  personal  liberty,  and  the 
riglTr*'Eo"acquire  and  enjoy  "pfopECtjrT"  These  rights  "have  been 
justly  considered,  and  frequently  declared,  by  the  people  of  this 
country,  to  be  natural,  inherent,  and  unalienable..  The 'effectual 
security  and  enjoyment  of  them  depend  upon  the  existence  of 
civil  liberty ;  and  that  consists  in  being  protected  and  governed 
by  laws  made,  or  assented  to,  by  the  representatives  of  the 
people,  and  conducive  to  the  general  welfare.  Right  itself,  in 
civU  society,  is  that  which  any  man  is  entitled  to  have,  or  to  do, 
or  to  require  from  others,  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  law. 
The  history  of  our  colonial  government  bears  constant  marks  of 
the  vigilance  of  a  free  and  intelligent  people,  who  understood  the 
best  securities  for  political  happiness,  and  the  true  foundation  of 
the  social  ties.  The  inhabitants  of  the  colonies  of  Plymouth 
and  Massachusetts,  in  the  infancy  of  their  establishments,  de- 
clared by  law  that  the  free  enjoyment  of  the  liberties 
*  which  humanity,  civility,  and  Christianity  called  for  was  *2 
due  to  every  man  in  his  place  and  proportion,  and  ever  had 
been,  and  ever  would  be,  the  tranquillity  and  stability  of  the 
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commonwealth.  THpj  inpiafpfl  that  thf^y  hrnnghfc  with  them 
into  this  country  the  privileges  of  Engligh.  fr^iwmeH-;  and  they 
deffned  and  declaredTthose  privileges  witli  a  caution,  sagacity, 
and  precision  that  have  not  been  surpassed  by  their  descendants. 
Those  rights  were  afterwards,  in  the  year  1692,  on  the  receipt 
of  their  new  charter,  reasserted  and  declared.  IT  was  their  fun- 
dara'ental 'doctrine  that  no  tax,  aid,  or  imposition  whatever  could 
rightfully  be  assessed  or  levied  upon  them  without  the  act  and 
consent  of  their  own  legislature ;  and  that  justice  ought^to^Jia 
equally,  impartially^reely,  andj£romj)tly  administered.^  The  right 
or  trial  by  jury,  and  the  necessity  of  due  proof  preceding  con- 
viction, were  claimed  as  undeniable  rights;  and  it  was  further 
expressly  ordained  that  no  person  should  suffer  without  express 
law*..either  in  liTe,Tmib,  liberty,  good  name,  or  estate ;  nor^witji- 
out  being  first  brought  to  answer  by  due  course  and  procesaof 
law.  (a) 

(a)  Hazard's  State  Papers,  i.  408,  487,  ed.  lliilad.  1792 ;  Hutchinson's  Hist,  of 
Massachusetts,  ii.  64 ;  Revised  Laws  of  Massachusetts,  published  m  1675 ;  Baylies's 
Historical  Memoir,  i.  229 ;  Bancroft's  Hist.  i.  452.  It  was  a  provision  in  the  charters 
to  tlie  Virginia  settlers,  granted  by  James  I.,  in  1606  and  1609,  and  in  the  charter  to 
the  colonists  of  Massachusetts  in  1629,  of  the  province  of  Maine  in  1639,  of  Con- 
necticut in  1662,  of  Rhode  Island  in  1668,  of  Maryland  in  1632,  yf  Carolina  in  1663, 
and  of  Georgia  in  1732,  that  they  and  their  posterity  should  enjoy  the  same  rights 
and  liberties  which  Englishmen  were  entitled  to  at  home.  Such  privileges  were  implied 
by  law,  without  any  express  reservation.  The  like  civil  and  religious  privileges 
were  conceded  to  New  Jersey,  by  the  proprietaries,  in  February,  1666.  Bancroft's 
Hist.  ii.  316.  In  the  free  and  liberal  charter  of  Massachusetts  of  1629,  powers  were 
granted  to  the  whole  body  of  the  proprietors  to  make  laws  not  repugnant  to  the  laws 
of  England.  The  colonists  of  New  Plymouth  assumed  the  necessary  powers  of  gov- 
ernment by  an  original  compact  among  themselves,  and  which  they  subscribed  before 
they  landed  on  the  rock  of  Plymouth ;  and  which  they  had  in  contemplation  before 
they  embarked  from  Holland.  Young's  Chronicles  of  the  Pilgrim  Fathers,  95.  All 
the  New  England  colonies,  on  their  first  establishment,  were  pure  democracies ;  none 
more  so  ever  existed.  The  governments  ot  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  and  New 
Haven  were  thus  formed  by  voluntary  compact.  Under  the  first  Massachusetts  char- 
ter the  legislative  body  was  composed  of  the  governor,  assistants,  and  the  whole  free- 
men of  the  company  in  person.  The  first  general  court  of  delegates  was  in  1634.  The 
freemen  had  become  too  numerous  to  assemble  in  a  body,  and  Governor  Winthrop 
directed  that  the  towns  should  assemble  in  general  court  by  deputies,  to  revise  and 
make  laws.  The  statute  of  1636  declared  that  the  freemen  of  each  town  might 
choose,  hy  papers,  deputies  to  the  general  court.  This  was  introducing  voting  by 
ballot  See  Digest  of  Massachusetts  Colony  Laws,  published  in  1675;  Winthrop 's 
Hist,  of  New  Enghnd,  by  Savage,  i.  128,  186,  220.  For  more  than  eighteen  years 
the  whole  body  of  the  male  inhabitants  of  the  old  colony  of  Plymouth  constituted 
the  legislature.  Bancroft's  Hist.  i.  348.  In  1686,  the  election  of  the  governor  and 
assistants  by  the  freemen  was  declared  to  be  annual,  and,  in  1638,  the  personal 
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•  The  first  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  the  colony  of  *  3 
rnnnpniiftut^  in  1,639.  contained  a  declaration  of  rights  in 
nearly  the  same  language ;  (a)  and  among  the  early  resolutions 
of  the  general  assembly  of  the  colony  of -JSievy  York,  in  1691 
and  1708,  we  meet  with  similar  proofs  of  an  enlightened  sense 
oTTKe  provisions  requisite  for  civil  security.  It  was  declared 
by  them  (ft)  that  the  imprisonment  of  subjects  without  due 
commitment  for  legal  cause,  and  proscribing  and  forcing  them 

attendaoce  of  the  freemen  at  the  general  court  was  deemed  to  be  grieyous,  and  each 
town  was  thenceforward  to  choose  deputies.  Brigham's  ed.  of  Plymouth  Colony 
Laws,  1836,  pp.  36,  37,  63.  And  by  statute,  in  1671,  ib.  258,  if  any  freeman  did  not 
appear  at  Section  in  person,  or  by  proxy,  he  was  for  such  neglect  to  be  amerced.  The  free 
planters  of  Connecticut,  in  1639,  provided  that  the  choice  of  officers  was  to  be  by 
ballot ;  and  that  if  the  general  assembly  or  court  was  not  at  any  time  duly  convened, 
the  freemen  might  meet  and  hold  the  same,  in  person  or  by  deputy.  Chalmers  says 
that  the  introduction  of  representative  government  in  Massachusetts  was  in  violation 
of  the  charter  of  1629 ;  and  this  was  the  opinion  of  Sir  George  Treby,  and  other  high 
legal  authority  in  England.  But  though  there  was  no  express  provision  for  it  in  the 
charter,  it  would  seem  to  have  been  necessarily  implied  when  the  growth  of  the  col- 
ony required  it;  and  it  was  justified  by  the  model  of  the  English  House  of  Commons, 
where  the  principle  of  representation  was  inherent  and  vital.  The  first  assembly  of 
Maryland,  in  1635,  consisted  of  the  whole  body  of  the  freemen,  and,  in  1639,  a  rep- 
resentative assembly  was  established.  Sparks's  American  Biography,  n.  s.  vol.  ix. 
Life  of  Governor  Calvert. 

(a)  Trumbull's  Hist,  of  Connecticut,  L  98;  Laws  of  Connecticut,  ed.  Boston, 
1672,  ed.  1702,  and  ed.  New  London,  1716,  by  Timothy  Green.  The  edition  of  1702 
I  have  not  seen.  The  edition  of  1672  was  the  first  printed  code.  There  was  a 
code  of  laws  compiled  in  1660,  and  it  was  circulated  in  written  copies  read  in  each 
town. 

(6)  Journal  of  the  Assembly  of  the  Colony  of  New  York,  i.  6,  224.  The  general 
assembly  of  the  colony  of  New  York  passed  an  act  on  the  13th  of  May,  1691,  declara- 
tory of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  people  of  the  colony.  It  was  declared  that  a 
session  of  the  general  assembly  should  be  held  annually,  and  that  every  freeholder 
within  the  province,  and  every  freeman  of  a  corporation,  were  entitled  to  vote  for 
members  of  the  assembly ;  that  no  freeman  was  to  be  deprived  of  any  rights  or  liber- 
ties, or  condemned,  but  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of  the  land ;  that  no 
tax  of  any  kind,  or  on  any  pretence,  should  be  levied  upon  the  persons  or  estates  of 
any  of  the  subjects  of  the  province,  except  by  the  act  of  the  general  assembly ;  that 
ail  trials  were  to  be  by  a  jury  of  twelve  men,  and  in  all  capital  and  criminal  cases 
there  was  to  be  a  previous  indictment  or  presentment  by  a  grand  inquest ;  and  that 
the  tenure  of  all  lands  was  to  be  in  free  and  common  socage.  This  declaratory  act 
or  charter  ot  privileges  contained  several  other  provisions,  but  it  was  repealed  by  the 
king  in  1697.  Bradford's  edition  of  Colony  Laws,  1719.  There  was  a  prior  act  of 
the  same  purport,  and  nearly  in  the  same  words,  passed  by  the  first  general  assembly 
of  the  province  in  1683,  under  the  administration  of  the  Duke  of  York.  It  was  styled 
"  The  charter  of  liberties  and  privileges,  granted  by  his  royal  highness  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  New  York."  App.  No.  2,  to  the  Revised  Edition  of  the  Laws  of  New  York 
in  1818,  voL  ii. 
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into  banishment,  and  forcibly  seizing  their  property,  were  illegal 
and  arbitrary  acts.  It  was  held  to  be  the  unquestionable  right 
of  every  freeman  to  have  a  perfect  and  entire  property  in 
his  goods  and  estate ;  and  that  no  money  could  be  imposed 
or  levied,  without  the  consent  of  the  general  assembly.  The 
erection  of  any  court  of  judicature  without  the  like  consent, 
and  exactions  upon  the  administration  of  justice,  were  declared 
to  be  grievances.     Testimonies  of  the  same  honorable  character 

are  doubtless  to  be  met  with  in  the  records  of  other  colonial 
*  4    legislatures.     It  was  regarded  *  and  claimed  by  the  general 

assemblies  in  all  the  colonies^  as  a  branch  of  their  sacred 
and  indefeasible  rights,  that  the  exclusive  power  of  taxation  of 
the  people  of  the  colonies  resided  in  their  colonial  legislatures, 
where  representation  of  them  only  existed ;  and  that  the  people 
were  entitled  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  property,  and  privi- 
leges, and  they  could  not  lawfully  be  disturbed  or  affected  in  the 
enjoyment  of  either,  without  due  process  of  law,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  their  peers,  (a)     But  we  need  not  pursue  our  researches 

(a)  See,  to  this  e£Eect,  in  addition  to  the  acts  of  MassachuBetts,  Connecticut,  and 
Kew  York,  already  mentioned,  the  declaratory  act  of  the  assembly  of  the  Plymouth 
colony,  in  1635,  and  also  in  1658  and  1671.  (Holmes's  Annals,  i.  232 ;  Baylies's  His- 
torical Memoir  of  the  Colony  of  New  Plymouth,  i.  229 ;  Plymouth  Colony  Laws* 
ed.  by  Brigham,  1836,  107,  241.)  See  also  the  declaration  of  their  righu,  by  the 
assembly  of  Virginia,  in  1624  and  1676  (Stith's  Hist,  of  Virginia,  318  ;  Chalmers's 
Annals,  p.  64) ;  and  of  the  assembly  of  Pennsylvania  in  1682 ;  and  of  the  legislature 
of  Maryland  in  1689,  and  again  in  1650 ;  and  of  the  assembly  of  Rhode  Island  in 
1668 ;  and  of  the  proprietaries  of  Carolina  in  1667  (Proud's  Pennsylvania,  i.  206, 
206 ;  Graluiroe's  Hist  of  the  Colonies) ;  and  of  the  concessions  and  agreements  of 
the  proprietaries  of  New  Jersey  in  1664 ;  and  of  the  fundamental  constitutions 
by  the  proprietaries  of  £ast  New  Jersey  in  1688 ;  and  of  the  declaratory  acts  of  the 
general  assembly  of  East  New  Jersey  in  1682  and  1698 ;  and  of  the  concessions  and 
agreements  of  the  proprietaries  and  planters  of  West  New  Jersey,  and  called  the  great 
charter  of  fundamentals,  in  1676 ;  and  of  the  declaratory  act  of  the  general  assembly 
of  West  Jersey,  in  1681.  (Leaming's  and  Spicer's  Collections,  ed.  Philad.  folio,  1757, 
12-26,  153-166,  235,  240,  370,  872,  382,  411;  Smith's  Hist,  of  New  Jersey,  126,  270- 
274,  App.  No.  1,  2.)  The  West  New  Jersey  colonists,  in  1676,  introduced  voting  by 
ballot,  universal  suffrage,  the  right  and  obligation  of  instructions,  universal  eligibility 
to  office,  and  abolished  imprisonment  for  debt.  All  this  was  done  under  the  auspices 
of  William  Penn,  whose  influence  contributed  to  plant  West  New  Jersey,  and  who 
was  a  joint  assignee  and  trustee  of  an  undivided  portion  of  West  Jersey,  as  well  as  a 
joint  owner  by  purchase  with  other  partners  of  East  Jersey.  The  declaration  of  the 
general  assembly  of  Virginia,  in  1624,  that  the  governor  should  not  lay,  levy,  or 
employ  any  taxes  or  impositions  upon  the  colony,  except  by  authority  of  the  general 
assembly,  was  the  first  example  of  the  assertion  of  such  a  right ;  as  that  house  was 
the  first  popular  representative  body  ever  convened  in  America.    Hening's  Statutes, 
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on  this  point,  for  the  best  evidence  that  can  be  produced  of  the 
deep  and  univei^al  sense  of  the  value  of  our  natural  rights,  and 
of  the  energy  of  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  are  the 
memorials  of  the  spirit  which  pervaded  and  animated  every 
part  of  our  *  country,  after  the  peace  of  1763,  when  the  *6 
same  parent  power  which  had  nourished  and  protected  us 
attempted  to  abridge  our  immunities,  and  retard  the  progress  of 
our  rising  greatness. 

The  House  of  Representatives  in  Massachusetts,  the  House  of 
Assembly  inJN[ew  York,  and  the  House  of  Burgesses  in  Virginia, 
took  an  early  and  distinguiahed  part,  upon  the  first  promulgation 
of  English  measures  of  taxation,  in  the  assertion  of  their  rights  j^s 
freebom  English  subjects,  (a)  The  claim  to  common-law  rights 
soon  became  a  topic  of  uniy£jaaLi:QlIcern  andnational  vindication. 
In  October,  1T65,  a  convention  of  delegates  from  nine  colonies 
assembled  at  New  York,  and  made  and  published  a  declaration 
of  rights,  in  which  they  insisted  that  the  people  of  the  colonies 
were  entitled  to  all  the  inherent  rights  and  liberties  of  English 

i.  lis,  122 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Const,  i.  26.  The  charter  of  the  oolonj  of  Maryland, 
in  1682,  was  peculiarly  liberal.  It  established  an  independent  oolonial  legislation  in 
the  proprietary  and  the  freemen  or  their  deputies,  and  the  crown  stipulated  never  to 
levy  any  tax  upon  the  inhabitants,  and  the  inhabitants  were  to  enjoy  all  the  rights 
and  priTileges  of  English  subjects.  Chalmers's  Annals,  i.  202-205 ;  Hazard's  Coll.  i. 
327.  The  first  assembly  of  Maryland,  in  1638,  declared  the  great  charter  of  England 
to  be  the  measure  of  their  liberties  ;  and  William  Penn,  in  the  preface  to  the  plan  of 
government  prepared  for  Pennsylvania,  in  1682,  declared  that  any  government  is  free 
to  the  people  under  it,  where  the  laws  rule,  and  the  people  are  a  partjf  to  those  laws. 
Proud's  Hist,  of  Pennsylvania,  ii.  App.  p.  7  ;  Bacon's  Laws,  1638,  c.  2. 

(a)  Minot's  Hist,  of  Massachusetts,  ii.  175 ;  Journals  of  Assembly  of  Kew  York, 
ii.  769-780 ;  Jefferson's  Notes  on  Virginia,  189 ;  Marshall's  Life  of  Washington,  ii. 
88,  and  Appendix  note  No.  4 ;  Wirt's  Life  of  Patrick  Henry,  sec.  2.  The  assertion 
by  the  English  House  of  Commons,  in  1764,  and  prior  to  the  Stamp  Act,  of  a  right 
to  impoee  taxes  upon  the  colonies,  produced  spirited  and  manly  remonstrances  to  the 
King  and  Parliament  from  several  of  the  colonial  assemblies.  Pitkin's  Hist  of  the 
United  States,  i-  165-169.  The  general  assembly  of  the  colony  of  New  York,  in 
October,  1764,  not  only  asserted  their  exclusive  right  of  taxing  their  constituents, 
but  complained,  at  the  same  time,  of  the  grievance  of  putting  an  end,  by  act  of  Par- 
liament, to  commercial  intercourse  between  the  colonies  and  foreign  West  India 
settlements.  Journals  of  N.  Y.,  ib.  The  Stamp  Act  was  passed  the  22d  March, 
1765,  and  this  was  the  first  measure  of  indirect  taxation  laid  upon  the  colonies  by 
the  British  Parliament  for  the  mere  purpose  of  revenue.  The  first  resolutions  of  any 
of  the  colonial  assemblies,  after  the  passage  of  the  Stamp  Act,  came  fVom  the  House 
of  Burgesses  of  Virginia.  They  were  introduced  by  Patrick  Henry,  in  May,  1765, 
and  asserted  the  right  in  the  colonists  of  taxing  themselves.  Wirt's  Life  of  Patrick 
Henry,  sec.  2. 
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subjects,  of  which  the  roost  essential  were,  the  exclusive  power 
to  tax  themselves,  and  the  privilege  of  trial  by  jury.  (6)  The 
sense  of  America  was,  however,  more  fully  ascertained,  and  more 
explicitly  and  solemnly  promulgated,  in  the  memorable  declaration 
of  rightsofthe_fii^CQatiM  Congress,  in  October*  1774,  and 
wnich_was^  representation  of  all  the  ^^J^nJPS  except  Ge^^^g^'ft, 
That  declaration  contained  the  assertion  of  several  great  and 
*6  fundamental  principles  of  American  *  liberty,  at.ud  it  coristi- 
tuted  the  basis  of  those  subsequent  bills  of  rights  which, 
under  various  modifications,  pervaded  all  our  constitutional  char- 
ters. It  was  declared,  '*  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  English  col- 
oniesJn,_.Nqrth.  Aaaerica,  by  the  immutabTe  law^ of  nature,  the" 
principles^  the  English  constitutiQn,""an3^'l;heir  severciLgharters 
or^cjj^il^acts,  were  entitled  to  life,  liberty,  and  pi'operj^j  and  that 
lji?y  had  never  ceded  to^ny  sovereign  power  vvhatever  a  right 
-^^to  dispose  of  either  without  their  con^eat;  that  their  ancestors 
wHoTTi'st  settled  the  colonies  were,  at  the  time  of  their  emigra- 
tion from  the  mother  country,  entitled  to  all  the  rights,  liberties, 
and  immunities  of  free  and  natural-born  subjects ;  and  by  such 
emigration  they  by  no  means  forfeited,  surrendered,  or  lost  any 
of  those  rights;  that  the  foundation  of^uglish  lij^firty,  ^"^  ^^' 
\     all  free  government^ w^s  the  right  of  the  people  to  participate  in. 

•  \J  ^e  legislative  power,  and  they  were  entitled  to  a  free  and  exclu- 
^  sive'power  of  legislation,  in  all  matters  of  taxation  and  internal 
policy,  in  their  several  provincial  legislatures,  where  their  right 
of  representation  could  alone  be  preserved ;  that  the  respective 
colonies  were  entitleji  to^ the  common  law  of  England,  and  more 
especially  to  the  great  and  inestimable  privilege  of  being  tried  by  . 
their  peers  of  the  vicinage,  according, to  the  course  of  that  law; 

^\  tet  they  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  English  stat- 

^  I  utes  as  existed  at  the  time  of  their  colonization,  and  which  they 

had  by  experience  found  to  be  applicable  to  their  several  local 
and  other  circumstances ;  that  they  were  likewise  entitled  to  all 
the  immunities  and  privileges  granted  and  confirmed  to  them  by 
royal  charters,  or  secured  by  their  several  codes  of  provincial 
laws."  (a)      Upon  the  formation   of   the   several  state  consti- 

(6)  Marshairs  Life  of  Washington,  11.  90,  and  Appendix,  note  No.  6. 

(a)  Journals  of  Congress,  1.  2S,  ed.  Phil.  1800.  It  was  a  principle  of  the  Eng- 
lish common  law,  that  acts  of  Parliament  did  not  bind  the  English  colonies  vnlest 
they  were  specially  named.    Blankard  v.  Galdy,  4  Mod.  222;  2  Salk   411,  8.  c. ;  Sir 
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tutions,  *  after  the  colonies  had  become  independent  states^  *7 
it  was  in  most  instances  thought  proper  to  collect,  digest^ 
and  declare,  in  a  precise  and  definite  manner,  and  in  the  shape  of 
abstract  propositions  and  elementary  maxims,  the  most  essential 
articles  appertaining  to  civil  liberty  and  the  natural  rights  of 
mankind,  (a) 

The  precedent  for  these  declaratory  bills  of  rights  was  to  be  ^ 
found,  not  only  in  the  colonial  annals  to  which  I  have  alluded, 
but  in  the  practice  of  the  English  nation,  who  had  frequently 
been  obliged  to  recover  their  indefeasible  rights  by  intrepid 
councils,  or  by  force  of  arms,  and  then  to  proclaim  them  by  the 
most  solemn  and  positive  enactments,  as  a  bamer  against  the 
tyranny  of  the  executive  power.  Xll§  establishment  of  Magna 
Charta^  and  its  generous  provision  for  all  classes  of  freemen 
against  the  complicated  oppressions  of  the  feudal  system  ;  the' 
petition  of  rights  eaaly  in  the  reign  of  Charles  I.,  asserting  Ijy 
statute  the  rights  of  the  nation  as  contained  in  their  ancient 
laws,  and  especially  in  "  the  great  *  charter  of  the  liberties  *  8 
of  England ; "  and  the  bill  of  rights  at  the  revolution,  in 
1688,  (a)  are  illustrious  examples  of  the  intelligence  and  spirit  of 
the  English  nation,  and  they  form  distinguished  eras  in  their  con- 
stitutional history.  (6)     But  the  necessity,  in  our  representative 

Joseph  Jekyll,  in  2  P.  Wnw.  76.  But  the  prevalent  doctrine  in  the  colonies,  and  one 
that  was  acted  upon  by  some  of  the  legislatures,  was,  that  no  act  of  Parliament  was 
binding  upon  the  colonies,  though  named,  unless  ratified  by  the  colonial  legislatures, 
and  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  represented  in  Parliament.  Hutchinson's  His- 
tory, i.  822 ;  Chalmers's  Annahi,  277,  400 ;  Pitkin's  Hist,  of  the  United  States,  i.  91, 
92,  W,  97.  The  origmal  charter  of  Pennsylvania  to  William  Penn  contained  a  pro- 
vision that  no  contribution  should  be  levied  on  the  inhabitants  or  their  estates,  unless 
by  the  consent  of  the  proprietary  or  governor  and  assembly,  or  by  act  of  Parliament 
in  England.  Charter,  sec.  2,  Proud 's  Hist,  of  Pennsylvania,  i.  185.  Yet  this  anoma- 
lous reservation  of  a  power  of  taxation  in  Parliament  was  always  understood  by  the 
colonists  to  imply,  that  the  people  of  the  province  were  to  be  allowed  to  send  their 
representatives  to  Parliament  previous  to  the  exercise  of  the  power.  Tliis  was  so 
asserted  by  Dr.  Franklin,  in  his  examination  before  the  House  of  Commons  in  Eng- 
land, prior  to  the  American  war. 

(a)  Cicero,  in  hU  treatise  De  Republica,  lib.  1,  sec.  32,  insisted  that  equality  of 
rights  was  the  basis  of  a  commonwealth ;  for  since  property  could  not  be  equal,  and 
talents  were  not  equal,  rights  ought  to  be  held  equal  among  all  the  citizens  of  the 
state,  which  was,  in  itself,  nothing  but  a  community  of  rights. 

(a)  Act  of  1  W.  &  M.,  sess.  2,  c.  2,  entitled  "An  Act  declaring  the  rights  and 
liberties  of  the  subject,  and  settling  the  succession  of  the  crown."  See  also  the  Act 
of  Settlement,  12  &  13  Wm.  III.  c.  2,  and  ante,  293. 

(b)  This  free  spirit  of  the  English  nation  at  the  era  of  Magna  Charta  was  not 
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republics,  of  these  declaratory  codes  has  been  frequently  ques- 
tioned, inasmuch  as  the  government,  in  all  its  parts,  is  the  creature 
of  the  people,  and  every  department  of  it  is  filled  by  their  agents, 
duly  chosen  or  appointed,  according  to  their  will,  and  made 
responsible  for  maladministration.  It  may  be  observed,  on  the 
one  hand,  that  no  gross  violation  of  those  absolute  private  rights 
which  are  clearly  understood  and  settled  by  the  common  reason 
of  mankind  is  to  be  apprehended  in  the  ordinary  course  of  public 
affairs ;  and  as  to  extraordinary  instances  of  faction  and  tur- 
bulence, and  the  corruption  and  violence  which  they  necessarily 
engender,  no  parchment  checks  can  be  relied  on  as  affording, 
under  such  circumstances,  any  effectual  protection  to  public  lib- 
erty. When  the  spirit  of  liberty  has  fled,  and  truth  and  justice 
are  disregarded,  private  rights  can  easily  be  sacrificed  under  the 
forms  of  law.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  weight  due  to  the 
consideration  that  a  bill  of  rights  is  of  real  efficacy  in  controlling 
j  the  excesses  of  party  spirit.  It  serves  to  guide  and  enlighten 
jr  public  opinion,  and  to  render  it  more  quick  to  detect,  and  more 

^^  resolute  to  resist,  attempts  to  disturb  private  right.  It  requires 
more  than  ordinary  hardiness  and  audacity  of  character  to  trample 
down  principles  which  our  ancestors  cultivated  with  reverence ; 
which  we  imbibed  in  our  early  education  ;  which  recommend 
themselves  to  the  judgment  of  the  world  by  their  truth  and  sim- 
plicity ;  and  which  are  constantly  placed  before  the  eyes  of  the 
people,  accompanied  with  the  imposing  force  and  solemnity  of  a 
constitutional  sanction.  Bills  of  rights  are  part  of  the  muniments 
of  freemen,  showing  their  title  to  protection,  and  they  become  of 
increased  value  when  placed  under  the  protection  of  an  indepen- 
dent judiciary,  instituted  as  the  appropriate  guardian  of  private 
right.     Care,  however,  is  to  be   taken,  in  the  digest  of  these 

peculiar  to  the  Anglo-Saxon  race  in  that  island.  We  have  an  analogous  and  almost 
contemporary  case  in  Denmark,  upon  the  election  of  King  Christopher  II.,  in  1319. 
He  was  called  upon  by  the  diet  or  assembly  of  great  men  which  elected  him  to  sign 
a  capitulation  or  charter,  taken  from  preceding  models,  in  which  it  was  declared, 
not  only  that  the  feudal  nobility  and  the  clergy  should  be  secure  in  their  privileges 
and  exemptions,  but  that  the  free  peasants  should  not  be  subject  to  any  tax  contrary 
to  the  established  laws  and  customs ;  that  a  Parliament  should  be  annually  held  at 
Wyborg ;  that  no  man  should  be  imprisoned,  or  deprived  of  life  and  property,  with- 
out public  trial  and  conviction  according  to  law ;  and  that  no  law  should  be  made 
or  altered  without  consent  of  Parliament,  consisting  of  the  prelates  and  best  men  of 
the  kingdom.  Bishop  Muller,  on  the  Ancient  History  and  Constitution  of  Denmark, 
noted  in  the  Foreign  Quarterly  Review,  No.  21. 
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declaratory  provisions,  to  *  confine  the  manual  to  a  few  plain  *  9 
and  unexceptionable  principles.  We  weaken  greatly  the  force 
of  them  if  we  incumber  the  constitution,  and  perhaps  embarrass 
the  future  operations  and  more  enlarged  experience  of  the  legis- 
lature, with  a  catalogue  of  ethical  and  political  aphorisms,  which, 
in  some  instances,  may  reasonably  be  questioned,  and  in  others 
justly  condemned,  (a)     In  the   revision  of  the   constitution  of 

(a)  The  following  instances  may  be  mentioned  as  illustrations  of  the  qaestion- 
able  nature  of  some  of  these  declaratory  provisions :  — 

Thus,  seyeral  of  the  state  constitutions,  as  those  of  New  Hampshire,  Massachu- 
■etts,  Vermont,  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Illinois,  have  made  it  an  article 
in  their  bill  of  rights,  that  tlie  people  have  a  right  not  only  to  apply  to  the  legisla- 
ture by  petition  or  remonstrance,  but  to  "  instruct  their  representatives."  If,  by  this, 
be  meant  that  they  may  give  to  their  representativefl  wholesome  advice  or  informa- 
tion, it  is  a  palpable  truth,  and  quite  a  harmless  article ;  but  if  it  be  intended  to 
declare  that  the  people  of  a  town  or  county  or  district  may  give  binding  instructions 
to  their  immediate  delegates,  and  to  which  they  must  conform  without  any  exercise 
of  their  own  discretion  in  like  manner  as  an  agent  or  attorney  in  private  business  is 
bound  by  the  directions  of  his  principal,  it  would  then  render  useless  all  discussion 
and  deliberation  in  the  legislature.  This  would  be  repugnant  to  the  theory  of  gov- 
ernment, which  supposes  that  the  representatives  are  to  meet  and  consult  tojgether 
for  the  common  welfare,  and  to  hare  a  regard,  in  the  making  of  laws,  to  the  greatest 
general  good,  and  to  make  the  local  views  and  interest  of  a  part  of  the  community 
subordinate  to  the  general  interest  of  the  whole.  The  principle  of  the  English  com- 
mon law  applicable  to  the  members  of  the  British  House  of  Commons  is  deemed  to  be 
the  true  doctrine  on  this  subject.  Though  chosen  by  a  particular  county  or  borough, 
the  member,  when  elected  and  returned,  serves  for  the  whole  realm.  "  When  you 
choose  a  member,"  said  Mr.  Burke  to  the  electors  of  Bristol,  in  1774,  "he  is  not  a 
member  of  Bristol,  but  he  is  a  member  of  Parliament."  The  end  of  his  election  is 
not  particular,  but  general ;  not  barely  to  advantage  his  constituents,  but  for  the  com- 
mon weal ;  and  he  is  not  bound  to  take  and  follow  the  advice  of  his  constituents  upon 
any  particular  point,  unless  he  thinks  it  proper  and  prudent  so  to  do.  (4  Inst.  14 ;  1  Bl. 
Comm.  159.)  The  representative  (to  use  again  the  language  of  Burke)  owes  to  his 
constituents,  not  his  industry  only,  but  his  judgment ;  and  he  betrays,  instead  of 
serving  them,  if  he  sacrifices  it  to  their  opinion.  The  people  cannot  debate  in  their 
eollective  capacity.  They  can  only  deliberate  and  make  laws  by  their  representar 
tires  ;  and  in  the  ordinary  course  of  human  affairs,  the  exercise  of  their  sovereignty, 
and  the  means  of  their  safety,  will  consist  in  the  discreet  selection  of  the  rulers  who 
are  to  administer  the  government  of  their  choice.  The  earliest  assertion  of  this 
important  and  undoubted  constitutional  principle,  that  each  member  of  the  House  of 
Commons  was  deputed  to  serve,  not  only  for  his  immediate  constituents,  but  for  the 
whole  kingdom,  was,  according  to  Mr.  Uallam  (Constitutional  History  of  England, 
i.  852),  made  in  Parliament,  in  1671. 

So,  it  is  declared,  in  some  of  the  state  constitutions,  as  Maryland,  North  Carolina, 
and  Tennessee,  "  that  monopolies  are  contrary  to  the  genius  of  a  free  government, 
and  ought  not  to  be  allowed."  This  would  seem  to  restrain  the  legislature  from 
granting  any  exclusive  privilege,  even  for  a  limited  time,  and  prevent  them  from 
encouraging  the  introduction  and  prosecution  of  hazardous  and  expensive  experi- 
ments in  some  art,  science,  or  business  calculated  to  be  extensively  useful.    "  A  tern- 
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New  York,  in  1821,  the  declaration  of  rights  was  consider- 
*  11    ably  enlarged  ;  and  yet  *  the  most  comprehensive,  and  the 

most  valuable  and  effectual  of  its  proviaions,  were  to  be 
found  in  the  original  constitution  of  1777,  as  it  was  digested  by 
some  master  statesman,  in  the  midst  of  the  tempest  of  war  and 
invasion.  It  was  declared,  (a)  that  no  authority  should  be  exer- 
cised over  the  people  or  members  of  the  state,  on  any  pretence 
whatever,  but  such  as  should  be  derived  from  and  grautecLby 
them  ;  and  that  trial  by  jury,  as  formerly  used,  should  remain 
inviolate  for  ever  ;  and  that  no  bills  of  attainder  sTioiild^Be^assed , 
and  no  new  courts  instituted  but  such  as  should  proceed  according 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law ;  and  that  no  member  of  the 
state  should  be  disfranchised,  or  deprived  of  any  his  rights  or 
privileges  under  the  constitution,  unless  by  the  law  of  tlie  land 
or  the  judgment  of  his  peers.     Several  of  the  early  stat£,j2Qjisti- 

porary  monopoly  of  that  kind,"  says  Doctor  Adam  Smith  (Inquiry  into  the  Wealth 
of  Nations,  ii.  272),  "  may  be  vindicated  upon  the  same  principles  upon  which  a  like 
monopoly  of  a  new  macliine  is  granted  to  its  inventor,  and  that  of  a  new  book  to  its 
author/'  If  the  principle  be  correct,  that  all  monopolies  are  contrary  to  the  genius 
of  a  free  state,  it  would  condemn  the  power  given  to  Congress  to  secure  to  authors 
and  inventors  tlie  exclusive  right  to  their  writings  and  discoveries,  and  which  species 
of  monopoly  is  deemed  to  be  exceedingly  just  and  useful.  Again :  it  is  made  an 
article  in  the  declaration  of  rights,  in  the  constitution  of  Illinois,  that  "  there  shall 
be  no  other  banks  or  moneyed  institutions  in  the  state  but  those  already  provided  by 
law,  except  a  state  bank  and  its  branches."  This  is  too  general  and  too  indefinite 
a  restraint  upon  the  exercise  of  the  legislative  discretion,  and  the  subject  seems 
scarcely  of  sufficient  importance  to  have  been  classed  among  the  "  general,  great, 
and  essential  principles  of  liberty  and  free  government."  In  a  commercial  state,  it 
would  lead  to  the  loss  of  many  useful  moneyed  establishments,  or,  what  is  more 
probable,  it  would  be  a  temptation  to  efforts  to  elude  the  force  of  the  article  by 
evasive  constructions.  So,  the  provision  in  the  declaration  of  rights  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  Mississippi,  that  "  no  citizen  shall  be  prevented  from  emigrating,  on  any  pre-' 
fence  whatever"  seems  to  be  stated  in  terms  too  strong  and  unqualified,  and  it  would 
require  some  latitude  of  interpretation  to  prevent  the  unjust  application  of  the 
injunction  to  the  case  of  persons  emigrating  with  the  fraudulent  design  of  avoiding 
the  payment  of  debt,  or  the  discliarge  of  a  known  duty,  as  the  relief  of  bail  or 
security.  It  is  declared,  in  the  constitution  of  Ohio,  that  "every  association  of  per- 
sons, being  regularly  formed,  and  having  given  themselves  a  name,  may,  on  appli- 
cation to  the  legislature,  be  entitled  to  letters  of  incorporation  to  enable  them  to  hold 
estates,  real  and  personal,  for  the  support  of  their  schools,  academies,  colleges,  uni- 
versities, and  oUier  purposes.'*  The  provision  is  too  indefinitely  expressed,  and  relates 
to  a  case  of  ordinary  legislative  discretion,  and  if  literally  carried  into  execution,  it 
would  be  productive  of  great  inconvenience.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  deserving  of  a 
place  among  "  the  essential  principles  of  liberty  and  free  government  to  be  for  ever 
unalterably  established." 

(a)  Constitution  of  1777,  art.  1, 13,  41. 

[10] 


LECT.    XXIY.]  OP  THE   RIGHTS    OF   PERSONS.  *  12 

tiitions  had  iio  formal  bill  of  rights  inserted  in  them ;  and  experi- 
ence teaches  us  that  the  most  solid  basis  of  public  safety,  and  the 
most  certain  assui-ance  of  the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  our 
personal  rights  and  liberties,  consists,  not  so  much  in  bills  of 
rights,  as  in  tiie  skilful  organization  of  the  government,* and  its 
aptitude,  by  means  of  its  structure  and  genius,  and  the  spirit  of 
the  people  which  pervades  it,  to  produce  wise  laws,  and  a  pure, 
firm,  and  intelligent  administration  of  justice. 

I  shall  'devote  the  remainder   of  the  present  lecture  to  ex- 
amine more  particularly  the  right  of  personal  security  and 
*  personal  liberty,  and  postpone  the  consideration  of  the    *  12 
right  of  private  propei-ty  until  we  arrive  at  another  branch 
of  our  inquiries. 

1.  Of  the  Right  of  Personal  Security.  —  The  right  of  personal 
security  is  guarded  by  provisions  which  have  been  transcribed 
into  the  constitutions  in  this  country  from  Magna  Charta,  and 
other  fundamental  acts  of  the  English  Parliament,  and  it  is 
enforced  by  additional  and  more  precise  injunctions.  The  sub- 
stance of  the  provision  is,  that  no  person,  except  on  impeach- 
ment, and  in  cases  arising  in  the  military  and  naval  service,  shall 
be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  or 
for  any  offence  above  the  common-law  degree  of  petit  larceny, 
unless  he  shall  have  been  previously  charged  on  the  presentment 
or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury  ;  (a)  that  no  person  shall  be  sub- 

(a)  In  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Hardie,  1  Ired.  (N.  C.)  42,  it  was  held  that  an  t'tt- 
farmaticn  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto^  to  try  the  right  to  a  francliise,  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  civil  remedy,  and  not  within  the  province  of  a  bill  of  rights,  that  no  free- 
man should  be  put  to  answer  for  any  criminal  charge,  but  by  indictment,  &c.  But 
\n  New  Hampshire  the  attorney-general  may,  ear  officio^  and  in  his  discretion,  file  an 
information  in  all  cases  of  offences  and  misdemeanors  not  capital  or  infamous.  The 
State  ».  Dover,  9  N.  H.  468 ;  and  this  seems  to  be  the  law  also  in  the  States  of 
ICaine  and  Massachusetts.  The  State  v.  Kittery,  6  GreenL  254 ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Waterborough,  5  Mass.  259.  The  constitution  of  New  York  does  not  require  an 
indictment  in  all  criminal  cases,  for  it  excepts  petit  larceny;  nor  does  it  require 
trial  by  jury  in  cases  of  petit  larceny,  and  of  other  offences  not  infamous,  as  in  cases 
of  vagrants,  disorderly  persons,  &c.,  for  the  trial  by  jury  had  not  been  previously 
used  in  such  cases.  Duffy  v.  The  People,  6  Hill,  75.  In  Oliio,  ,al80,  it  is  held  that 
the  legislature  may  direct  the  mode  of  redress,  untrammelled  by  the  constitutional 
provision  of  indictment  or  presentment,  as  to  offences  criminal  or  infamous,  when  the 
offences  are  but  quasi  criminal,  as  Sabbath-breaking,  selling  spirituous  liquors  con- 
trary to  law,  and  many  other  misdemeanors  which  may  be  given  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
justices  of  the  peace,  mayors,  &c.  Markle  t^.  Akron,  14  Ohio,  589.  These  summar-y 
eanmcti'ons  are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  without  indictment  or  trial  by  jury, 
and  are  construed  strictly,  and  rest  for  their  validity  on  statute  provisions.    There 

[11] 


*  12  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  [PART  IV. 

ject,  for  the  same  offence,  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or 
limb ;  (6)  nor  shall  he  be  compelled,  in  any  criminal  case,  to  be 

must  be  a  record  of  tlie  proceeding,  and  an  information  or  charge,  and  notice  to 
the  part3^  and  a  conviction,  judgment,  and  execution.  A  review  founded  on  the 
record  may  be  had  by  habeas  corpus  or  certiorari.  The  People  v.  Philips,  N.  Y.  C. 
Court.    See  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer  for  April,  1847,  v.  130. 

(6)  This  prohibition,  as  to  putting  a  party  twice  in  jeopardy,  is  in  the  Constitn- 
tion  of  the  United  States,  audit  has  been  deemed  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  to  mean,  that 
no  person  shall  be  tried  a  second  time  for  the  same  offence,  after  a  trial  by  a  compe- 
tent and  regular  jury,  upon  a  good  indictment,  whether  there  be  a  verdict  of  acquit- 
tal or  conviction.  A  new  trial  cannot,  therefore,  be  granted  in  a  capital  case,  after 
a  verdict  regularly  rendered  upon  a  sufficient  iudictment ;  but  it  may  where  the  juiy 
has  been  discharged  from  giving  a  verdict,  for  then  the  party  has  not  been  put  in 
jeopardy.  United  States  v.  Gibert,  2  Sumner,  19.  But  in  opposition  to  this  opinion, 
it  has  been  adjudged  by  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  in  an  equally  elaborate  opinion,  in  the 
case  of  The  United  States  v.  Keen,  1  McL.  429,  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
have  a  constitutional  power  to  grant  new  trials  in  capital  as  well  as  in  other  criminal 
cases.  With  respect  to  the  right  to  discharge  a  jury  in  a  capital  case,  when  they 
cannot  ag^e  upon  a  verdict,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Perez,  9  Wheaton,  679,  that  the  courts  have  a 
discretionary  power,  even  in  capital  cases  (to  be  exercised  with  great  caution  and 
reserve),  to  discharge  the  jury  from  giving  a  verdict,  and  that  the  prisoner  may  be 
tried  again  for  the  same  offence.  This  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  dis- 
charge a  jury,  sworn  and  charged  in  a  capital  case,  before  verdict,  and  to  put  the 
party  accused  upon  trial  a  second  time,  for  the  same  offence,  after  a  verdict  ren- 
dered, has  been  much  discussed  in  the  courts  in  tliis  country,  and  the  vigorous  and 
powerful  opposition  to  the  power  of  the  court  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  the  case  of 
The  United  States  v.  Giberc,  has  given  additional  interest  to  the  investigation.  The 
cases  in  the  American  courts  on  the  power  of  discharging  a  jury,  in  their  sound  dis- 
cretion, before  verdict,  and  of  putting  the  party  again  on  his  trial,  are  fully  collected 
in  Wharton's  American  Criminal  Law,  ed.  Philadelphia,  1846,  pp.  146-165,  626-636. 
The  result  clearly  is,  that  the  power  of  the  courts  is  settled,  by  overwhelming  prece- 
dent and  authority,  in  favor  of  the  power  of  the  courts  to  discharge  a  jury  before  ver^ 
did,  after  being  charged  in  a  capital  case,  when  there  is  an  absolute  necessity  for  it, 
to  be  judged  of  by  the  court  in  its  sound  discretion,  and  that  the  accused  may  be  put 
upon  his  trial  de  novo,  and  also  that  a  new  trial,  after  a  verdict  of  conviction,  may  be 
awarded,  for  the  party  is  not  put  in  jeopardy  a  second  time.  That  jeopardy  already 
exists,  and  the  only  object  of  a  second  trial  is  to  give  the  accused  a  chance  of  being 
relieved  from  it.  x^ 

x^  A  party  is  so  far  put  in  jeopardy  But  if  the  trial  come  to  an  end  owing 

when  a  jury  has  been  impanelled,  that,  to  some  physical  or  moral  necessity  not 

if  the  jury  be  improperly  discharged,  or  the  fault  of  the  prosecution,  or  by  con- 

if  the  trial  come  to  end  by  fault  of  the  sent  of  the  accused,  there  may  be  a  new 

prosecution,   he  cannot  be  tried  again,  trial.    Commonwealth ».  McCormick,  130 

Teat  ».  State,  63  Miss.  439;  Williams  v.  Mass.  61;  State  v.  Bell,  81  N.  C.  691; 

The  State,  78Ky.  93;  Commonwealth ».  State  v.  Pritchard,  16  Nev.  101;  Tn  re 

Scott,  121  Mass.  33;  Coleman  v.  Tennes-  Scrafford,  21  Kans.  736;  State  v.  Tool, 

see,  97  U.  S.  609.    Comp.  State  o.  Jetton,  4  I^a,  363. 

64  Mo.  376.  If  the  court  in  the  first  trial  had  no 
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• 

a  witness  against  himself ;  and  in  all  criminal  prosecutions  the 
accused  is  entitled  to  a  speedy  and  public  trial  by  an  impartial 
jury ;  and  upon  the  trial  he  is  entitled  to  be  confronted  with  the 
witnesses  against  him,  to  have  compulsory  process  for  obtaining 
witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  for 
his  defence.  And  as  a  further  guard  against  abuse  and  oppres- 
sion in  criminal  proceedings,  it  is  declared  that  excessive  bail 
cannot  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and 
unusual  punishments  inflicted ;  nor  can  any  bill  of  attainder,  or 
ex  poBt  facto  law,  be  passed.  The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  constitutions  of  almost  every  state  in  the  Union, 
contain  the  same  declarations  in  substance,  and  nearly  in  the 
same  language.  (<?)  And  where  express  constitutional  provisions 
on  this  subject  appear  to  be  wanting,  the  same  principles  are 
probably  asserted  by  declaratory  legislative  acts  ;  and  they  must 
be  regarded  as  fundamental  doctrines  in  every  state,  for  the  col- 
onies were  parties  to  the  national  declaration  of  rights  in  1774,  in 
which  the  trial  by  jury,  and  the  other  rights  and  liberties  of 
English  subjects,  were  peremptorily  claimed  as  their  un- 
doubted *  inheritance  and  birthright.  It  maybe  received  *  13 
as  a  proposition,  universally  understood  and  acknowledged 
throughout  this  country,  that  no  person   can  be  taken   or  im- 

(c)  In  the  ordinance  of  Congress  of  July  13, 1787,  for  the  government  of  the  ter- 
ritortf  of  the  United  States  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio,  it  was  declared  to  be  an  unalterable 
article  of  compact  between  the  original  states  and  the  people  and  states  in  the  said 
territory,  that  the  inhabitants  thereof  should  always  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpwt,  and  of  trial  by  jury  ;  of  judicial  proceedings  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law ;  that  all  persons  should  be  bailable,  unless  for  capital 
offences,  where  the  proof  shall  be  evident  or  the  presumption  great ;  that  all  fines 
should  be  moderate,  and  no  cruel  or  unusual  punishments  inflicted ;  that  no  man 
should  be  deprived  of  his  liberty  or  property  but  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers,  or  the 
law  of  the  land ;  that  no  man's  property  or  services  should  be  taken  or  demanded  for 
pnblic  exigencies,  without  full  compensation ;  and  that  no  law  ought  ever  to  be  made, 
or  have  force  in  the  territory,  interfering  in  any  manner  whatever  with  or  affecting 
private  contracts  or  engagements  bona  fide,  and  without  fraud  previously  formed^ 
This  last  and  valuable  provision  was  at  that  time  new  and  unprecedented  in  constitu- 
tional  history. 

jurisdiction,  or  if  the  indictment  was  de-  trial,  since  in  legal  contemplation  there 

fective,  or  if  the  proceedings  were  erro-  has  been  no  jeopardy.    Coleman  v.  Ten- 

neous  so  as  to  sustain  a  writ  of  error  or  nessee,  07  U.  8.  509,  520;  Smith  v.  The 

a  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  State,  41  N.  J   L.  598;  Kendall  v.  The 

any  of  these  defects  are  taken  advantage  State,  05  Ala.  492. 
of  by  the  accnaed,  there  may  be  a  new 
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prisoned;  or  disseised  of  his  freehold  or  estate;  or  exiled  or 
condemned  ;  or  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  unless  by 
the  law  of  the  land,  or  the  judgment  of  his  peers.  The  words, 
ly  the  law  of  the  land,  as  used  originally  in  Magna  Charta,  (a)  in 
reference  to  this  subject,  are  understood  to  mean  due  process  of 
law,  that  is,  by  indictment  or  presentment  of  good  and  lawful 
men  ;  and  this,  says  Lord  Coke,  (b)  is  the  true  sense  and  exposi- 

(a)  Chapter  29. 

(b)  2  Inst.  60.  See  also  The  matter  of  John  and  Cherry  Streets.  19  Wend.  669 ; 
Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.),  146,  146, 147.  The  law  of  the  land,  in  bills  of  right, 
says  Ch.  J.  Ruffin,  in  the  elaborate  opinion  delivered  in  Hoke  r.  Henderson,  4  Dev. 
(N.  C.)  16  (and  one  replete  with  sound  constitutional  doctrines),  does  not  mean  merely 
an  act  of  the  legislature,  for  that  construction  would  abrogate  all  restrictions  on  legis- 
lative authority.  The  clause  means,  that  statutes  which  would  deprive  a  citizen  of 
the  rights  of  person  or  property  without  a  regular  trial,  according  to  the  course  and 
usage  of  the  common  law,  would  not  be  the  law  of  the  land  in  the  sense  of  the  consti- 
tution. Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Constitution,  iii.  G61,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Bronson,  in  4  Hill  (N.  Y),  146.  147,  adopt  the  same  construction.  In  South 
Carolina,  the  law  of  the  land,  in  the  constitution  of  that  state,  means  the  common  and 
the  statute  law  existing  in  that  state  at  the  adoption  of  its  constitution.  O'Neall,  J., 
in  the  State  v  Simons,  2  Speer,  767.  In  Tennessee,  "  the  law  of  the  land,"  in  the 
constitution  of  that  state,  is  understood  in  many  cases  to  mean  a  general  and  public 
law,  operating  equally  upon  every  member  of  the  community ;  and  every  partial  law, 
by  which  private  property  and  the  rights  of  individuals  are  abridged  or  taken  away, 
is  held  to  be  against  the  constitution  of  the  state.  2  Yerg.  654.  690;  10  id.  71.  A 
statute  declaring  it  to  be  felony  to  embezzle  or  make  false  entries  by  the  officers  of  a 
specific  bank,  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  being  a  jmrtial  law,  not  em- 
bracing the  officers  of  other  institutions  under  similar  circumstances.  Budd  v.  The 
State,  3  Humph.  (Tcnn.)  483.  The  judgment  of  his  peers  means  trial  by  a  jury  of 
twelve  men,  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law ;  and  even  in  private  suits  at 
common  law,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  is  preserved  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  where  the  value  in  controversy  exceeds  ttventy  dollars.  Const.  U.  S.  Amend- 
ments, art.  7.  In  the  constitution  of  New  York  it  is  declared  that  trial  by  jury, 
"  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used,"  should  remain  inviolate  for 
ever;  and  no  new  court  should  be  instituted,  except  courts  of  equity,  which  should 
not  proceed  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law.  Const.  N.  Y.  art.  7.  Under 
these  provisions  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  provision  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  relative  to  trial  by  jury,  applies  only  to  the  federal  courts ;  and  that  the 
provision  in  the  state  constitution  applies  only  to  cases  of  trials  of  issues  of  fact  in 
civil  and  criminal  proceedings  in  co«rM  of  Justice;  and  that  the  provision  as  to  new 
courts  referred  to  courts  exercising  the  usual  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  law,  but  pro- 
ceeding by  modes  unknown  to  the  common  law.  In  the  Matter  of  Smith,  10  Wend.  449 ; 
Cowen,  J.,  In  the  Matter  of  John  and  Cherry  Streets,  10  Wend.  676 ;  Lee  v.  Tillotson, 
24  Wend.  387.  In  Georgia,  where  the  provision  in  the  constitution  securing  trial  by 
jury  is  the  same  as  in  that  of  New  York,  it  has  been  adjudged  that  it  did  not  apply 
to  summary  jurisdictions  known  and  in  use  before  the  adoption  of  the  constitution. 
Low  V.  Commissioners  of  Pilotage,  R.  M.  Charlton,  302.  This  has  been,  also,  the 
contemporaneous  and  practical  exposition  of  the  same  words  in  the  constitution  of 
New  York.    Lee  v.  Tillotson,  24  Wend.  337.    So,  in  Mississippi,  it  is  held,  in  Lewis  v. 
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tion  of  those  words.  The  better  and  larger  definition  of  due 
process  of  law  is,  that  it  means  law  in  its  regular  course  of  admin- 
istration, through  courts  of  justice.  (Story,  Coram,  on  the  Const., 
Vol.  iii.  264,  661.) 

But  while  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  are  universally  con- 
demned, some  theorists  have  proposed  the  entire  abolition  of  the 
punishment  of  death,  and  have  considered  it  to  be  an  unnecessary 
waste  of  power,  if  not  altogether  unjust  and  unwarrantable.  It 
has  been  supposed  that  the  proper  object  of  punishment,  the  pro- 
tection of  society  by  the  prevention  of  crime,  can  be  as  well  or 
more  effectually  attained  by  the  substitution  of  milder  sanctions. 
The  great  difficulty  is,  to  efiect  the  salutary  ends  of  punish- 
ment, and,  at  the  same  time,  avoid  wounding  the  public  sense 
of  humanity.  The  punishment  of  death  is,  doubtless,  the  most 
dreadful  and  the  most  impressive  spectacle  of  public  justice  ;  and 
it  is  not  possible  to  adopt  any  other  punishment  equally  powerful 
by  its  example.  It  ought  to  be  confined  to  the  few  cases  of  the 
most  atrocious  character,  for  it  is  only  in  such  cases  that  public 
opinion  will  warrant  the  measure,  or  the  peace  and  safety  of 
society  require  it.  Civil  society  has  an  undoubted  right  to  use 
the  means  requisite  for  its  preservation  ;  and  the  punishment  of 
munler  with  death  accords  with  the  judgment  and  the  practice  of 
mankind,  because  the  intensity  and  the  violence  of  the  malignity 
that  will  commit  the  crime  require  to  be  counteracted  by 
the  strongest  motives  which  can  be  presented  to  *  the  *  14 
human  mind.  Grotius  (a)  disscusses  much  at  large,  and 
with  his  usual  learning  and  ability,  the  design  and  the  lawfulness 
of  punishment;  and  he  is  decidedly  of  the  opinion  that  capital 
punishments,  in  certain  cases,  are  not  only  lawful,  under  the 
divine  law,  but  indispensable  to  restrain  the  audaciousness  of 
guilt-  He  recommends,  however,  for  adoption,  in  many  cases, 
the  advice  and  even  the  example  of  some  of  the  ancients,  by  the 
substitution  of  servile  labor  and  imprisonment  for  capital  punish- 
ment. This  has  been  done  since  his  time  to  a  very  great  extent 
in  some  parts  of  Europe,  and  especially  in  the  United  States.     In 

Garrett,  5  Howard  (Mi8s.)i  434,  that  a  statute  authorizing  summary  proceedings,  by 
motion  against  a  sheriff  and  his  sureties  for  official  misconduct,  is  not  a  violation  of 
the  constitution  which  guaranties  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  That  revision  was  not 
intended  to  disturb  the  ancient  and  established  jurisdiction  of  the  courts,  and  the 
modes  of  trial  aa  regulated  by  the  common  law  undep  Magna  Charta. 
(a)  De  Jure  BelU,  b.  2,  c.  20. 
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the  earlier  code  of  laws  prepared  by  William  Penn,  and  adopted 
by  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1682,  (&)  it  was  declared 
that  all  prisons  should  be  workhouses  for  felons  and  vagrants;  and 
the  penitentiary  system,  founded  on  labor,  discipline,  and  instruc-* 
tion,  accompanied  with  patient  and  humane  treatment,  was  first 
introduced  into  this  country  by  the  wisdom  and  benevolence  of 
that  eminent  lawgiver.  Though  the  penitentiary  system  has  not 
been  able  suflSciently  to  answer  the  expectations  of  the  public, 
either  in  the  reformation  of  offenders,  or  as  an  example  to  deter 
others,  yet  the  more  skilful  structure  and  arrangement  of  the 
prisons,  and  the  introduction  of  a  stricter  and  more  energetic 
system  of  prison  discipline,  consisting  essentially  of  separate  and 
solitary  confinement  by  night,  and  hard  labor  without  solitude, 
and  in  companies,  but  without  conversation,  in  the  workshops, 
by  day  (and  which  have  been  carried  into  effect  with  beneficial 
results  in  the  state  prison  at  Auburn,  and  the  new  state  prison  at 
Sing-Sing,  in  New  York,  and  at  Weth^rsfield  in  Connecticut), 
afford  encouraging  expectations  that  they  will  be  able  to  redeem 
the  credit  of  the  system,  and  recommend  the  punishment  of  soli- 
tary imprisonment  and  hard  labor,  instead  of  capital  and  other 
sanguinary  punishments,  to  the  universal  approbation  of  the 
civilized  world,  (c) 

(h)  Proud'8  History  of  Pennsylvania,  ii.  App.  p.  16. 

(c)  In  Philadelphia,  in  1829,  a  further  reform  in  prison  discipline  was  introduced, 
and  is  spoken  of  with  high  approbation  by  competent  judges.  It  consists  of  solitary 
confinement  by  night,  and  being  separate  from  associates  in  guilt  by  day,  and  labor  by 
day.  Purdon's  Dig.  455.  Doctor  Lieber,  in  his  Letter  to  the  President  of  the  Phila- 
delphia society  for  alleviating  the  miseries  of  public  prisons,  and  in  his  Letter  to  the 
Governor  of  South  Carolina  on  the  penitentiary  system,  comes  out  with  great  strength 
in  favor  of  the  Philadelphia  system  in  preference  to  the  Auburn  plan  of  discipline. 
See  also  the  Lettre  sur  le  systbme  p^nitentiare,  par  M.  Demetz,  Consoiller  k  la 
cour  royale,  Paris,  1837,  in  which  the  Philadelphia  plan  of  solitude  by  night  and  by 
day  is  ably  enforced ;  and  the  system  was  approved  of,  after  full  discussion  by  the 
Conseil  G<?n^ral  du  Departement  de  la  Seine,  October  20, 1837.  But  notwithstanding 
all  this  sanction,  it  would  seem  that  competent  persons  of  experience  have  raised 
a  doubt  as  to  the  good  effects  of  total  and  absolute  solitary  confinement  by  day  and 
night,  in  consequence  of  its  deleterious  effects  upon  the  body  and  mind  of  the  prisoner. 
Doctor  Lieber  distinguishes  the  one  system  as  the  Auburn  or  silent  system,  and  the 
other  as  the  Pennsylvania  separate  or  eremitic  system.  The  Boston  Prison  Discipline 
Society  has  been  a  strenuous  and  able  advocate  of  the  Auburn  or  congregate  system, 
in  opposition  to  the  Pennsylvania  or  separate  system.  On  the  other  hand,  Miss  D.  I^. 
Dix,  in  her  "  Remarks  on  Prisons  and  Prison  Discipline  in  the  United  States,"  1845, 
after  a  thorough  review  of  the  penitentiaries  in  the  United  States,  gives  lier  opinion 
in  favor  of  the  superior  efficacy  of  the  separate  as  distinguished  from  the  congregate 
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*  While  the  personal  security  of  every  citizen  is  protected  *  16 
from  lawless  violence  by  the  arm  of  government  and  the 

sjstem,  upon  the  morals  of  the  convicts.  The  work  is  written  with  great  good  sense 
and  knowledge  of  facts,  and  with  admirable  temper  and  candor.  The  Pennsylvania 
or  separate  system,  hy  which  the  convicts  are  kept  separate  from  each  other  not  only 
at  night,  hut  by  day,  when  at  hard  labor,  is  the  one  now  prevalent  in  Europe,  and  it 
has  high  authorities,  both  in  Europe  and  America,  in  its  favor.  The  plan  is  seclusion 
from  associates  by  day,  accompanied  by  manual  labor,  with  moral  and  religious 
instruction,  and  solitary  confinement  at  night.  The  subject  of  penal  laws  is  replete 
with  difficulties.  It  is  understood,  in  England,  that  transportation,  as  a  punishment 
and  discipline,  has  been  a  failure,  either  as  means  to  deter  from  crime,  or  to  reform 
the  convicts.  In  a  report  made  in  the  English  House  of  Commons,  in  1838,  it  was 
stated,  that  instead  of  reforming  it  had  a  corrupting  influence,  and  was  continually 
enlarging  the  Australian  territories  by  colonists,  most  thoroughly  depraved,  as  re- 
spected both  the  character  and  degree  of  their  vicious  propensities.  If  this  be  so,  the 
grievance  was  most  alarming,  for  in  Great  Britain  about  5,000  persons  annually 
undergo  the  sentence  of  transportation.  But  great  and  most  commendable  and 
apparently  judicious  amendments  and  improvements  were  made  by  the  British  gov- 
ernment in  1842,  to  meliorate  the  condition  of  convict  discipline  in  Van  Diemcn's 
Land  and  Norfolk  Island.  See  the  able  and  interesting  despatches  of  Lord  Stanley, 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department,  to  Sir  John  Franklin,  Lieutenant-Gov- 
ernor of  Van  Diemen's  Land,  published  by  order  of  the  House  of  Commons,  April, 
1843.  It  appears  that  1,000  convicts  are  sent  annually  from  Great  Britain  to  Norfolk 
Island  in  Australia,  and  the  number  of  convicts  resident  there  is  not  usually  above 
3,000.  That  8,000  convicts  are  employed  in  labor  in  Van  Diemen's  Land.  The  course 
of  discipline  is,  that  every  convict  is  subject  to  successive  stages  of  punishment,  de- 
creasing in  rigor  at  each  successive  step,  unless  the  transit  to  a  less  severe  punishment 
he  withheld,  owing  to  misconduct  in  the  convict:  (1.)  Detention  at  Norfolk  Island 
four  years ;  (2.)  The  probationary  gang  removed  to  Van  Diemen's  Land  and  kept  at 
labor  two  years ;  (3.)  The  probation  passes  flve  years ;  (4.)  Tickets  of  leave ;  (6)  Par- 
dons, absolute  or  conditional.  Great  efforts  are  made  for  the  melioration  of  female 
convicts,  and  600  of  them  annually  pass  through  the  penitentiaries. 

In  the  case  of  wanton  and  malicious  mischief,  corporal  chastisement  seems  to  be 
deemed  a  suitable  punishment  in  whole  or  in  part  in  the  adoption  of  means  to  prevent 
it.  Thus,  for  the  better  protection  of  works  of  art,  and  of  scientific  and  literary  col- 
lections, the  statute  of  8  and  9  Victoria,  c.  44,  declares  that  such  trespassers  shall  be 
subjected  to  six  months'  imprisonment  with  hard  labor,  and  with  the  wholesome  discipline 
of  one,  two,  or  three  whippings. 

It  appears  now  (1847)  to  be  the  policy  of  the  British  government  to  qualify  or 
abolish  transportation  to  Australia,  or  to  any  British  settlement  more  distant  than 
Gibraltar  or  the  Bermudas,  where  the  hulk  system,  as  it  exists  at  Woolwich,  is  in 
operation,  and  to  substitute  for  the  present  punishment  reformatory  establishments, 
or  a  preparatory  period  of  punishment,  and  a  subsequent  system  of  compulsory 
labor,  and  that  no  released  convict  shall  be  permitted  to  remain  thereafter  in  the 
United  Kingdom.  Some  modification  of  that  kind  has  been  suggested  as  a  substi- 
tute for  transportation,  though  with  the  preservation  of  transportation  to  a  qualified 
degree. 

There  were,  as  early  as  1^34,  sixteen  of  the  United  States,  viz. :  Maine,  New 
Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsyl- 
vania, Maryland,  Virginia,  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Georgia,  Oliio,  Indiana,  and  Illinois, 
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terrors  of  the  penal  code,  and  while  it  is  equally  guarded  from 
unjust  and  tyrannical  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  government 
itself,  by  the  provisions  to  which  we  have  referred,  every  person 
is  also  entitled  to  the  preventive  arm  of  the  magistrate,  as  a 
further  protection  from  threatened  or  impending  danger;  and, 
on  reasonable  cause  being  shown,  he  may  require  his  adversary 
to  be  bound  to  keep  the  peace.  If  violence  has  been  actually 
offered,  the  offender  is  not  only  liable  to  be  prosecuted  and  pun- 
ished on  behalf  of  the  state,  but  he  is  bound  to  render  to  the 
party  aggrieved  adequate   compensation   in  damages,  (a)     The 

besides  the  District  of  Columbia,  which  had  penitentiaries  or  state  prisons,  established 
and  supported  by  government.  The  system  is  extending  and  growing  better  in  tliis 
conntry  by  the  lights  of  experience,  and  in  1838  the  prisons  in  eight  or  nine  of  the 
states  had  become  a  source  of  revenue  to  the  public,  as  the  earnings  of  t)ie  convicts, 
by  their  labor,  left  a  clear  gain  above  all  expenses.  It  has  attracted  attention  in 
Europe,  and  gentlemen  of  character  and  ability  from  England,  France,  and  Prussia 
have  visited  the  United  States,  under  the  auspices  of  their  respective  governments,  in 
order  to  inspect  our  prisons,  and  obtain  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  plan,  discipline, 
and  effects  of  our  penitentiary  systems.  To  these  visits  we  are  indebted  for  the  inter- 
esting work  of  MM.  G.  de  Beaumont  et  A.  de  Tocqueville,  entitled  Du  Syst^me 
P^nitentiaire  aux  ^tats-Unis,  et  de  son  application  en  France,  Paris,  1838;  and  whtcli 
has  been  translated,  with  notes,  by  Dr.  Francis  Lieber,  advantageously  known  to  the 
literary  world  as  the  editor  of  that  great  work,  the  Encyclopedia  Americana ;  also  for 
the  Report  of  William  Crawford,  Esq.,  on  the  penitentiaries  of  the  United  States,  pre- 
sented to  the  British  government,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  March,  1835.  His 
appendix  to  this  report  contains  an  extraordinary  and  very  valuable  mass  of  facts  and 
details  on  the  subject,  collected  with  great  industry  and  care,  and  accompanied  with 
excellent  plans  of  our  principal  state  penitentiaries.  The  whole  work  is  very  instruc- 
tive, and  ought  to  be  republished  in  this  country.  The  French  visitants  collected  also 
documentary  and  statistical  matter  relative  to  our  state  prisons,  amounting  to  six 
volumes  in  folio,  which  have  not  been  published,  but  were  deposited  in  the  office  of 
the  minister  of  commerce  and  public  works  at  Paris. 

Doctor  Julius,  a  learned  professor  at  Berlin,  in  Prussia,  under  the  direction  of  his 
government,  visited  the  United  States  on  the  same  errand  in  the  years  1884, 1835,  and 
1836  ;  and  in  1839  his  work,  in  two  volumes,  on  the  Moral  Condition  of  the  United 
States,  was  published  at  Leipsic,  in  Germany,  and  the  second  volume  was  wholly, 
occupied  with  the  subject  of  crime  and  punishment. 

In  1880,  a  bill  passed  the  English  House  of  Commons  abolishing  the  punishment 
of  death  for  forging  negotiable  securities  ;  but  this  alteration  in  the  established  law 
was  rejected  by  a  large  majority  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

(a)  The  rule  or  measure  of  damages,  in  actions  at  law,  for  a  compensation  for  civil 
injuries  to  the  person  or  property  or  character,  has  been  recently  extensively  dis- 
cussed, and  with  superior  learning,  ability,  and  candor,  in  "  A  Treatise  on  the  Measure 
of  Damages,  by  Theodore  Sedgwick,  Esq.,  New  York,  1847,"  a  work  greatly  wanted, 
and  which,  from  its  intrinsic  merits,  will  recommend  itself  strongly  to  the  patronage 
of  the  profession.  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  a  case  be  free  from  fraud,  malice,  wil- 
ful negligence,  or  oppression,  tlie  compensation  is  taken  strictly  for  the  real  injury  or 
actual  pecuniary  loss  to  the  party,  and  perhaps  the  natural  and  legal  consequences  of 
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manicipal  law  of  our  own  as  well  as  of  every  other  country  has 
likewise  left  with  individuals  the  exercise  of  the  natural  right 
of  self-defence,  in  all  those  cases  in  which  the  law  is  either  too 
slow  or  too  feeble  to  stay  the  hand  of  violence.  (6)     Homicide  is 

the  act  complained  of,  and  the  actual  costs  and  expenses  sustained.  But  if  fraud, 
malice,  or  mala  mens  mingle  in  the  controversy,  the  claim  goes  beyond  absolute  com- 
pensation, and  punitive,  vindictiTe,  or  exemplary  damages,  by  way  of  punishment  and 
for  example's  sake,  seem  to  be  admitted  to  the  jurisprudence  of  England  and  of  thi. 
country.  This  Mr.  Sedgwick  has  shown  by  numerous  cases  from  2  Wils.  205 ;  3  id. 
18 ;  13  M.  &  W.  47  ;  1  Wash.  C.  C.  162 ;  3  Johns.  56,  64 ;  14  id.  362  ;  2  Mason,  120 ; 
10  N.  H.  180 ;  15  Conn.  226, 267 ;  Story,  J.,  3  Wheat.  646 ;  Baldwin,  J.,  1  Bald.  138.  x^ 
Tlie  learned  author  of  the  treatise  further  shows,  that  in  the  Scotch  courts  the 
rule  of  absolute  comi)ensation  for  civil  injuries  is  adhered  to  without  converting  the 
suit  into  a  matter  of  punishment,  or  going  beyond  compensatory  damages ;  and  this 
seems  to  be  the  sounder  rule  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Metcalf  and  Professor  Grecnleaf, 
the  eminent  jurists  to  whom  Mr.  Sedgwick  refers,  while  he  frankly  gives  his  own 
reiisons  for  what  he  deems  the  better  conclusion  in  the  English  and  American  law. 
It  follows  necessarily  that,  except  in  matters  of  contract,  the  amount  of  damages, 
when  bad  passion  or  motives  are  intermixed,  must  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  a 
jary.  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  circumstances,  and  under  the  wise  superintend- 
ence of  the  court  See  Measure  of  Damages  by  Sedgwick,  pp.  27-46,  pp.  76,  76,  and 
c.  3  and  c.  18  of  that  treatise.  But  in  cases  of  loss  without  aggravation  or  intentional 
wrong,  the  law  confines  itself  to  a  complete  indemnity,  without  adding  exemplary 
damages,  or  estimated  profits,  or  remote  consequences.  2  Dallas,  303 ;  2  Wheat.  327 ; 
3  id.  546 ;  17  Pick.  543 ;  2  Taunt.  814  ;  23  Wend.  425  ;  Sedgwick's  Treatise,  80-93. 
It  is  difficult  to  deduce  any  precise  measure  of  damages  from  the  numerous  cases,  but 
the  courts  have  in  these  cases  discountenanced  the  idea  of  speculative  or  remote 
damages,  though  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  any  certain  rule  from  the  numerous 
cases  which  remarkably  illustrate  "  the  oscillations  of  the  judicial  pendulum."  The 
numerous  cases  under  the  head  of  remote  and  consequential  damages  are  most  Indus* 
triously  collected  by  Mr.  Sedgwick  in  the  3d  chapter  of  his  treatise,  and  to  that  I 
must  refer  the  student.  In  the  Law  Reporter,  Boston,  [ix.  629,]  April,  1847,  there  is  an 
elaborate  review  of  the  cases  in  matters  of  tort  on  the  subject  of  exemplary  damages, 
endeavoring  to  show  that  the  decisions  do  not,  on  a  strict  examination  and  construc- 
tion of  the  language  of  them,  amount  to  authorities  for  going  beyond  compensatory 
damages.  On  this  subject  it  appears  to  me  that  the  conclusions  in  Mr.  Sedgwick's 
treatise  are  well  warranted  by  the  decisions,  and  that  the  attempt  to  exclude  all  con- 
sideration of  the  malice  and  wickedness  and  wantonness  of  the  tort,  in  estimating  a 
proper  compensation  to  the  victim,  is  impracticable,  visionary,  and  repugnant  to  just 
feelings  of  social  sympathy.  In  trespass,  when  the  party  wantonly  violates  the  law, 
"  llie  jury  should  not  be  sparing  in  the  damages."  Lord  Abingcr,  1  M.  &  W.  342. 
(6)  See  infra,  840,  note. 

x^  The  later  cases,  while  regarding  the  lap,  66  N.  H.  466  ;  Milwaukee,  &c.  R.  R. 
rule  stated  as  settled,  disapprove  it.  Cox  Co.  v.  Arms,  91  U.  S.  489.  Mere  negli- 
r.  Crumley,  5  Lea,  529.  See  KifiE  v.  You-  gence  does  not  bring  one  within  the  opera- 
mans,  86  N.  Y.  324.  It  has  also  been  held  tion  of  the  rule.  Milwaukee,  &c.  R.  R 
that  malice  is  simply  an  additional  fact  Co.  v»  Arms,  supra ;  Chicago  R.  R.  Co.  t; 
competent  to  be  considered  as  showing  Scurr,  59  Miss.  466  ,*  City  of  Parsons  v. 
the  real  amount  of  in  jury.  Bizbyv.  Dun-  Lindsay,  26  Knns.  426. 
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justifiable  in  every  case  in  which  it  is  rendered  necessary  in  self- 
defence,  against  the  person  who  comes  to  commit  a  known  felony 
with  force  against  one's  person  or  habitation,  or  against  the  person 
of  those  who  stand  near  in  domestic  relations,  (c)  The  right  of 
self-defence  in  these  cases  is  founded  on  the  law  of  nature,  and  is 
not  and  cannot  be  superseded  by  the  law  of  society.  In  those 
instances,  says  Sir  Michael  Foster,  the  law,  with  great  propriety, 
and  in  strict  justice,  considers  the  individual  to  be  under  the 
protection  of  the  law  of  nature.  There  are  some  important  dis- 
tinctions on  this  subject,  between  justifiable  and  excusable  homi- 
cide, and  manslaughter  and  murder,  which  it  does  not  belong  to 
my  present  purpose  to  examine  ;  and  I  will  only  observe, 

•  16   that  homicide  is  never  strictly  justifiable  in  defence  *  of  a 

private  trespass,  nor  upon  the  pretence  of  necessity,  when 
the  party  is  not  free  from  fault  in  bringing  that  necessity  upon 
himself,  (a) 

2.  Of  Slander  and  laibels.  —  As  a  part  of  the  right  of  personal 
security,  the  preservation  of  every  person's  good  name  from 
the  vile  arts  of  detraction  is  justly  included.  The  laws  of  the 
ancients,  no  less  than  those  of  modern  nations,  made  private 
reputation  one  of  the  objects  of  their  protection.  The  Roman 
law  took  a  just  distinction  between  slander  spoken  and  written  ; 
and  the  same  distinction  prevails  in  our  law,  which  considers  the 
slander  of  a  private  person  by  words  in  no  other  light  than  a  civil 
injury,  for  which  a  pecuniary  compensation  may  be  obtained.  (6) 
The  injury  consists  in  falsely  and  maliciously  charging  another 
with  the  commission  of  some  public  offence,  criminal  in  itself, 
and  indictable,  and  subjecting  the  party  to  an  infamous  punish- 

(c)  Hawk.  p.  C.  b.  1,  c.  28,  sec.  21 ;  Foster's  Discourse  of  Homicide,  273,  274. 

(a)  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  28,  sec.  22,  23.  In  The  State  v.  Morgan,  3  Ired.  (N.  C.) 
186,  193,  it  was  declared  that  killing  a  person  to  prevent  a  mere  trespass  on  his  prop- 
erty, whether  the  trespass  could  or  could  not  be  otherwise  prevented,  is  murder. 

{b)  Potter's  Qreek  Antiq.  i.  170;  Halhed's  Gentoo  Code,  182  ;  Cicero  de  Republica, 
lib.  4 ;  Tacit.  Ann.  lib.  1,  c.  72 ;  Hor.  Epist.  b.  2,  Ep.  1,  152 ;  Aul.  Gel.  b.  3,  c.  8 ;  Inst. 
4.  4.  1 ;  8  Johnson's  Cases,  382,  note,  where  the  reporter,  with  great  learning  and  accu- 
racy, has  collected  the  material  provisions  in  the  Roman  law  on  the  subject.  Since 
the  publication  of  that  note,  the  view  of  the  law  of  defamation  among  the  ancients 
has  been  extensively  considered  in  Holt's  I^w  of  Libel,  b.  1,  c.  1.  See  also  the  excel- 
lent introduction  to  Mr.  Starkie's  treatise  on  Slander  and  Libel,  in  which  illustrations 
are  drawn  from  the  Roman  and  the  Scotch  laws,  and  the  necessity  of  legal  restraints 
upon  slanderous  and  libellous  attacks  on  the  character  of  individuals  is  clearly 
enforced  with  strong  sense  and  learning,  and  with  great  beauty  and  simplicity. 
[20] 
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ment,  or  involviDg  moral  turpitude,  or  the  breach  of  some  public 
trust,  or  with  any  matter  in  relation  to  his  particular  trade  or 
vocation,  and  which,  if  true,  would  render  him  unworthy  of  em- 
ployment, or,  lastly,  with  any  other  matter  or  thing  by  which 
special  injury  is  sustained.  (<?}  ^    But  if  the  slander  be  communi- 

(c)  Brooker  u.  Coffin,  5  Johns.  188;  Spencer,  C.  J.,  in  Van  Ness  v.  Hamilton,  19 
Johns.  367  ;  McCuen  v.  Ladlam,  2  Harr.  (N.  J.)  12.  In  Indiana,  charging  by  words 
a  female  with  incest,  fornication,  adultery,  or  whoredom,  is  made  actionable  without 
showing  special  damages.    Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1838,  p.  452. 


1(a)  Worth  actionable  per  se,  fee.  —  The 
language  of  the  text  is  sustained  by  Hoag 
p.  Hatch,  23  Conn.  585  ;  perhaps  by  John- 
son r.  Shields,  1  Dutcher,  116 ;  and  par- 
tially by  Wright  v.  Paige,  3  Keyes,  681 ; 
same  opinion,  36  Barb.  438,  where  it  is 
said  that  words  charging  an  indictable 
offence  which  inyolves  moral  turpitude 
are  actionable  per  se.  See  also  Beck  v, 
Stitzel,  21  Penn.  St.  522 ;  Smith  o.  Smith, 
2  Sneed,  473.  x^  Some  cases,  going 
farther  than  the  text  in  that  direction, 
lay  it  down  that  it  is  not  enough  that  the 
offence  charged  is  punishable  corporeally, 
unless  it  also  involve  moral  turpitude. 
Murray  v.  McAllister,  38  Vt.  167 ;  Red- 
way  V.  Gray,  31  Vt.  292  ;  Beck  o.  Stitzel, 
svpra.  Other  cases,  on  the  other  hand, 
hold  that  words  do  not  become  actionable 
per  Me,  merely  by  charging  an  indictable 
offence  which  involves  moral  turpitude 


x^  The  authorities  are  reviewed  in 
PoUard  p.  Lyon,  91  U.  S.  225,  and  the 
true  rule  is  held  to  be,  that  spoken  words 
are  actionable  per  se  when  they  charge  an 
indictable  crime,  which  is  either  punish- 
able by  an  infamous  punishment  or  which 
involves  moral  turpitude.  Geary  v.  Ben- 
nett, 53  Wis.  444;  Lemons  r.  Wells,  78 
Ky.  117. 

Words  charging  a  person  with  having 
venereal  disease  are  actionable  per  se. 
Kancher  r.  Blinn,  29  Ohio  St.  62 ;  Bruce 
ff.  Soule.  69  Me.  562.  See  also  Bamett  r. 
Ward,  36  Ohio  St.  107 ;  Hutchinson  v. 
Lewis,  75  Ind.  55. 

The  natural  meaning  of  words  may 


(even  adultery),  unless  it  is  also  punish- 
able corporeally  in  the  first  instance. 
Wagaman  v.  Byers,  17  Md.  183;  Stokes 
V.  Arey,  8  Jones  (N.  C),  66 ;  Wilson  v. 
Tatum,  ib.  300.  But  the  last  cases  were 
probably  decided  on  the  same  principles 
as  others  which  entirely  disregard  the  ele- 
ment of  moral  turpitude,  and  make  the 
only  test  whether  the  words  charge  an 
indictable  offence  which  would  subject 
the  party  to  bodily  punishment  in  a  tem* 
poral  court.  Birch  v.  Benton,  26  Mo. 
153;  Curry  r.  Collins,  87  Mo.  324.  In 
Massachusetts,  it  is  actionable  to  charge 
a  person  falsely  and  maliciously  with  an 
offence  that  may  subject  him  to  a  pun- 
ishment which  will  bring  disgrace  upon 
him,  though  the  punishment  be  not 
strictly  infamous.  Brown  p.  Nickerson, 
5  Gray,  1. 

Words  spoken  of  a  man  in  respect  of 


be  controlled  by  other  words  spoken  at 
the  same  time,  and  so  held  not  to  charge 
a  crime.  Wing  v.  Wing,  66  Me.  62; 
Fawsett  v.  Clark,  48  Md.  494;  Hayes 
V.  Ball,  72  N.  Y.  418.  But  the  mere 
fact  that  the  chnrge  was  false,  and 
known  to  be  so,  does  not  affect  their 
character.  Marble  r.  Chapin,  132  Mass. 
226;  West  v.  Hanrahan,  28  Minn.  385; 
Holt  V.  Turpin,  78  Ky.  4^3.  But  see 
Hamm  v.  Wickline,  26  Ohio  St  81 ;  Pe- 
gram  v.  Stoltz,  76  N,  C.  349. 

As  to  the  distinction  between  writ- 
ten and  spoken  words,  see  Pollard  v, 
Lyon,  supra ;  Foster  r.  Scrlpps,  39  Mich. 
376. 
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cated  by  pictures,  or  signs,  or  writing,  or  painting,  it  is  calculated 
to  have  a  wider  circulation,  to  make  a  deeper  impression,  and 
to  become  proportionably  more  injurious.  Expressions  which 
tend  to  render  a  man  ridiculous,  or  degrade  him  in  the  esteem 
and  opinion  of  the  world,  would  be  libellous  if  printed,  though 
they  would  not  be  actionable  if  spoken,  (d)     A  libel,  as  appli- 

{d)  Villen  v.  Monsley,  2  WiU.  403;  Woodard  r.  Dowsing,  2  Mann.  &  Ryl.  74; 
Levy  V.  Milne,  12  J.  B.  Moore,  418 ;  Clement  v,  Chivis,  9  B.  &  C.  174;  Lord  Churchill 
r.  Hunt,  1  Chitty,  480;  Cooper  v.  Greeley,  1  Denio,  347 ;  Clark  v.  Binney,  2  Pick. 
113;  Starkie  on  Slander,  by  Wendell,  i.  169.  The  law  implies  malice,  if  the  publica- 
tion cliarges  an  individual  with  an  indictable  offence,  or  exposes  him  to  hatred,  ridi- 
cule, or  contempt.  Mr.  Hamilton,  in  his  argument  in  the  case  of  The  People  v. 
Croswell,  3  Johns.  Cas.  354,  submitted  the  following  definition  of  a  libel,  in  its  most 
comprehensive  sense,  as  being  "  a  censorious  or  ridiculing  writing,  picture,  or  sign, 
made  with  a  mischievous  and  malicious  intent  towards  government,  magistrates,  or 
individuals."  This  definition  of  a  libel  was  adopted  by  the  court  in  The  People  r. 
Croswell,  3  Johns.  Cas.  854,  and  approved  of  by  the  court  in  Steele  v.  Southwick, 
9  Johns.  215. 


his  lawful  business  are  actionable,  if  they 
tend  to  prejudice  him  in  it,  Orr  v.  Sko- 
field,  56  Maine,  483 ;  Fowles  o.  Bowen,  30 
N.  Y.20;  Fitzgerald  i;.  Rcdfleld,51  Barb. 
484;  Irwin  v.  Brandwood,  2  Hurlst.  & 
Colt.  960 ;  jfi  although  it  is  one  of  which 
the  court  cannot  take  judicial  notice, 
Foulger  v.  Newcomb,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  827. 
And  it  is  no  justification  that  the  slander 
was  stated  not  as  a  fact  but  as  a  rumor, 
and  that  there  was  such  a  rumor.  As 
where  the  words  were,  "  You  have  heard 
what  has  caused  the  faU  "  {i.  €.  in  certain 
shares) ;  "  I  mean  the  rumor  about  the 
South  Eastern  chairman  having  failed." 
Watkin».  Hall,L.R.3Q.B.396.  [Comp. 
Simmons  v.  Mitchell,  6  App.  Cas.  156.] 

To  say  that  a  married  woman  has  the 
pox  is  actionable  per  se,  Williams  v. 
Holdredge,22  Barb.  390;  He  wit  v.  Mason, 
24  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  366. 

(6)  As  to  the  special  damage  wliich  will 


make  actionable  words  otherwise  not  so, 
iUness  has  been  held  not  such  a  natural 
consequence  of  imputing  incontinence  to 
a  married  woman  as  to  give  an  action. 
AUsop  V.  Allsop,  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  534.  xS 
See  Lynch  v.  Knight,  9  H.  L.  C.  577 ; 
Roberts  r.  Roberts,  5  Best  &  Sm.  384. 
But  loss  of  hospitality  of  friends  !• 
enough.  Davies  v.  Solomon,  L.  R.  7 
Q.  B.  112.  The  original  slanderer  is  not 
liable  for  repetitions  unauthorized  by  him 
and  uttered  without  obligation.  Dixon 
V.  Smith,  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  450;  Parkins  v. 
Scott,  1  Hurlst.  &  C.  153;  [Shurtleff  r- 
Parker,  130  Mass.  203.] 

In  an  able  article,  6  Am.  Law  Rev.  593, 
the  reasons  for  some  of  the  distinctions 
between  slander  and  libel,  and  for  holding 
certain  words  actionable T^erse,  are  thought 
to  be  purely  historical,  and  are  ingeniously 
explained. 

(c)  The  action  for  slander  of  title,  so 


a^  Brandrick  v,  Johnson,  1  Vict.  L.  R, 
(Law)  306;  Spiering  v.  Andrae,  45  Wis. 
330 ;  Gove  o.  Blethen.  21  Minn.  80 ;  Clif- 
ford V,  Cochrane,  10  111.  App.  570.  But 
in  Rammell  v.  Otis,  60  Mo.  365,  it  was 
held  necessary  to  prove  special  damage 
in  this  case. 
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x>  The  special  damage  necessary  to 
sustain  an  action  for  slander  or  libel 
must  be  the  natural  consequence  of  the 
words  spoken  or  written,  and  must  be 
alleged  and  proved.  Pollard  v.  Lyon, 
supm;  Riding  v.  Smith,  1  Ex.  D.  91; 
Anonymous,  60  N.  Y.  262. 
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cable  to  individuals,  has  been  *  well  defined  (a)  to  be  a  *  17 
malicious  publication,  expressed  either  in  printing  or  writ- 
ing, or  by  signs  or  pictures,  tending  either  to  injure  the  memory 
of  one  dead,  or  the  reputation  of  one  alive,  and  expose  him  to 
public  hatred,  contempt,  or  ridicule.  A  malicious  intent  towards 
government,  magistrates,  or  individuals,  and  an  injurious  or  offen- 
sive tendency,  must  concur  to  constitute  the  libel.  It  then  be- 
comes  a  grievance,  and  the  law  has  accordingly  considered  it  in 
the  light  of  a  public  as  well  as  a  private  injury,  and  has  rendered 
the  party  not  only  liable  to  a  private  suit  at  the  instance  of  the 
party  libelled,  but  answerable  to  the  state  by  indictment,  as 
guilty  of  an  offence  tending  directly  to  a  breach  of  the  public 
peace.  (6) 

But  though  the  law  be  solicitous  to  protect  every  man  in  his 
fair  fame  and  character,  it  is  equally  careful  that  the  liberty  of 
speech,  and  of  the  press,  should  be  duly  preserved.  The  liberal 
communication  of  sentiment,  and  entire  freedom  of  discussion, 
in  respect  to  the  character  and  conduct  of  public  men,  and  of 

(a)  4  Mass.  168;  2  Hck.  115;  2  Humph.  512;  5  Binney,  340;  8  Harr.  407. 

(6)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  78 ;  Foster  v.  Commonwealth,  8  Watts  &  8.  77.  The 
malicious  and  anauthorixed  publication  of  any  part  of  a  letter,  wilfully  opened  by  a 
person  to  whom  it  was  not  addressed,  or  the  wilfully  opening  or  reading  the  same  by 
any  such  person  not  authorized  so  to  do,  is  declared  to  be  a  misdemeanor.  New  York 
Revised  Statutes,  ii.  605,  sec.  27,  28. 

called,  is  given  when  an  unfounded  asser-  title  to  property.   Roscoe,  Ev.,  Slander  of 

tion  is  made  that  the  owner  of  real  prop-  Title,  12th  ed.  768 ;  Malachy  v.  Soper,  3 

erty  or  a  chattel  has  not  title  to  it,  under  Scott,  723, 787.    And  the  statement  must 

such  circumstances  that  the  law  would  be  malicious  as  well  as  false.    Steward  v. 

imply  malice,  or  when  express  malice  is  Toung,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  122, 126 ;   Brook  v. 

proved  and  special  damage  is  shown,  e.  g,  Rawl,  4  Exch.  521.  x^    How  far  a  written 

the  loss  of  a  bargain.  Wren  v,  Weild,  L.  R.  depreciation  of  the  article  is  made  action- 

4  Q.  B.  730, 734.  It  is  not  strictly  an  action  able,  if  at  all,  by  an  allegation  of  special 

for  defamation,  but  an  action  on  the  case  damage,  when  it  is  not  a  slander  action- 

for  special  damage  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  able  in  itself,  was  left  open  to  question  in 

false  and  malicious  statement  affecting  his  Young  v.  Macrae,  3  Best  &  S.  264. 


t*  On  similar  principles,  an  action  lies  Halsey  v.  Brotherhood,  19  Ch.  D.  886 ; 

for  the  publication  with  malice  (i.e.  with-  Thorley's  Cattle  Food  Co.  v.  Massam,  14 

out    probable    cause)  of  words   falsely  Ch.  D.  768 ;  Gott  t;.  Pulsifer,  122  Mass. 

charging  that  plaintiff's  goods  are  inferior  235. 

in  quality,  or  are  not  what  they  purport  to  As  to  the  right  to  an  injunction,  see 

be,  if  injury  results  from  such  false  and  Thomas    v.  Williams,    14    Ch.    D.   864 

malicious  publication.  Western  Counties,  (statutory).     Comp.  Hammersmith,  &c. 

Ac.  Co.  o.  Lawea,  &c.  Co.,  9  L.  R.  Ex.  218 ;  Co.  v.  Dublin,  &c.  Co.,  10  Ir.  R.  Eq.  285. 
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candidates  for  public  favor,  is  deemed  essential  to  the  judicious 
exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage,  and  of  that  control  over  their 
rulers,  which  resides  in  the  free  people  of  the  United  States.  It 
has,  accordingly,  become  a  constitutional  principle  in  this  coun- 
try, that  "  every  citizen  may  freely  speak,  write,  and  publish  his 
sentiments,  on  all  subjects,  being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of 
that  right,  and  that  no  law  can  rightfully  be  passed  to  restrain  or 
abridge  the  freedom  of  speech  or  of  the  press." 

The  law  of  England,  even  under  the  Anglo-Saxon  line  of 
princes,  took  severe  and  exemplary  notice  of  defamation  as 
*  18  *  an  offence  against  the  public  peace ;  (a)  and  in  the  time 
of  Henry  III.,  Bracton  (6)  adopted  the  language  of  the 
Institutes  of  Justinian,  and  held  slander  and  libellous  writings  to 
be  actionable  injuries.  But  the  first  private  suit  for  slanderous 
words  to  be  met  with  in  the  English  law  was  in  the  reign  of  Ed' 
ward  III.,  and  for  the  higli  offence  of  charging  another  with  a 
crime  which  endangered  his  life.  (<?)  The  mischiefs  of  licensed 
abuse  were  felt  to  be  so  extensive  and  so  incompatible  with  the 
preservation  of  peace,  that  several  acts  of  Parliament,  known  as 
the  statutes  de  scandalis  magnatum^  were  passed  to  suppress  and 
punish  the  propagation  of  false  and  malicious  slander,  (d)  They 
are  said  to  have  been  declaratory  of  the  common  law,  (e)  and 
actions  of  slander  were  slowly  but  gradually  multiplied  between 
the  time  of  Edward  III.  and  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  (/)  when 
they  had  become  frequent.  The  remedy  was  applied  to  a  variety 
of  cases  ;  and  in  a  private  action  of  slander  for  damages,  and  even 
in  the  action  of  scandalum  magnatum^  the  defendant  was  allowed 
to  justify,  by  showing  the  truth  of  the  fact  charged  ;  for  if  the 
words  were  true,  it  was  then  a  case  of  damnum  absque  injuria^ 
according  to  the  just  opinion  of  Paulus,  in  the  civil  law.  (^) 
But  in  the  case  of  a  public  prosecution  for  a  libel,  it  became  the 
established  principle  of  the  English  law,  as  declared  in  the  Court 
of  Star  Chamber  about  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  James  I.,  (A) 

(a)  2  Inst.  227. 

(6)  Lib.  8,  De  Actionibus,  c.  iv. 

(c)  SO  Am.  29 ;  Reeves's  History  of  the  English  Law,  iii.  90. 

(d)  Statutes  of  3  Edw.  I.,  2  Rich.  II.,  and  12  Rich.  U. 

(e)  2  Mod.  161, 1S6.  (/)  4  Co.  [12-20.] 
{q)  Dig.  47. 10.  18. 

[h)  De  Libellis  famosis,  5  Co.  125;  Hudson's  Treatise  on  the  Stor  Chamber, 
published  in  2d  vol.  CoUec.  Jurid. 
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that  the  truth  of  the  libel  could  not  be  shown  by  way  of  justifi- 
cation, because,  whether  true  or  false,  it  was  equally  dan- 
gerous to  the  public  peace.  The  same  *  doctrine  remains  *  19 
in  England  to  this  day  unshaken,  and  in  the  case  of  The 
King  v.  Burdett,  (a)  it  was  held  that  where  a  libel  imputes  to 
others  the  commission  of  a  triable  crime,  the  evidence  of  the 
truth  was  inadmissible,  and  that  the  intention  was  to  be  collected 
from  the  paper  itself,  unless  explained  by  the  mode  of  publica- 
tion, or  other  circumstances ;  and  that  if  the  contents  were  likely 
to  produce  mischief,  the  defendant  must  be  presumed  to  intend 
that  which  his  act  was  lifely  to  produce.  "The  liberty  of  the 
press,"  as  one  of  the  judges  in  that  case  observed,  "  cannot  im- 
pute criminal  conduct  to  others,  without  violating  the  right  of 
character,  and  that  right  can  only  be  attacked  in  a  court  of  jus- 
tice, where  the  party  attacked  has  a  fair  opportunity  of  defend- 
ing himself.  Where  vituperation  begins,  the  liberty  of  the  press 
ends."  Whether  the  rule  of  the  English  law  was  founded  on  a 
just  basis,  and  whether  it  was  applicable  to  the  free  press  and 
free  institutions  in  this  country,  has  been  a  question  extensively 
and  laboriously  discussed  in  several  cases  which  have  been  brought 
before  our  American  tribunals. 

In  the  case  of  I%e  People  v.  Croawelly  (6)  which  came  before 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  in  1804,  and  was  argued  at  the 
bar  with  very  great  ability,  the  court  were  equally  divided  in 
opinion  on  the  point,  whether,  on  an  indictment  for  a  libel,  the 
jury  had  a  right  to  determine  the  law  and  the  fact  under  the 
direction  of  the  court,  as  in  other  criminal  cases,  and  whether 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  give  in  evidence  to  the  jury  the 
truth   of  the  charges  contained  in  the  libel.     In   the  court   of 

{a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  05. 

(6)  3  Johns.  Caa.  a37.  The  legislature  of  New  York,  in  April,  1805.  passed  a 
dedaratofry  law,  that  on  indictment  or  information  for  a  libel  the  jury  had  the  right 
to  determine  the  law  and  the  fact,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  as  in  other  criminal 
cases ;  and  that  the  defendant  upon  the  trial  might  give  in  evidence,  in  his  defence, 
the  truth  of  the  matter  contained  in  the  publication.  The  act  as  to  the  former  part 
of  it  was  taken  from  the  English  statutes  of  32  Geo.  III.  c.  60.  See  also  the  provision 
on  this  subject  in  the  Amended  Constitution  of  New  York,  jiost^  22.  The  English 
Court  of  Q,  B.,  in  Baylis  i;.  Lawrence,  11  Ad.  &  El.  920,  held  the  practice  under  the 
statute  of  .32  Geo.  III.  to  be,  that  the  judge  left  it  to  thf»  jury  to  say  whether,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  the  publication  amounted  to  a  libel.  The  judge  may,  but  he 
is  not  bound  to  give  his  opinion.  He  acts  in  his  discretion.  See  also  Fairman  v, 
Ives,  5  B.  &  Aid.  642;  to  the  same  point. 
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Appeals  in  South  Carolina,  in  1811,  the  court  unanimously  de- 
cided, in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Lehre^  (c)  that  by  the  English 
common  law  it  was  settled,  on  sound  principles  of  policy  derived 
from  the  civil  law,  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  justify  the 

libel  by  giving  the  truth  of  it  in  evidence.  The  court,  in 
*20   the  learned  'and  able  opinion  which  was  delivered  in  that 

case,  considered  that  the  law,  as  then  declared,  was  not  ouly^ 
the  law  of  England,  but  probably  the  law  of  all  Europe,  and 
most  of  the  free  states  of  America.  The  same  question  has  been 
frequently  discussed  in  Massachusetts.  In  the  case  of  The  Com- 
monwealth V.  Chase^  (a)  in  1808,  it  was  decided  that  the  publica- 
tion of  a  libel  maliciously,  and  with  intent  to  defame,  was  clearly 
a  public  offence,  whether  the  libel  be  true  or  not ;  and  the  rule 
was  held  to  be  founded  on  sound  principles,  indispensable  to 
restrain  all  tendencies  to  breaches  of  the  peace,  and  to  private 
animosity  and  revenge.  The  essence  of  the  offence  consisted  in 
the  malicious  intent  to  defame  the  reputation  of  another ;  and  a 
man  may  maliciously  publish  the  truth  against  another  with  the 
intent  to  defame  his  character,  and  if  the  publication  be  true,  the 
tendency  of  the  publication  to  inflame  the  passions  and  to  excite 
revenge  is  not  diminished.  But  though  a  defendant  on  an  indict- 
ment for  a  libel  cannot  justify  himself  for  publishing  the  libel, 
merely  by  proving  the  truth  of  it,  yet  lie  may  repel  the  criminal 
charge,  by  proving  that  the  publication  was  for  a  justifiable  pur- 
pose, and  not  malicious ;  and  if  the  purpose  be  justifiable,  the 
defendant  may  give  in  evidence  the  truth  of  the  words,  when 
such  evidence  will  tend  to  negative  the  malicious  intent  to  de- 
fame. (6)     The  same  question  was  again  agitated  and  discussed 

{c)  2  Const,  R.,  Trefldway,  800. 

(a)  4  Mass.  168 ;  State  v.  Bumham,  9  N.  H.  34,  s.  p. 

(6)  Giving  the  name  of  the  author  to  oral  slander  at  the  time  of  its  repetition  is  no 
justification  in  this  country,  in  an  action  of  slander.  Mapes  v.  Weeks,  4  Wend. 
660 ;  Inman  v.  Foster,  8  id.  602 ;  Dole  v.  Lyon,  10  Johns.  447 ;  Treat  v,  Browningr 
and  Wife,  4  Conn.  408.  This  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  also  of  Mr.  Starkie,  in 
his  Treatise  on  Slander  and  Libel,  i.  300,  Wendell's  ed.  1843 ;  and  of  English  judges 
in  the  more  recent  cases.  Holroyd,  J.,  and  Best,  J.,  in  Lewis  v,  Walter,  4  B.  &  Aid. 
613-^15 ;  Best,  C.  J.,  in  De  Crespigny  v.  Wellesley,  6  Bing.  892.  Though  it  waa 
otherwise  in  England  until  recently.  Davis  i;.  Lewis,  7  T.  R.  17  ;  Maitland  v.  Gold- 
ney,  2  East,  428 ;  and  so  held  in  S.  Carolina,  in  Miller  v.  Kerr,  2  McCord,  286.  Nor 
is  it  any  defence  either  in  England  or  America,  in  an  action  for  a  Ub<d.  Dole  v.  Lyon, 
ut  Buprn ;  Runkle  v.  Meyer,  3  Yeates  (Penn  ),  618.  See  WendeU's  edition  of  Starkie 
on  Libel,  Int.  24.  and  1.  801,  note. 
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before  the  same  court,  in  1825,  in  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth 
V.  Blanding,  (c)  and  the  court  strongly  enforced  the  doctrine  of 
the  former  case,  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  truth  of  the  Ubel  was 
not  admissible  in  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  the  indictment ;  and 
this  principle  of  the  common  law  was  declared  to  be  founded  in 
common  sense  and  common  justice,  and  prevailed  in  the  code  of 
every  civilized  country.  It  was  further  held,  that  whether  in 
any  particular  case  such  evidence  be  admissible,  was  to  be 
determined  *  by  the  court ;  and  if  admissible,  then  the  jury  ♦  21 
were  to  determine  whether  the  publication  was  made  with 
good  motives  and  for  justifiable  ends.  The  same  rule,  that  the 
truth  cannot  be  admitted  in  evidence  on  indictment  for  a  libel, 
though  it  may  be  in  a  civil  suit  for  damages,  has  been  adjudged 
in  Louisiana ;  (a)  and  the  weight  of  judicial  authority  undoubt- 
edly is  that  the  English  common-law  doctrine  of  libel  is  the  com- 
mon-law doctrine  in  this  country,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  not 
been  expressly  controlled  by  constitutional  or  legislative  provisions. 
The  decisions  in  Massachusetts  and  Louisiana  were  made  not- 
withstanding the  constitution  of  the  one  state  had  declared  that 
'*  the  liberty  of  the  press  ought  not  to  be  restrained,"  and  that 
the  other  had  said  that  "  every  citizen  might  freely  speak,  write, 
and  print  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that 
liberty."  Those  decisions  went  only  to  control  the  malicious 
abuse  or  licentiousness  of  the  press,  and  that  is  the  most  effectual 
way  to  preserve  its  freedom  in  the  genuine  sense  of  the  constitu- 
tional declarations  on  the  subject.  Without  such  a  checlc,  the 
press,  in  the  hands  of  evil  and  designing  men,  would  become  a 
most  formidable  engine,  and  as  mighty  for  mischief  as  for  good. 
Since  the  decision  in  1825,  the  legislature  of  Massachusetts  have 
interposed,  and  by  an  act  passed  in  March,  1827,  have  allowed 
the  truth  to  be  given  in  evidence  in  all  prosecutions  for  libels, 
but  with  a  proviso  that  such  evidence  should  not  be  a  justifica- 
tion, unless  it  should  be  made  satisfactorily  to  appear  upon  the 
trial  that  the  matter  charged  as  libellous  was  published  with 
good  motives  and  for  justifiable  ends. 

The  constitutions  of  several  of  the  United  States  have  made 
special  provision  in  favor  of  giving  the  truth  in  evidence  in  pub- 
lic prosecutions  for  libels.     In  the  constitutions  of  Pennsylva- 

(c)  8  Pick.  304. ' 

(a)  Territorj  v.  Nugent,  ChmtT's  Dig.  of  Louisiana  Decisions,  tit.  Ev.  No.  161. 

[27] 


*22  OP  THE  RIGHTS   OP   PERSONS.  [PART   IV. 

*  22  nia,  Delaware,  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  Ohio,  Indiana,  *  and 
Illinois,  it  is  declared,  that  in  prosecutions  for  libels  on  men 
in  respect  to  their  public  oflScial  conduct,  the  truth  may  be  given 
in  evidence,  when  the  matter  published  was  proper  for  public 
information,  (a)  In  the  constitutions  of  Mississippi  and  Missouri, 
the  extension  of  the  right  to  give  the  truth  in  evidence  is  more  at 
large,  and  applies  to  all  prosecutions  or  indictments  for  libels, 
without  any  qualifications  annexed  in  restraint  of  the  privilege ; 
and  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  New  Jersey,  in  1799,  allowed  the 
^ame  unrestricted  privilege.  The  legislature  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
1809,  (6)  went  far  beyond  their  own  constitution,  and  declared 
by  statute  that  no  person  should  be  indictable  for  a  publication 
on  the  oflBcial  conduct  of  men  in  public  trust;  and  that  in  all 
actions  or  criminal  prosecutions  for  libel,  the  defendant  might 
plead  the  truth  in  justification,  or  give  it  in  evidence.  The  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  Errors  of  New  York,  in  Thorn  v.  Blan^ 
chard^  (ji)  carried  the  toleration  of  a  libellous  publication  as  a 
privileged  communication  to  as  great  an  extent  as  the  Pennsyl- 
vania law ;  for  it  appeared  to  be  the  doctrine  of  a  majority  of  the 
court,  that  where  a  person  petitioned  the  council  of  appointment 
to  remove  a  public  officer  for  corruption  in  office,  public  policy 
would  not  permit  the  officer  libelled  to  have  any  redress  by  private 
action,  whether  the  charge  was  true  or  false,  or  the  motives  of  the 
petitioner  innocent  or  malicious.  The  English  law  on  this  point 
seertjs  to  be  founded  in  a  juster  policy.  Petitions  to  the  king, 
or  to'Parliament,  or  to  the  secretary  at  war,  for  the  redress  of 
any  grievance,  are  privileged  communications,  and  not  actionable 
libels,  provided  the  petition  be  made  in  good  faith,  and  the  privi- 
lege be  not  abused ;  but  if  it  appear  that  the  communicatiou  was 
made  maliciously,  and  without  probable  cause,  the  pretence  under 
which  it  is  made  aggravates  the  case,  and  an  action  lies,  (d)* 

(a)  In  Tennessee,  the  truth  is  as  much  an  absolute  justification  on  indictment  as 
in  actions  for  libels.     Statute,  1805,  c.  6. 

{h)  Commonwealth  v.  Duane,  1  Binney,  001. 

(c)  6  Johns.  608. 

(d)  Fairman  v.  Ives,  5  B.  &  Aid.  642 ;  Best.  J. ;  Woodward  v.  Lander,  6  Carr.  & 
P.  548.    All  communications  made  in  the  discharge  of  duty,  public  or  private,  legal 

1  Privileged    Communt'cations.  —  There  probable  cause ;  and  those  privileged  sub 
are  two  classes  of  privileged  communi-  modo^  or  until  actual  malice  or  gross  ex- 
cations  :  those  absolutely  privileged,  al-  travagance  be  shown, 
though  made  with  malice  and  without         (a)  Of  the  first  class  are  words  spoken 
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The  constitution  of  New  York,  as  amended  in  1821,  is  a 
little  varied  in  its  language  *  from  those  provisions  which    *  23 

or  moral,  are  in  England,  if  made  honestly  and  without  malice,  protected ;  as,  for 
instance,  in  speaking  or  writing  respecting  candidates  for  office,  or  giving  answers  to 
confidential  inquiries,  or  fair  criticism  on  the  productions  of  an  author.  Duncombe 
r.  Daniell,  8  Carr.  &  P.  222;  Warr  r.  Jolly,  6  id.  407 ;  Harwood  v.  Astley,  1  Bos.  & 
P.  47 ;  Starkie  on  Slander,  vol.  i.  prel.  discourse,  83,  84 ;  i.  262-267 ;  Sir  John  Carr 
r.  Hood,  1  Camp.  N.  P.  364,  n. ;  Soane  u.  Knight,  1  Moody  &  M.  74 ;  Starkie,  ut 
sa;)ra,  269-288, 290,  Amer.  ed.  Privileged  communications  are  those  made  by  counsel 
and  others  in  tlie  regular  course  of  justice ;  but,  to  be  protected,  they  must  be  perti- 
nent and  material  to  the  matter  in  controversy.  Gilbert  v.  The  People,  1  Denio, 
41.  There  have  been  contradictory  decisions  in  America  on  the  subject  of  priv- 
ileged communications  ;  but  the  cases  of  May  rant  v.  Richardson,  1  Nott  &  M'Cord, 
317 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Clapp,  4  Mass.  168 ;  O'Donaghue  v.  M'Govern,  28  Wend.  26; 
The  State  v.  Bnmham,  0  N.  H.  84,  are  in  conformity  with  the  English  rule,  and  this 
is  the  better  and  more  authoritative  American  doctrine.  See  Starkie  on  Slander 
and  Libel,  i.  172  and  219,  Amer.  ed.  1843,  note  by  Mr.  Wendell.  As  to  the  question 
of  probable  cause  on  indictments  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  it  was  settled  in 
ike  Exchequer  Chamber  in  England,  on  error  from  the  Q.  B.,  that  it  was  the  prov- 
ince of  the  jnry  to  decide  on  the  existence  of  facts,  and  for  the  court  to  determine 
whether  the  facts,  if  proved,  constituted  probable  cause.  Panton  v.  Williams,  2  Ad. 
&E1.N.  8. 169. 


by  a  judge,  aa  such,  from  the  bench,  about 
a  party  to  the  case  before  him.  Scott  v. 
Stansfield,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  220, post,  30,  n.  (a). 
So  is  relevant  testimony  in  a  court  of  jus- 
tice which  is  not  knowingly  false.  Re  vis 
r.  Smith,  18  C  B.  126.  So,  it  has  been 
held,  is  the  written  report  of  a  military 
officer  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
duty  as  such  officer,  and  reflecting  on  a 
subordinate.  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Paulet, 
L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  94.  [But  see  Maurice  v. 
Worden,  54  Md.  238.]  But  see,  as  to  all 
this  class  of  cases,  the  dissenting  opinion 


of  Sir  A.  Cockbum,  ib. ;  and  also  White 
V.  Nichols,  3  How.  266.  As  to  counsel, 
see  note  (d),  and  Mackay  v.  Ford,  5  H.  & 
N.  792.xi 

(6)  The  rule  as  to  the  second  class  of 
cases  is,  that  a  communication  fairly  made 
by  a  person  in  the  discharge  of  some  pub- 
lic or  private  duty,  whether  legal  or  moral, 
or  in  the  conduct  of  his  own  affairs  where 
his  interest  is  concerned,  is  privileged,  un- 
less express  malice  be  shown.  Toogood 
r.  Spyring,  4  Tyrwh.  682;  1  C,  M.  &  R. 
181 ;  Harrison  r.  Bush,  5  £1.  &  Bl.  844 ; 


at*  In  general,  statements,  whether  oral 
or  written,  made  by  counsel,  witnesses,  or 
others  having  a  duty  to  perform  in  the 
course  of  a  judicial  inquiry,  and  made  in 
the  performance  of  such  duty,  are  priv- 
ileged, though  made  maliciously  and  with- 
out probable  cause.  And  in  England 
it  is  not  material  whether  the  statements 
are  relevant  or  not.  Dawkins  v.  Lord 
Rokeby,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  744 ;  Seaman  v, 
Netherclif t,  2  C.  P.  D.  63 ;  Coffin  ».  Don- 
nelly, 6  Q.  B.  D.  807;  Kennedy  v.  Hil- 


liard,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  196 ;  Munster  v. 
Lamb,  11  Q.  B.  D.  688. 

But  in  this  country  the  statements 
must  be  relevant.  McLaughlin  v.  Cow- 
ley, 127  Mass.  316;  Rice  v.  Coolidge,  121 
Mass.  393,  896;  Marsh  r.  Ellsworth,  60 
N.  Y.  309 ;  Tanning  v.  Christy,  30  Ohio 
St.  115;  Johnson  v.  Brown,  13  W.  Va. 
71 ;  Hutchinson  v.  Lewis,  75  Ind.  65.  See 
Vinas  v.  Merchants'  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  83  La. 
Ann.  1266. 
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have  been  mentioned,  and  is  not  quite  so  latitiidinary  in  its 
indulgence  as  some  of  them.  It  declares,  that  "  in  all  prosecu- 
tions or  indictments  for  libels,  the  truth  may  be  given  in  evidence 
to  the  jury ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  jury  that  the  matter 
charged  as  libellous  is  true,  and  was  published  with  good  motives 
and  for  justifiable  ends,  the  party  shall  be  acquitted."     These 


Whiteley  v.  Adams,  15  C.  B.  v.  8.  392 ; 
Force  v.  Warren,  ib.  806  ;  Amann  v. 
Damra,  8  C.  B.  n.  b.  607 ;  Brow  v.  Hath- 
away, 13  Allen,  289 ;  [Marks  u.  Baker, 
28  Minn.  162;  Maurice  v.  Worden,  54 
Md.  233.]  So  it  has  been  held  with  re- 
gard to  an  oral  statement  on  personal 
application,  made  by  a  mercantile  agency 
which  obtained  and  furnished  informa- 
tion to  subscribers  as  to  the  standing  of 
business  men,  Ormsby  v.  Douglass,  87 
N.  Y.  477 ;  but  it  would  be  otherwise  as 
to  reports  printed  in  cipher,  and  circulated 
among  subscribers,  Sundcrlin  u.  Brad- 
street,  40  N.  Y.  188.  Reports  of  directors 
of  companies  to  stockholders  on  the  con- 
duct of  agents  were  held  privileged  in 
Phil.,  Wil..  &  Bait.  K.  R.  t-.  Quigley,  21 
How.  202;  Lawless  v.  Anglo-Egyptian 
Cotton  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  262,  Fair  re- 
ports of  judicial  proceedings  are  clearly 
privileged,  Ryalls  v.  Leader,  L.  R.  1 
Ex.  296;  [the  privilege  extends  to  trials 
before  justices  of  the  peace,  McBee  v. 
Fulton,  47  Md.  408 ;]  and  it  is  now  set- 
tled that  faithful  reports  in  the  news- 
papers of  parliamentary  debates  are  so, 
Wason  V.  Walter,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  73.  So 
are  fair  and  reasonable  comments  on 
matters  of  public  concern,  ibid. ;  Kelly 


x'  Bona^</«  communications  to  one  in 
authority,  made  to  procure  the  remoTal 
from,  or  to  prevent  the  appointment  to,  a 
public  office  of  one  alleged  to  be  unfit,  are 
privileged.  Dickeson  v.  Billiard,  9  L.  R. 
Ex.  79 ;  Wieman  v.  Mabes,  45  Mich.  484. 
A  report  of  a  meeting  of  poor-law  guar- 
dians was  held  not  privileged,  in  Purcell 
r.  Sowler,  2  C.  P.  D.  215.  The  answers 
of  a  society  formed  to  ascertain  whether 
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V.  Tinling,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  699 ;  [Sweeny 
V.  Baker,  18  W.  Va.  158;]  or  like  criti- 
cisms on  literary  productions,  or  on  a 
tradesman's  advertisement  or  handbill, 
Paris  V.  Levy,  19  C.  B.  n.  8.  842.  See 
Jenner  t-.  A'Beckett,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  11.  x^ 

But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  all 
this  second  class  of  cases  the  language 
may  be  so  much  in  excess  of  the  oc- 
casion as  to  lose  its  privilege,  or  to  be 
evidence  to  the  jury  of  express  malice. 
Kelly  w.  Tinling,  supra  /  Fryer  v.  Kinners- 
ley,  15  C.  B.  n.  s.  422;  Spill  v.  Maule,  L. 
R.  4  Ex.  282.  And  if  a  newspaper  goes 
beyond  the  criticism  of  public  conduct, 
and  falsely  imputes  dishonest  motives,  it 
is  no  defence  that  the  imputations  were 
believed  to  be  true.  Campbell  t\  Spottis- 
woode,  3  Best  &  Sra.  760;  [Sweeny  v. 
Baker,  supra.]  See  Walker  v.  Brogden, 
19  C.  B.  N.  8.  66. 

The  rule  stated  above,  note  (d),  that 
whether  the  facts  found  constituted  a 
probable  cause  is  a  question  for  the 
court,  is  confirmed  with  expressions  of 
regret  in  Lister  v.  Perry  man,  L.  R.  4  H. 
L.  521.  See  Shaul  v.  Brown,  28  Iowa, 
87.  [The  rule  is  aflSrmed  in  Stewart  ». 
Sonnebom,  98  U.  S.  187 ;  Johns  v.  Marsh, 
52  Md.  323.] 


persons  were  fit  objects  for  charity  were 
\\e\d  privileged,  in  Waller  v.  Loch,  7  Q. 
B.  D.  619.  If  the  publication  is  prompted 
by  other  motives  than  those  which  are 
based  on  the  facts  which  give  the  privi- 
lege, there  is  no  protection.  Clark  v. 
Molyneux,  3  Q.  B.  D.  237.  For  a  gen- 
eral statement,  see  Dickeson  v.  Hilliard, 
9  L.  R.  Ex.  79 ;  Atkinson  v,  Detroit  Free 
Press,  46  Mich.  841,  375  et  sfg. 
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provisions  in  favor  of  giving  the  truth  in  evidence  are  to  be  found 
only  in  those  constitutions  which  have  been  promulgated  long 
since  our  Revolution ;  and  the  current  of  opinion  seems  to  have 
been  setting  strongly,  not  only  in  favor  of  erecting  barriers  against 
any  previous  restraints  upon  publications  (and  which  was  all 
that  the  earlier  sages  of  the  Revolution  had  in  view),  but  in  favor 
of  the  policy  that  would  diminish  or  destroy  altogether  every  ob- 
stacle or  responsibility  in  the  way  of  the  publication  of  the  truth. 
The  subject  is  not  withput  its  difficulties,  and  it  has  been  found 
embarrassing  to  preserve  equally,  and  in  just  harmony  and  pro- 
portion, the  protection  which  is  due  to  character,  and  the  protec- 
tion which  ought  to  be  afforded  to  liberty  of  speech  and  of  the 
press.  These  rights  are  frequently  brought  into  dangerous  colli- 
sion, and  the  tendency  of  measures  in  this  country  has  been  to 
relax  too  far  the  vigilance  with  which  the  common  law  sur- 
rounded and  guarded  character,  while  we  are  animated  with  a 
generous  anxiety  to  maintain  freedom  of  discussion.  The  con- 
stitution of  New  York  makes  the  facts  in  every  possible  case  a 
necessary  subject  of  open  investigation ;  and  however  improper 
or  unfit  those  facts  may  be  for  public  information,  and  however 
painful  or  injurious  to  the  individuals  concerned,  yet  it  would 
seem  that  they  may,  in  the  first  instance,  be  laid  bare  before  the 
jury.  The  facts  are  to  go  to  them,  at  all  events ;  for  the  jury  are 
to  determine,  as  it  %Kall  appear  to  them^  whether  the  motives  of 
the  libeller  were  good,  and  his  end  justifiable. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  the  14th  of  July,  1798,  made  it 
an  *  indictable  offence  to  libel  the  government,  or  Congress,  *  24 
or  the  President  of  the  United  States ;  and  made  it  lawful 
for  the  defendant,  upon  the  trial,  to  give  in  evidence  in  his 
defence  the  truth  of  the  matter  contained  in  the  publication 
charged  as  a  libel.  This  act  was,  by  the  terms  of  it,  declaratory, 
and  was  intended  to  convey  the  sense  of  Congress,  that  in  prose- 
cutions of  that  kind  it  was  the  common  right  of  the  defendant  to 
give  the  truth  in  evidence.  So  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Croswell, 
in  New  York,  was  followed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  on  the 
6th  of  April,  1805,  enacting  and  declaring,  that  in  every  prosecu- 
tion for  a  libel  (and  which  included  public  and  private  prosecu- 
tions) it  should  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  give  in  evidence 
in  his  defence  the  truth  of  the  matter  charged ;  but  such  evi- 
dence was  not  to  be  a  justification,  unless,  on  the  trial,  it  should 
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be  made  satisfactorily  to  appear  that  the  matter  charged  as 
libellous  was  published  with  good  motives  and  for  justifiable 
ends,  and  this  was  the  whole  extent  of  the  doctrine  which  had 
been  claimed  in  favor  of  the  press  in  the  case  of  the  People  v. 
CroswelL 

There  appears  to  have  been  some  contrariety  of  opinion  in  the 
English  books  on  tijis  point,  whether  a  defendant  in  a  private 
action  upon  a  libel  could  be  permitted  to  justify  the  charge  by 
pleading  the  truth.  But  the  prevailing  and  the  better  opinion  is, 
that  the  truth  may,  in  all  cases,  be  pleaded  by  way  of  justifica- 
tion, in  a  private  action  for  damages,  arising  from  written  or 
printed  defamation,  as  well  as  in  an  action  for  slanderous 
words,  (a)     The  gi'ound  of  the  private  action  is  the  injury 

*  25    which  the  party  has  sustained,  and  his  consequent  *  right  to 

damages  as  a  recompense  for  that  injury;  but  if  the  charge, 
in  its  substance  and  measure,  be  true  in  point  of  fact,  the  law 
considers  the  plaintiff  as  coming  into  court  without  any  equitable 
title  to  relief.  And  yet  it  is  easy  to  be  perceived  that,  in  the  case 
of  libels  upon  private  character,  greater  strictness  as  to  allowing 
the  truth  in  evidence,  by  way  of  justification,  ouglit  to  be  observed 
than  in  the  case  of  public  prosecutions ;  for  the  public  have  no 
interest  in  the  detail  of  private  vices  and  defects,  when  the  indi- 
vidual charged  is  not  a  candidate  for  any  public  trust ;  and  pub- 
lications of  that  kind  are  apt  to  be  infected  with  malice,  and  to 
be  very  injurious  to  the  peace  and  happiness  of  families.     If  the 

(a)  Holt,  C.  J.,  11  Mod.  ©9;  3  Bl.  Comm.  125;  BuUer  N.  P.  8 ;  J'Anson  v. 
Stewart,  1  T.  R.  748 ;  1  Starkie  on  Slander  and  Libel,  Wcndeirs  ed.  1842,  210,  note. 
In  Massachusetts,  a  statute  passed  in  March,  1827,  not  only  allows  the  truth  to  be 
pleaded  by  way  of  justification  in  all  actions  for  libeU,  as  well  as  for  oral  slander, 
but  every  inference  to  be  drawn  from  such  a  plea  in  admission  of  the  fact  of  pub- 
lication, or  of  malice,  if  the  plea  be  not  proved,  is  destroyed.  The  statute  affords 
facility  and  encouragement  to  the  plea.  This  statute  is  said  to  have  been  passed  in 
consequence  of  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of 
Jackson  v.  Stetson  and  Wife,  15  Mass.  48,  that  a  plea  of  justification,  accompanying 
the  general  issue,  was  proof  of  the  speaking  of  the  words,  and  that  if  the  defendant 
failed  to  establish  it  by  proof,  the  plea  was  evidence  of  malice.  The  statute  has 
been  said  to  be  only  declaratory  of  the  common-law  rule,  and  it  is  undoubtedly  just  and 
true,  that  a  failure  to  prove  the  plea  of  justification  will  not  deprive  the  defendant 
of  the  right  of  adducing  such  evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages  under  the  general 
issue  as  would  have  been  admissible  if  a  plea  of  justification  had  not  accompanied  it. 
Starkie  on  Slander  and  Libel,  i.  Amer.  ed.  1843 ;  Int.  by  Wendell,  49-65.  Putting  a 
plea  in  justification  of  a  charge,  and  failing,  is  evidence  of  malice  and  aggravation  of 
damages.    Warwick  ».  Foulkes,  12  M.  &  W.  507 ;  Matson  u.  Buck,  5  Cowen,  499. 
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libel  was  made  in  order  to  expose  to  the  public  eye  personal 
defects,  or  misfortunes,  or  vices,  the  proof  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge  would  rather  aggravate  than  lessen  the  baseness  and  evil 
tendency  of  the  publication ;  and  there  is  much  justice  and  sound 
policy  in  the  opinion,  that,  in  private  as  well  as  public  prosecu- 
tions for  libels,  the  inquiry  should  be  pointed  to  the  innocence 
or  malice  of  the  publisher's  intentions.  The  truth  ought  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence  to  explain  that  intent,  and  not  in  every 
instance  to  justify  it.  (a)  The  guilt  and  the  essential  ground  of 
action  for  defamation  consists  in  the  malicious  intention;  and 
when  the  mind  is  not  in  fault,  no  prosecution  can  be  sus- 
tained. (6)  On  the  other  *  hand,  the  truth  may  be  printed  *  26 
and  published  maliciously,  and  with  an  evil  intent,  and  for 
no  good  purpose,  and  when  it  would  be  productive  only  of  private 
misery,  and  public  scandal  and  di^race.  (a) 

(a)  YinniiiB  in  Inst  4.  4. 1 ;  Edin.  Reriew,  zxTii^  102, 142 ;  xxxvii.  207. 

(6)  We  have  a  remarkable  iUustration  of  this  principle  in  a  decision  cited  by  Lord 
Coke,  when  at  the  bar,  and  arguing  the  cause  of  Brook  v.  Montague  (Cro.  Jac.  91). 
A  preacher,  in  his  sermon,  recited  a  stoiy  out  of  Fox's  Martjrology,  of  one  Green- 
wood, as  being  a  very  wicked  man  and  a  persecutor,  who  died  under  signal  visitations 
of  God's  displeasure.  The  preacher  intended  to  show,  by  that  example,  the  judg^ 
ment  of  Providence  upon  great  sinners ;  but  he  was  totally  mistaken  as  to  the  fact, 
for  Greenwood  was  not  dead  nor  diseased,  but  present  at  the  preaching  of  the  sermon. 
He  brought  his  action  for  the  defamation ;  and  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  the 
defendant  having  read  and  delivered  the  words  as  a  matter  of  history,  and  witliout 
any  evU  intention,  was  not  liable  in  damages. 

(a)  Though  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  a  libel,  makes  the  usual  bat  unnecessary 
averment  in  the  declaration,  of  his  general  good  credit  and  character,  the  defendant 
cannot  go  into  proof  of  his  general  bad  character,  by  way  of  mitigation  of  damages, 
or  in  support  of  avements^in  his  plea  to  that  effect.  Nor  can  the  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  rebut  the  defence,  go  into  evidence  of  his  general  good  character,  when  the  same 
is  not  impeached.  Cornwall  v.  Richardson,  Ryan  &  Moody,  306 ;  Stow  v.  Converse, 
8  Conn.  826 ;  Matthews  v.  Huntley,  0  N.  H.  140.  A  plaintiff  cannot  be  expected, 
and  ought  not  to  be  required,  to  go  into  proof  of  so  general  a  nature,  and  his  good 
character  is  always  presumed  in  law,  unless  by  evidence  of  particular  facts,  fairly 
and  specifically  put  in  issue,  that  presumption  be  negatived.  Baron  Wood  vindicated 
this  rule  with  great  energy  and  effect,  in  Jones  v.  Stevens,  11  Price,  236 ;  and  the  case 
of  The  Earl  of  Leicester  v.  Walter,  2  Campb.  N.  P.  261,  was  overruled  by  the  Court 
of  Exchequer. 

In  England,  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  slander  may  give  in  evidence,  under  the 
general  issue,  any  defence  except  that  which  amounts  to  a  justification  of  the  charge, 
as,  for  instance,  the  truth  of  it,  and  the  statute  of  limitations.  Introduction,  26,  27, 
to  1  Surkie  on  Slander  and  Libel,  and  the  notes  to  i.  402  to  406,  by  Mr.  Wendell, 
the  learned  editor  of  the  American  edition.  The  defence  of  privileged  communi- 
cations may  be  given  in  evidence,  and  need  not  be  specially  pleaded  when  it  goes  to 
show  no  maUce,  and.  the  question  of  malice  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Lillie 
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3.  Of  PexBonal  liberty  and  Seonrity.  —  (1.)  Writ  qf  Habeas 
CorpuB,  —  The  right  of  personal  liberty  is  another  absolute  right 
of  individuals,  wliich  has  long  been  a  favorite  object  of  the  Eng^ 
lish  law.  It  is  not  only  a  constitutional  principle,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  his  liberty  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  but  effectual  provision  is  made  against 
the  continuance  of  all  unlawful  restraint  or  imprisonment,  by  the 
security  of  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

Every  restraint  upon  a  man's  liberty  is,  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 
an  imprisonment,  wherever  may  be  the  place  or  whatever  may  be 
the  manner  in  which  the  restraint  is  effected.  (()  Whenever  any 
person  is  detained  with  or  without  due  process  of  law,  unless  for 
treason  or  felony,  plainly  and  specially  expressed  in  the  warrant 
of  commitment,  or  unless  such  person  be  a  convict,  or  legally 
charged  in  execution,  he  is  entitled  to  his  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
It  is  a  writ  of  right,  which  every  person  is  entitled  to,  ez  merito 
justicice  ;  (c)  ^  but  the  benefit  of  it  was,  in  a  great  degree,  eluded 

V.  Price,  6  Ad.  &  El.  645.  The  facts  ought  not  to  he  specially  pleaded  in  har  as  a 
Justification,  when  they  do  not  amount  to  it  on  the  face  of  the  plea ;  for  whether  the 
lihel  was  with  or  without  malice  cannot  appear  in  the  pleadings,  and  is  matter  for 
a  jury.  Turrill  v.  DoUoway,  17  Wend.  426;  s.  c.  26  id.  383.  See  1  Starkie»Int 
27-85,  8S-49.  The  cases  of  Cooper  v.  Barber,  £4  Wend.  105,  and  Cooper  v.  Weed 
and  others,  dted  by  Mr.  Wendell,  in  his  interesting  Introduction  to  his  edition  of  ' 
Starkie,  I  apprehend  were  not  correctly  decided,  so  far  as  evidence  of  the  matters 
contained  in  the  notice  annexed  to  the  pleas  was  not  permitted  to  go  to  the  Jury, 
to  explain,  mitigate,  and  repel  the  inference  of  malice.  The  observations  of  Mr. 
VTendell  on  those  cases  appear  to  be  well  founded,  and,  unless  the  Jury  are  permitted 
to  take  cogniance  of  the  question  of  malice,  and  of  all  the  circumstances  attending 
the  publication,  grieTous  injustice  may  be  inflicted  upon  a  defendant. 

In  1848,  the  statute  of  6  &  7  Vict  c.  06,  was  passed  for  the  amendment  of  the  law 
of  defamation  and  libel.  It  provided  that,  in  actions  for  defamation,  the  truth  of  the 
matters  charged  should  not  be  a  defence,  unless  it  were  proved ;  also,  that  the  pub- 
lication was  for  the  public  benefit,  and  that  the  defendant  might  give  his  apology  in 
evidence  in  mitigation  of  damages. 

(6)  2  Inst.  589.  Words  may  constitute  an  imprisonment,  if  they  impose  a  restraint 
upon  the  person,  and  he  be  accordingly  restrained  and  submits.  Homer  v.  Batty n, 
Buller  N.  P.  62 ;  PUlc  v.  Hanson,  0  N.  H.  401. 

(c)  4  Inst.  290. 

^  But  the  court  may  consider  whether,  face  of  the  petition  that  the  petitioner 

upon  the  facts  presented  in  the  petition  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  discharge,  tlie 

for  the  writ,  the  prisoner,  if  brought  be-  writ  will  not  be  Issued.    Sims's  Case,  7 

fore  it,  could  be  discharged.    Ex  parte  Cush.  286 ;  Passmore  Williamson's  Case, 

Milligan,  4  Wallace,  2;  Ex  parte  Keeler,  26  Penn.  St.  9;  Tn  re  Oriner,  16  Wis. 

Hemp.  806.    And  when  it  appears  on  the  428. 
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in  England,  prior  to  the  statute  of  Charles  II.,  as  the  judges  only 
awarded  it  in  term  time,  and  they  assumed  a  discretionary  power 
of  awarding  or  refusing  it.  (cZ)  The  explicit  and  peremp- 
tory *  provisions  of  the  statute  of  31  Charles  II.  c.  2,  restored  *  27 
the  writ  of  habeM  eorptts  to  all  the  efficacy  to  which  it  was 
entitled  at  common  law,  and  which  was  requisite  for  the  due 
protection  of  the  liberty  of  the  subject  That  statute  has  been 
reenacted  or  adopted,  if  not  in  terms,  yet  in  substance  and  effect, 
in  all  the  United  States,  (a)  The  privilege  of  this  writ  is  also 
made  an  express  constitutional  right  at  all  times,  except  in  cases 
of  invasion  or  rebellion,  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  by  the  constitutions  of  most  of  the  states  in  the  Union.  The 
citizens  are  declared,  in  some  of  these  constitutions,  to  be  entitled 
to  enjoy  the  privilege  of  this  writ  in  the  most  ^^  free,  easy,  cheap, 
expeditious,  and  ample  manner ; "  and  the  right  is  equally  perfect 
in  those  states  where  such  a  declaration  is  wanting.  The  right 
of  deliverance  from  all  unlawful  imprisonment,  to  the  full  extent 
of  the  remedy  provided  by  the  Habea$  Corpus  Act,  is  a  common- 
law  right ;  and  it  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  has  been  already  ob- 
served, (5)  that  the  common  law  of  England,  so  far  as  it  was 

(d)  3  BizlBt.  27.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  had  been  in  England,  from  the  time  of 
Magna  Charta,  a  matter  of  right,  but  generalij  and  fatally  disregarded  in  cases  re- 
lating to  the  goTemroent.  The  illegal  and  Arbitrary  imprisonments  by  the  privy 
coondl  and  crovm  oflBoers  nnder  Elizabeth  gare  rise  to  an  impressive  address  from 
the  common-law  Judges,  in  1691,  to  Chancellor  Hatton  and  Lord  Barleigh,  complain- 
ing of  them  in  just  and  manly  terms.  Anderson's  Rep.  i.  297.  Mr.  Hallam,  in  his 
Constitutional  History  of  England,  i  317-320,  gives  from  an  original  manuscript  in 
the  British  Mnseum  a  more  full  and  correct  copy  of  this  i«markable  document,  so 
honorable  to  the  judges  of  the  common-law  courts.  But  afterwards,  in  1627,  when 
certain  knights  were  imprisoned  by  the  special  command  of  the  king,  for  not  yielding 
to  the  forced  loan,  the  Court  of  K.  B.  refused  to  bail  or  discharge  them  upon  habeas 
corpus,  though  no  cause,  other  than  the  king's  command,  was  returned. 

(a)  See.  for  instance,  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  in  Massachusetts  of  16th  March, 
1786,  and  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  1836,  part  8,  tit.  4,  c.  Ill  ;  the  Habeas 
Corpus  Act  of  South  Carolina  of  1712,  and  referred  to  in  2  Bay,  563,  and  2  Const.  Rep. 
808;  tlie  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  North  Carolina,  R.  S.  1837,  i.  314 ;  the  Habeas  Corpus 
Act  of  Pennsylvania  of  18th  Feb.  1786,  and  referred  to  in  1  Binney,  874 ;  the  Habeas 
Corpus  Act  of  New  York  of  1787  and  1801 ;  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  New  Jersey  of 
1796;  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  Ohio,  Statute  Law  of  Ohio,  1831,  and  of  Connecti- 
cut, Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821,  and  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1838,  p.  386 ; 
Ordinance  of  Congress  of  July  18, 1787,  for  the  government  of  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio ;  Territorial  Act  of  Michigan,  of  April  12, 
1S27 ;  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  Indiana,  1838 ;  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  Arkansas 
R  Statutes,  p.  434. 

(6)  See  i.  342. 
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applicable  to  our  circumstances,  was  brought  over  by  our  an- 
cestors, upon  their  emigration  to  this  country.  The  Revolution 
did  not  involve  in  it  any  abolition  of  the  common  law.  It  was 
rather  calculated  to  strengthen  and  invigorate  all  the  just  prin- 
ciples of  that  law,  suitable  to  our  state  of  society  and  juris- 
prudence.     It  has  been  adopted  or  declared  in  force  by 

*  28    *  the  constitutions  of  some  of  the  states,  (o)  and  by  statute 

in  others ;  (6)  and  where  it  has  not  been  so  explicitly 
adopted,  it  is  nevertheless  to  be  considered  as  the  law  of  the 
land,  subject  to  the  modifications  which  have  been  suggested, 
and  to  express  legislative  repeal.  (^)  We  shall,  accordingly,  in 
the  course  of  these  lectures,  take  it  for  granted  that  the  common 
law  of  England,  applicable  to  our  situation  and  governments,  is 
the  law  of  this  country,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  not  been 
altered  or  rejected  by  statute,  or  varied  by  local  usages,  under 
the  sanction  of  judicial  decisions. 

The  substance  of  the  provisions  on  the  subject  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  may  be  found  in  the  statute  of  31  Charles  II.  c.  2, 
which  is  the  basis  of  all  the  American  statutes  on  the  subject. 
The  statute  of  New  York,  of  1787,  was  a  literal  transcript  of  the 
English  statute ;  and  the  Saheas  Corpus  Act,  in  the  subsequent 
revisions  of  the  New  York  statute  code,  in  1801  and  1813,  was 
essentially  the  same.  But  the  New  York  statute  of  1818  (d) 
enlarged  the  extent  of  the  application  of  the  writ ;  and  this  has 
been  the  case  also  in  Pennsylvania,  (e)  It  gave  to  the  officer, 
before  whom  the  writ  was  returned,  authority  to  revise  the  cause 
of  commitment,  and  to  examine  into  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged 
in  the  return.  The  English  statute  of  56  Geo.  III.  c.  100,  con- 
ferred the  like  power.  By  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  which 
went  into  operation  on  1st  January,  1830,  all  the  statute  provi- 
sions on  the  subject  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  were  redigested, 
and  some  material  amendments  and  more  specific  directions  added. 

Instead  of  referring  to  the  English  statute  of  Charles  II.,  we 

*  29   will  take  notice  of  the  substance  of  the  revised  statute  *  of 

New  York,  and  which,  no  doubt,  contains  equally  the  sub- 
stance of  the  statute  provisions  on,  the  subject  in  every  state  of 

(a)  Constitutions  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey. 

(6)  Pennsylvania  and  Virgrinia.     See  also  supra,  i.  472. 

(c)  2  N.  H.  44;  Marshall,  C  J.,  in  Livingston  v.  Jefferson,  4  Hall,  L.  J.  78. 

{d)  Sess.  41,  c.  277.  (c)  1  Binney,  876. 
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the  Union  (for  they  are  all  taken  from  the  same  source),  with 
the  remedy  and  the  sanctions  somewhat  extended. 

All  persons  restrained  of  their  liberty,  under  any  pretence 
whatsoever,  are  entitled  to  prosecute  the  writ,  unless  they  be 
persons  detained :  (1.)  By  process  from  any  court  or  judge  of  the 
United  States  having  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  the  case.*  (2.)  Or 
by  final  judgment  or  decree,  or  execution  thereon,  of  any  com- 
petent tribunal  of  civil  or  criminal  jurisdiction,  other  than  in  the 
case  of  a  commitment  for  any  alleged  contempt,  (a)  The  appli- 
cation for  the  writ  must  be  to  the  Supreme  Court,  or  chancellor, 
or  a  judge  of  the  court,  or  other  oflScer  Having  the  powers  of  a 
judge  at  chambers ;  and  it  must  be  by  petition  in  writing,  signed 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  party ;  and  it  must  state  the  grounds  of 
the  application,  and  the  fact  must  be  sworn  to.  (i)  The  English 
statute  did  not  require  the  petition  to  be  verified  by  the  oath  of 
the  applicant.  The  penalty  of  $1,000  is  given  in  favor  of  the 
party  aggrieved,  against  every  oflBcer  and  every  member  of  the 
court  assenting  to  the  refusal,  if  any  court  or  officer  authorized  to 
grant  the  writ  shall  refuse  it  when  legally  applied  for.  (c)  The 
penalty  for  refusal  to  grant  the  writ  was,  by  the  English  statute, 
confined  to  the  default  of  the  chancellor  or  judge  in  vacation  time  ; 

(a)  New  Tork  ReviBed  Statutes,  ii.  563,  sees.  21,  22. 

(6)  lb.  sees.  28,  25. 

(c)  lb.  sec.  31.  The  Habeas  Corpus  Act  in  Illinois  confines  the  liability  of  the 
jadge  to  a  penalty  for  refusing  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  when  legally  applied 
for,  to  a  "  corrupt  refusal."  Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  ed.  1833,  p.  327.  The  statute 
law  of  Connecticut  is  silent  as  to  any  penalty  upon  any  court  or  judge  who  does 
not  grant  the  writ.  It  only  declares  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  court  or  chief  justice,  on 
due  application  and  affidavits,  to  allow  the  writ.  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1838, 
p.  336.  The  Habeas  Corpus  Act  of  Virginia  and  of  North  Carolina  is  a  transcript  of 
the  English  statute,  and  confines  the  remedy  for  a  refusal  by  the  judge  of  the  writ 
in  vacation  time,  to  an  action  by  the  party  aggrieved.  R  C  of  Virginia,  328 ;  N.  C. 
R.  S.  i.  315.  So  does  the  statute  of  New  Jersey  of  1847,  p.  290.  The  Habeas  Corpus 
Act  of  Mississippi  makes  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  any  judge  or  judges  to  grant  the 
writ  a  high  misdemeanor  and  an  impeachable  offence.  R.  C.  of  Mississippi,  1824, 
p.  224.  The  Revised  System,  reported  by  Mr.  Pray,  reduces  the  penal  part  of  this 
provision  to  a  penalty  of  SI, 000  to  the  party  aggrieved,  but  it  makes  the  court  or 
every  judge  thereof  assenting  liable  to  it.  So  the  R.  L.  of  Missouri,  1835,  p.  307, 
applies  the  penalty  to  any  court  or  magistrate  refusing  the  writ.  [The  granting  of 
a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  not  a  matter  of  course  in  Texas.  The  court,  to  which 
application  is  made,  must  have  "  probable  cause  to  believe  "  that  the  party  applying 
for  the  writ  "  is  detained  in  custody  without  lawful  authority."  Jordan  v.  State,  14 
Texas,  436.] 

1  But  see  i.  401,  n.  1. 
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whereas  the  penalty  and  suit  for  refusal  to  grant  the  writ  applieSy 
under  the  New  York  statute,  to  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
sitting  in  court,  in  term  time.  This  is  the  first  instance,  in  the 
history  of  the  English  law,  that  the  judges  of  the  highest  common- 
law  tribunal,  sitting  and  acting,  not  in  a  ministerial  but  in  a 
judicial  capacity,  are  made  responsible,  in  actions  by  private 

suitors,  for  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  according  to 
*  30    *  their  judgment  in  term  time,  (a)  *    If  the  person  to*whom 

the  writ  is  directed,  or  on  whom  it  is  served,  shall  not 
promptly  obey  the  writ,  by  making  a  full  and  explicit  return,  and 
shall  fail  to  produce  the  party  without  a  sufficient  excuse,  he  is 
liable  to  be  forthwith  attached  and  committed,  by  the  person 
granting  the  writ,  to  close  custody,  until  he  shall  have  obeyed 
the  writ,  (ft)  The  former  statute,  instead  of  this  summary 
remedy,  gave  a  penalty  to  the  party  aggrieved,  recoverable  by 

(a)  See  Yates  v,  Laneing,  6  Johns.  282 ;  0  id.  387,  s.  c,  where  the  principle  of 
the  English  law  on  this  subject* is  considered  and  recognized;  [Bradley  v.  Fisher, 
13  Wall.  385;  Fray  v.  Blackburn,  3  Best  &  Sm.  676 ;  Kemp  v,  Neville,  10  C.  B.  k.  8. 
523 ;  Scott  v.  Stansfield,  L.  R.  8  £z.  220.  See,  however,  the  remarks  of  Cockbuni, 
C.  J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Churton,  2  Best  &  Sm.  475,  479  ;  and  Dawkins  v.  Lord  Paulet^ 
L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  92 ;  Randall  v,  Brigham,  7  Wall  523,  586.]  The  Massachusetts 
Habeas  Corpus  Act,  in  their  Revised  Statutes  of  1836,  does  not  contain  degrading 
penalties  hanging  over  the  courts  and  judges.  It  does  not  presume  that  they  will,  in 
such  particular  cases,  more  than  in  any  other,  be  wanting  in  their  duty. 

(6)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  U.  566,  sec.  34. 

1  If,  upon  the  return  of  the  writ,  it  51,  56 ;  People  v.  Sheriff,  29  Barb.  622. 

appears  that  the  party  is  committed  by  The  sufBciency  of  the  form  of  the  com- 

a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  under  initment  may  also  be  examined.    People 

a  regular  process,  the  regularity  of  the  ».  Sheriff,  supra.    In  Addison  on  Torts,  c 

judgment  on  which  he  is  committed  will  14,  sec.  1,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  validity 

not  be  inquired  into,  Wyeth  v.  Richard-  of  the  commitment  by  a  judge  of  an  in- 

son,  10  Gray,  240,  242;  subject  to  the  ferlor  court  may  be  tested  by  Aa6ea«  corpus, 

exceptions,  however,  that  state  courts  citing  In  re  Boyce,  2  El.  &  Bl.  521.    See 

cannot  interfere  with  persons  imprisoned  People  v,  Tompkins,  1  Parker  Crim.  R. 

under  authority  of  the  United  States,  224,  and  cases  cited.  People  v.  Martin,  ib. 

ante,  i.  401,  n.  1 ;  nor  federal  courU  with  187  ;  Ex  parU  Keeler,  Hemp.  306 ;  State 

prisoners  confined  by  state  process,  except  v.  Schlemn,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  578;  Ex  parte 

.that  they  may  testify  as  witnesses.  Ex  Van  Aeman,  8  Blatchf .  160.  The  supreme 

parte  Dorr,  3  How.  103.    When  the  want  court  of  Massachusetts  has  power  to  in- 

of  jurisdiction  of  the  court  makbig  the  quire  on  habeas  corpus  into  the  lawfulness 

commitment  appears  on  the  face  of  the  of  imprisonments  by  order  of  the  House  of 

proceedings,  the  prisoner  may  be  dis-  Representatives  of  the  state.    Bumham 

charged  on  hafteas  corpus,     Herrick  r.  t;.  Morrissey,  14  Gray,  226. 
Smith,  1  Gray,  1,  50;  Adams  v.  Vose,  ib. 
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suit.  The  party  suing  out  the  writ  is  to  be  remanded,  if  de- 
tained:  (1.)  By  process  £rom  any  coui't  of  the  United  States 
having  exclusiYe  juxisdiction.  (2.)  Or  by  virtue  of  a  final  decree, 
or  jac^ment,  or  process  thereon^  of  any  competent  court  of  civil 
or  criminal  jurisdiction.  (8.)  Or  for  any  contempt  specially  and 
plainly  chaiqred,  by  some  court  or  person  having  authority  to 
commit  on  such  a  chaige,  and  when  the  time  for  which  the  party 
may  her  legally  detained  has  not  expired.  ((?)  If  the  party  be  in 
custody  by  civil  process  from  a  competent  power,  he  may  be  dis- 
charged when  the  jurisdiction  has  been  exceeded,  or  the  party 
has  become  entitled  to  his  discharge,  or  the  process  was  unduly 
issued,  or  was  not  legally  authorized.  But  no  inquiry  is  to  be 
made  into  the  legality  of  any  process,  judgment,  or  decree,  or  the 
jastke  or  propriety  of  the  commitment  in  the  case  of  persons 
detainedr  under  process  of  the  United  States,  where  the  court  or 
officer  has  exclusive  jurisdiction ;  nor  where  the  party  is  detained 
under  the  final  decree  or  judgment  of  a  competent  court;  nor 
where  the  commitment,  made  by  any  court,  officer,  or  body, 
according  to  law,  is  for  a  contempt,  and  duly  charged.  The 
remedy,  if  the  case  admits  of  one,  is  by  certiorari^  or  writ  of 
error,  (d)  The  court  or  officer  awarding  the  writ  may,  in 
other  cases^  examine  into  *  the  merits  of  the  commitment,  *  31 
and  hear  the  allegations  and  proofs  arising  thereon  in  a  sum- 
mary way,  and  dispose  of  the  party  as  justice  may  require,  (a) 

(c)  New  York  Beyised  Statutes,  ii  667,  sec.  40. 

(d)  lb.  6SS,  sec.  41 ;  The  People  v.  Cassels,  6  HiU  (N.  Y.),  164.  In  the  case  ol 
The  Conunon wealth  v.  Keeper  of  Debtor's  Apartment,  1  Ash.  (Penn.)  10,  it  was 
dechu«d  not  to  be  competent,  upon  habea$  corpus,  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  of  another  competent  court,  nor  for  a  single  judge  to  revise  the  judg- 
ment of  any  other  court.  The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the 
case  of  X  V.  N.  Yates,  4  Johns.  817,  was  to  the  same  effect,  and  that  opinion  is  sup- 
ported by  the  Chief  Justice  of  PennsyWauia,  in  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth  o. 
Lecky,  1  Watto,  68 ;  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  u.  568,  sec.  42.  If  it  appears  plainly,  on 
Uie  return  of  the  writ  of  hahetu  corpus,  that  the  prisoner  stands  committed  for  a  con- 
tempt adjudged  against  him  by  the  British  House  of  Commons,  or  by  any  tribunal  or 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  party  awarding  the  writ,  or  before  whom  it  is 
brought,  cannot  judge  of  the  contempt,  or  bail  the  prisoner,  but  must  immediately 
remand  him.  The  adjudication  is  a  conviction,  and  the  commitment  an  execution. 
Murray's  Case,  1  Wils.  2X»;  Crosby's  Case,  S  Wils.  188;  Hobhouse's  Case,  3  B.  ft 
Aid.  420. 

(a)  lb.  sees.  48-48.  The  Massachusetts  and  Connecticut  Revised  Statutes  give 
the  like  power  of  examination  and  trial  oh  the  return  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  1885,  pt.  3,  tit  4,  c.  Ill ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Con- 
necticut, 1821,  p.  266,  and  of  1838,  p.  337. 
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A  person  dischai^ed  upon  habeas  corpus  is  not  to  be  reimprisoned 
for  the  same  cause ;  but  it  is  not  to  be  deemed  the  same  cause  if 
he  be  afterwards  committed  for  the  same  cause  by  the  legal  order 
of  the  court  in  which  he  was  bound  to  appear,  or  in  which  he 
may  be  indicted  and  convicted  ;  or  if  the  discharge  was  for  defect 
of  proof,  or  defect  in  the  commitment  in  a  criminal  case,  and  he 
be  again  arrested  on  sufficient  proof  and  legal  process ;  or  if  in  a 
civil  case,  or  discharge  on  mesne  process,  he  be  arrested  on  exe- 
cution, or  on  mesne  process  in  another  suit,  after  the  first  suit 
is  discontinued.  (6)  And  finally,  if  any  person  solely,  or  as  a 
member  of  any  court,  or  in  execution  of  any  order,  knowingly 
reimprison  such  party,  he  forfeits  a  penalty  of  $1,250  to  the 
party  aggrieved,  and  is  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  liable  to  fine  and  imprisonment,  (c)  This  last  provision  is 
distinguished  from  that  in  any  former  statute  on  the  subject,  by 
applying  the  penal  sanction  to  the  members  of  any  court  acting 
judicially,  and  by  making  the  act  of  reimprisonment  an  indictable 
offence. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  efficacious  remedy  against  the 
abuse  of  the  right  of  personal  liberty,  afforded  by  the  celebrated 
writ  of  habeas  corpus.  By  the  specific  provisions  which  we  have 
considered,  the  remedy  for  all  unjust  detention  is  distinctly 
marked  ;  and  even  in  cases  of  valid  imprisonment,  care  is  taken 
that  it  be  not  unreasonably  or  unnecessarily  protracted.  Persons 
confined  upon  any  criminal  charge,  and  who  shall  not  have  been 
indicted,  are  to  be  discharged  within  twenty-four  hours  after  the 
discharge  of  a  grand  jury  of  the  county,  unless  satisfactory 

•  32   cause  be  shown  for  the  delay,  (d)     *  And  prisoners  indicted 

are  to  be  tried  at  the  next  court  after  such  indictment 
found,  or  they  will  be  entitled  to  be  discharged,  unless  the  trial 
was  postponed  at  their  instance,  or  satisfactory  cause  shown  by 
the  public  prosecutor  for  delay,  (a)  If  there  be  good  reason  to 
believe  that  a  person  illegally  confined  will  be  carried  out  of  the 
state  before  he  can  be  relieved  by  habeas  corpus^  the  court  or 
officer  authorized  to  issue  the  writ  may,  by  warrant,  cause  the 
prisoner  and  the  party  so  detaining  him  to  be  forthwith  brought 
up  for  examination,  and  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.  (6) 

(6)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  u.  671,  sec  50.  (c)  lb.  571,  572,  sees.  60,  64. 

(d)  lb.  768,  sec.  26.  (a)  lb.  787,  sees.  28, 29. 

(h)  New  York  Reyised  Statutes,  ii.  672, 8ecs.65,66,  67.    The  judges  in  England,  in 
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The  Habeas  Carpus  Act  has  always  been  considered  in  Eng- 
land as  a  stable  bulwark  of  civil  liberty,  and  nothing  similar  to 
it  can  be  found  in  any  of  the  free  commonwealths  of  antiquity. 
Its  excellence  consists  in  the  easy,  prompt,  and  efiScient  remedy 
afforded  for  all  unlawful  impricsonment,  and  personal  liberty  is 
not  left  to  rest  for  its  security  upon  general  and  abstract  declara- 
tions of  right. 

In  addition  to  the  benefit  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  which 
operates  merely  to  remove  all  unlawful  imprisonment,  the  party 
aggrieved  is  entitled  to  his  private  action  of  trespass  to  recover 
damages  for  the  false  imprisonment ;  and  the  party  offending  and 
acting  without  legal  sanction  is  also  liable  to  fine  and  imprison- 
ment as  for  a  misdemeanor. 

(2.)  Writ  of  Momine  Replegiando,  —  The  New  York  Revised 
Statutes  {c)  provided  for  relief  under  the  common-law  writ  de 
homine  replegiando^  in  favor  of  fugitives  from  service  in  any  other 
state.  This  writ  is  vexatious  in  its  proceedings,  and  nearly  obso- 
lete, but  it  enabled  the  party  suing  out  the  writ  to  have  an  issue 
of  fact  tried  by  a  jury.  It  is  formally  abolished  by  statute  in 
Mississippi,  (d)  Though  it  was  the  only  remedy  at  common  law 
for  unlawful  imprisonment.  Sergeant  Maynard  said  (e)  he  found 
but  one  instance  of  it  in  the  time  of  Edward  I.  It  was  formerly 
resorted  to  in  Virginia,  but  the  provision  relating  to  it  has  been 
repealed.  The  New  York  provision  on  the  subject  has  been  held 
to  be  contrary  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  void  in  respect  to  slaves  being  fugitives  from  labor 
from  states  where  slavery  is  lawful ;  for  the  Constitution  and 
law  of  the  United  States  contemplated  a  summary  proceeding, 
and  a  surrender  on  claim  made,  and  not  the  delay,  expense, 
and  vexation  of  a  suit  and  jury  trial  in  the  courts  of  the  state 
to  which  the  slave  had  fled.  (/ )    The  Massachusetts  Statutes, 

answer  to  a  qaestion  propounded  to  them  by  the  House  of  Lords,  held  that  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  extended  only  to  cases  of  imprisonment  or  restraint  for  criminal  or  sup- 
posed criminal  matters.  But  in  Lieutenant  Randolph's  case,  before  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  Stotes  in  Virginia,  in  1833,  it  was  held  that  the  writ  lay  in  a  case  of 
dvil  process  issuing  from  a  special  jurisdiction.  Am.  Jurist,  No.  22,  p.  338;  9 
Peters,  12,  note,  8.  c. 

(c)  Vol.  ii.  561.  (d)  R.  C.  of  Mississippi,  1824,  p.  224. 

(e)  King  v.  Lord  Grey,  2  Show.  218. 

(/)  Jack  V,  Martin,  12  Wend.  811 ;  s.  c.  14  Wend,  607.  This  case,  when  before 
the  Court  of  Errors,  went  oft  on  another  point,  but  Ch.  Walworth  held  that  the  act 
of  the  state  toas  valid,  and  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  1793,  prescribing  the  sum- 
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in  (ff)  1885,  made  special  provision  for  the  writ,  and  gave  it 
whenever  any  person  was  restrained  of  his  liberty,  or  held  ia 
duress,  unless  by  virtue  of  some  lawful  process  issued  by  compe-> 
tent  authority ;  and  if  it  should  appear,  by  the  return  of  the  writ, 
that  the  defendant  eloigned  the  plaintifTs  body,  the  latter  was 
to  be  entitled  to  a  writ  of  eapiaa  in  withernam  to  take  the 
defendant's  body.  (A) 

mary  maimer  of  seizing  and  delivering  up  fugitives  from  labor  in  otber  states,  was 
unconstitutional  and  void.  The  legislature  of  New  York,  by  the  subsequent  act  of 
May  6,  1839,  c.  360,  made  an  additional  provision,  declaring  that  fugitives  from 
justice  from  other  states  may  be  arrested  by  warrant  of  a  magistrate,  and  examined ; 
and  if  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  the  crime  has  been  committed  by  the  fugitive 
charged,  the  magistrate  is  to  commit  the  fugitive  to  jail  for  a  reasonable  time,  to 
enable  the  requisition  for  a  surrender  to  be  made.  The  nuigistrate  amy  ^^'i  bail 
that  the  fugitive  will  appear  and  surrender  on  the  executive  demand.  If  no  appU- 
cation  be  made  in  a  reasonable  time,  to  be  designated  in  the  warrant  or  bail  bond, 
the  prisoner  is  to  be  discharged.  Notice  of  the  arrest  is  to  be  immediately  given  to 
the  government  of  the  other  state.  If  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace  be  held  in 
the  intermediate  time,  they  have  jurisdiction  given  them  over  the  whole  subject 
Again,  by  act  of  May  6,  1840,  c.  225,  provision  is  made  that  the  claim  to  the  services 
of  alleged  figitives from  service  or  labor  in  another  state,  and  their  identity,  and  the  fact 
of  the  escape,  shall,  upon  the  return  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpns  duly  issued  to  arrest 
the  fugitive,  be  determined  by  jury  on  summary  process.  See  Constitution  U.  S. 
art.  4,  sec.  2,  No.  3 ;  Act  of  Congress,  Feb.  12,  1703,  c.  7. 

{g)  Part  8,  tit  4,  c.  111.  The  provision  was  so  reported  by  the  commissioners 
for  the  revision  of  the  statute  law  of  Massachusetts,  but  it  was  eventually  struck 
out,  and  the  writ  de  homine  replegiando  abolished.  Bevised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts^ 
sec.  38. 

(A)  The  commissioners  admitted  that  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  furnished  so  complete 
and  effectual  a  remedy  for  all  cases  of  unlawful  imprisonment,  that  the  other  writ 
was  seldom  used.  They  thought,  however,  that  it  might  be  convenient  and  even 
necessary,  when  a  person  was  seized  without  legal  process,  as  an  apprentice  or  servant, 
or  as  held  to  labor  or  service  in  another  state,  or  as  the  principal  for  whom  another  is 
bail.  This  writ  of  personal  replevin  enabled  the  person  under  restraint  to  try  his 
right  to  immediate  personal  liberty  before  a  jury,  by  presenting  an  issue  in  fact,  and 
which  the  remedy  under  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  does  not ;  and  the  legislature  of 
Massachusetts,  in  1837,  revived  in  substance  the  provisions  of  the  writ  de  homine 
replegiando,  in  a  bill  *'  to  restore  the  trial  by  jury  on  questions  of  personal  freedom." 
See  on  s.  p.  i.  404.  The  legislature  of  Indiana,  in  1824,  and  of  Vermont  aad  New 
Jersey,  in  1837,  and  of  Connecticut,  in  1838,  also  provided  the  trial  by  jury,  if  either 
party  denuinded  it,  in  the  case  of  the  daim  of  fugitives  from  labor.  The  doctrine  in 
Jack  V.  Martin  seems  therefore  to  be  borne  down  in  the  non-slaveholding  states  by 
the  force  of  legislative  authority.  But  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  March  1, 1842,  in  the  case  of  Prigg  v.  The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, 10  Peters,  530»  has  restored  and  established  the  construction  given  to  the  act 
of  Congress  of  1793,  in  the  case  of  J&ck  v.  Martin.  It  declared  that  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1703  was  constitutional,  and  passed  in  pursuance  of  an  express  provision 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  it  excluded  all  state  legislation  on  tbo 
same  subject ;  and  that  no  state  had  a  right  to  modify  it  by  its  own  legislation,  or 
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In  England,  the  regular  consequence  of  personal  liberty  is  said 
to  be,  that  every  Englishman  may  claim  a  right  to  abide  in  his 

impede  the  execntioD  of  any  law  of  Congreat  upon  the  subject  of  f  ugitiTe  slayes. 
This  decision  renders  roid  ail  statute  regulations  in  the  states  on  the  subject.  Several 
of  the  judges  who  were  in  the  minority  thought  that  the  power  of  Congress  was  not 
so  excluslTe,  but  that  state  legislation  mig^t  act  in  aid  of  the  power  to  seize  and 
recapture  fugitiTc  slaves.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  Prigg  0.  The  Commonwealth 
of  PennsjlTania  has  unintentionally  thrown  much  difficulty  and  hazard  in  the  way  of 
efforts  by  the  owners  in  the  slave  states  to  reclaim  in  the  free  st&tes  their  fugitive 
slaves.  That  decision  went  to  silence  and  sender  inoperative  and  void  all  provisions 
and  aid  in  the  free  states  in  respect  to  the  recovery  of  such  slaves.  The  state  govern- 
ments are  not  content  to  remain  passive,  and  leave  unembarrassed  the  free  operation 
of  the  provision  of  the  act  of  Congress.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  ai  Prigg  admitted  that  state  magistrates  might,  if  they  chose,  and  were 
not  proliibited  by  state  legislation,  exercise  the  power  of  arrest  given  by  the  act  of 
Congress,  and  In  aid  of  it.  [Prigg's  case  is  explained  in  Moore  v,  Hlinois,  14  How. 
13u  See,  generally,  on  this  obsolete  subject,  Ableman  v.  Booth,  21  Hbw.  606 ;  Lem^ 
mon  V.  People,  20  N.  Y.  662.]  But  such  permission  is  withdrawn  by  state  laws  in 
some  of  the  states,  and  adjudged  to  be  illegal.  Thus,  in  Ohio,  the  act  to  prevent 
kidnapping  (Swan's  Statutes,  p.  600)  prohibited  the  arrest  and  carrying  out  of  the 
state  of  fugitive  slaves  until  they  had  been  taken  before  a  magistrate  and  proof  of 
property  exhibited.  But  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state,  m  Richardson  v.  Beebe 
(Law  Reporter  for  November,  1846),  held  that  the  decision  in  Prigg  rendered  null 
and  void  all  state  aid  and  legislation  to  interfere  with  the  owner's  right  of  caption  in 
penon  or  by  his  agent,  and  thai  the  state  act  had  become  inoperative  and  nuU.  So 
the  decision  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  the  matter  of  George 
Kirk  (Law  Reporter,  [ix.  361,]  for  December,  1846),  was  to  the  same  effect,  and 
H  was  adjudged  that  the  Revised  Statutes  of  New  York  (N.  Y.  R.  8.,  837,  sec.  10), 
making  provision  on  this  subject  in  favor  of  the  arrest  and  surrender  of  fugitive  slaves 
concealed  on  boi^rd  of  a  vessel  without  the  knowledge  of  the  captain,  was  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  The  court  in  Massachusetts,  hi  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth  9. 
Tracy  (&  Mete  636),  held  that  the  states  might  secure  their  peace  by  causing  fugi- 
tive slaves  to  be  anested  and  removed  from  their  borders  for  their  own  security,  pn>- 
vided  it  was  not  the  object  or  purpose  of  the  state  provision  indirectly  to  aid  the 
owner  of  the  slaves  in  recovering  them.  The  statute  of  Pennsylvania,  in  February, 
1847,  was  more  stringent  in  its  opposition  to  all  state  aid  and  accommodation  in  the 
recovery  of  fugitive  slaves.  It  is  made  highly  penal  for  any  state  magistrate  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  case  of  a  fugitive  slave,  or  grant  any  process  or  certificate  in  rela- 
tion thereto.  It  is  also  made  highly  penal  for  any  person  claiming  his  fugitive  slave 
to  seize,  or  attempt  to  seize,  or  carry  him  away  '*  in  a  violent,  tumultuous,  or  unrea- 
sonable manner,  so  as  to  disturb  or  endanger  the  public  peace ; "  and  that  it  should 
be  unlawful  and  highly  penal  for  any  jailer  or  keeper  of  a  prison  to  use  any  jail  or 
prison  for  the  detention  of  such  fugitive  slaves.  The  judges  are  likewise  authorized 
at  all  times  to  inquire,  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpua,  into  the  causes  of  the  arrest  or 
unprisonment  of  any  human  being.  The  act  of  1780,  allowing  the  owners  of  slaves 
to  bring  in  and  retain  them  within  the  state  m  involantary  servitude  for  a  transient 
period,  is  repealed.  There  are  provisions  of  a  Amilar  effect  in  some  of  the  other  free 
states,  and  they  amoont  in  their  consequences  almost  to  a  repeal  of  tlie  act  of 
Congress  of  February,  1793,  and  of  sec.  2  of  art  4  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  on  which  that  act  was  founded.    The  owner  of  a  fugitive  slave  would  be  apt 
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own  country  so  long  as  be  pleases,  and  is  not  to  be  driven  from 
it  unless  by  tbe  sentence  of  the  law  prescribing  exportation  or 

to  be  deterred,  under  such  discouraging  and  hazardous  circumstances,  from  under- 
taking to  reclaim  his  fugitive  slaves.  The  spirit  of  these  provisions  appears  to  be 
rather  repugnant  to  the  principle  of  compromise  and  mutual  and  liberal  concession 
which  dictated  the  section  in  question,  and  indeed  pervaded  every  part  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

With  respect  io  Jjtgitivea  frmn  juMtice  from  one  state  to  another,  charged  with  "  trea- 
son, felony,  or  other  crime,"'  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (art.  4,  sec.  2)  pro- 
vides that  they  shall,  on  demand  of  the  executive  authority  of  the  state  from  which 
they  fled,  be  delivered  up,  to  be  removed  to  the  state  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 
The  act  of  Congress  of  12th  February,  1793,  c.  7,  sec.  1,  has  made  provision  for  the 
case,  and  declared  that  the  demand  shall  be  accompanied  with  a  copy  of  the  indict- 
ment found,  on  an  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate,  charging  the  person  with  hav- 
ing committed  "  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,"  and  certified  by  the  governor  or 
chief  magistrate  to  be  authentic ;  and  in  that  case  it  is  declared  to  be  the  duty  of  the 
executive  magistrate  of  the  state  to  which  the  person  has  fled  to  cause  the  person 
to  be  arrested  and  secured,  and  notice  thereof  given,  and  the  person  then  to  be 
surrendered  to  the  executive  authority  making  the  demand,  or  its  agent.  I  am  not 
aware  that  there  has  been  any  judicial  opinion  on  this  provision  ;  and  as  it  stands,  I 
should  apprehend  that  on  the  demand  being  made,  and  the  documents  exhibited,  no 
discretion  remained  with  the  executive  of  the  state  to  which  the  fugitive  had  fled,  and 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  arrested  and  surrendered.  But  if  the 
executive  on  whom  the  requisition  is  made  should  think  proper  to  exercise  his  dis- 
cretion, and  refuse  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  arrested  and  surrendered  (as  has  been 
done  in  one  or  more  instances),  I  do  not  know  of  any  power  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States  by  which  he  could  be  coerced  to  perform  the  duty.'  Perhaps  the  act 
of  Congress  may  be  considered  as  prescribing  a  duty  the  performance  of  which  cannot 

1  Kentucky  v,  Dennison,  24  How.  66.  John  Leary,  10  Ben.  197.]    In  the  same 

At  the  same  time  the  surrender  is  a  duty,  case  it  was  determined  that  the  courta  of 

and  not  discretionary.    Matter  of  Voor-  the  state  where  the  fugitive  was  found 

hees,  3  Vroom  (32  N.  J.),  141 ;  [Work  v.  would  not  consider  the  technical  suffi- 

Corrington,  84  Ohio  St.  64.)    A  fugitive  ciency  of  the  indictment.    It  is  enough 

from  justice  is  defined  to  be  one  who  in-  that  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the  other 

fringes  the  criminal  laws  of  a  state,  and  state  is  charged.    See  State  v.  Buziue  and 

departs    therefrom   without  waiting    to  Schlemn,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  572;  Nichols  ». 

abide  the  consequences  of  his  act,  Matter  Cornelius,  7  Ind.  611.    But  see  Ex  parte 

of  Voorhees,  supra  ;x^  although  he  was  Joseph  Smith  (the  Mormon  prophet),  3 

there  only  temporarily  and  returns  to  his  McLean,  121.     [Sec  People  v.  Donohue, 

domicile,    Kingsbury's  Case,  106  Mass.  84  N.  Y.  438,  and  earlier  New  York  cases 

223.    And  the  offence  need  not  have  been  cited  ;    Davis's    Case,    122    Mass.    324 ; 

a  crime  by  the  laws  of  the  state  making  Tullis    v.  Fleming,  69    Ind.   16 ;   In  re 

the  demand,  when  the  Constitution  was  Hooper,  62  Wis.  699.] 
framed.    32  N.  J.  141 ;  [In  the  Matter  of 


X*  Ex  parte  Swearingen,  13  S.  C.  74.  committed  is  necessary.    Jones  v.  Leon- 

An  actual,  not  merely  a  constructive,  ard,  60  Iowa,  106;  Wilcox  r.  Nolze,  84 

presence  in  the  state  where  the  crime  is  Ohio  St.  620. 
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banishment  in  the  given  case ;  or  unless  required  abroad  while 
in  the  military  or  naval  service.  Exportation  for  crimes  rests 
entirely,  in  England,  upon  statute,  for  it  was  a  punishment  un- 
known to  the  common  law.  A  statute  under  Elizabeth  first 
inflicted  banishment  for  offences.  *  Some  of  our  American  *  33 
constitutions  (a)  have  declared  that  no  person  shall  be  liable 
to  be  transported  out  of  the  state  for  any  offence  committed 
within  it.  It  would  not  be  consistent  with  the  spirit  of  that  pro- 
vision to  prescribe  banishment  as  a  part  of  the  punishment,  what- 
ever foreign  place  or  asylum  might  be  deemed  suitable  for  the 
reception  of  convicts.  In  most  of  the  states,  no  such  constitu- 
tional restriction  is  imposed  upon  the  discretion  of  the  legisla- 
ture; and  in  New  York  the  governor  is  authorized  to  pardon, 
upon  such  conditions  as  he  may  think  proper.  (6)  Convicts  have 
sometimes  been  pardoned  under  the  condition  of  leaving  the  state 
in  a  given  time,  and  not  returning.  This  was  equivalent,  in  its 
effect  and  operation,  to  a  judicial  sentence  of  exportation  or 
banishment. 

(8.)  Writ  ofNe  Exeat.  —  In  England,  the  king,  by  the  preroga- 
tive writ  of  ne  exeats  may  prohibit  a  subject  from  going  abroad 
without  license.  But  this  prerogative  is  said  to  have  been 
unknown  to  the  common  law,  which,  in  the  freedom  of  its  spirit, 
allowed  eveiy  man  to  depart  the  realm  at  his  pleasure.  The  first 
invasion  of  this  privilege  was  by  the  constitutions  of  Clarendon, 

be  enforced.  The  proTision  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  not,  however, 
to  be  regarded  as  a  null  or  void  provision,  or  resting  on  the  mere  will  and  pleasure  of 
the  state  authorities.  It  is  a  subsUntive  and  essential  grant  of  power  by  the  people 
of  the  United  Sutes  to  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  it  partakes  of  a 
judicial  character,  and  is  fitly  and  constitutionally  of  judicial  cognizance.  The 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising  under 
the  Constitution,  and  the  courts  and  judges  of  the  United  States  within  the  state  to 
which  the  fugitive  has  fled  are  the  fittest  tribunals  to  be  clothed  with  the  exercise  of 
this  power,  so  that  the  claimant  might,  on  due  application,  with  the  requisite  proof, 
cause  the  fugitive  to  be  arrested  and  removed,  or  surrendered  by  the  marshal  of  the 
district,  under  regular  judicial  process,  as  by  habeas  corpus.  To  such  a  course  of 
proceeding  and  to  such  a  source  of  power,  I  should  rather  apprehend  the  act  of  Con- 
gress ought  to  have  applied,  and  given  facility  and  direction.  Such  a  course  of  pro- 
ceeding would  be  efficient  and  more  safe  for  the  fugitive,  and  more  consistent 
with  the  orderly  and  customary  administration  of  justice.  It  concerns  the  common 
interest  and  intercourse  among  the  several  states,  and  is  a  branch  of  international 
jurifiprudence. 

(o)  Constitutions  of  Vermont,  Ohio,  Illinois,  and  Mississippi. 

(/»)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  746,  sec.  21. 

[45] 


•84  OP  THE  BIGHTS  OP  PBB80NB.  [PAET  IV, 

in  the  reign  of  Henry  II.,  (<?)  and  thej  were  understood  to  apply 
exclusively  to  the  clergy,  and  prohibited  them  from  leaving  the 
kingdom  without  the  king's  license.  In  the  Magna  Charta  of 
king  John,  every  one  was  allowed  to  depart  the  kingdom,  and 
return  at  his  pleasure,  except  in  time  of  war,  and  saving  their 
faith  due  to  the  king,  (d)  But  this  provision  was  omitted  in  the 
charter  of  Henry  HI.,  and  in  the  reign  of  Edward  I.  it  began  to 
be  considered  necessary  to  have  the  king's  license  to  go  abroad  ; 
and  it  became  at  last  to  be  the  settled  doctrine,  that  no  subject 
possessed  the  right  of  quitting  the  kingdom  without  the 
*  84  king's  license ;  and  prerogative  *  writs  which  were  in  sub- 
stance the  same  as  the  ne  exeat  became  in  use,  requiring 
security  of  persons  meditating  a  departure,  that  they  should  not 
leave  the  realm  without  the  king's  license,  (a)  By  the  statute 
of  18  Eliz.  c.  8,  a  subject  departing  the  realm  without  license 
under  the  gpreat  seal  forfeited  his  personal  estate  and  the  profits 
of  his  land.  The  prerogative  of  the  crown,  on  this  point,  seems 
to  be  conceded ;  but  until  the  king's  proclamation,  or  a  writ  of 
ne  exeat  has  actually  issued,  it  is  understood  that  any  English- 
man may  go  beyond  the  sea. 

This  writ  of  ne  exeat  has,  in  modem  times,  been  applied  as  a 
civil  remedy  in  chancery,  to  prevent  debtors  escaping  from  their 
creditors.  It  amounts,  in  ordinary  civil  cases,  to  nothing  more 
than  process  to  hold  to  bail,  or  compel  a  party  to  give  security  to 
abide  the  decree.  (V)  In  this  view  we  have  at  present  no  concern 
with  this  writ ;  and  in  this  country,  the  writ  of  ne  exeat  is  not  in 
use,  except  in  chancery,  for  civil  purposes  between  party  and 
party.  No  citizen  can  be  sent  abroad,  or,  under  the  existing  law 
of  the  land,  prevented  from  going  abroad,  except  in  those  cases 
in  which  he  may  be  detained  by  civil  process,  or  upon  a  criminal 

{c)  Beames  on  tlie  Writ  of  Ne  Exeat  p*  2. 

(d)  Blacks,  ed.  of  Blagna  Charta  of  King  John,  art.  ^. 

(a)  Beames's  Ne  Exeat>  c.  1. 

{b)  In  Indiana  and  Illinois  this  process  may  be  granted  on  bail  or  petition,  and 
issued  on  claims,  whether  due  or  not  due,  and  whether  they  be  legal  or  equitable, 
where  one  or  more  joint  debtors  or  cosureties  is  about  to  remore  out  of  the  state, 
with  his  effects,  before  the  time  of  payment  or  conveyance.  Reyised  Laws  of  Blinois, 
ed.  1833,  and  of  Indiana,  1888.  So  the  writ  of  ne  exeat  may  be  granted  in  Georgia, 
in  certain  cases,  though  the  debt  be  not  due.  Prince's  Dig.  2d  ed.  440.  In  New 
York  there  must  be  a  debt  due  and  payable  at  the  time,  and  it  must  be  an  equitable 
debt,  which  can  be  enforced  against  the  person  of  the  defendant  Gleaton  v.  Bisby, 
1  Clarke,  551. 
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charge.  The  conBtitntions  of  several  of  the  United  States  have 
declared  that  all  people  have  a  natural  right  to  emigrate  from 
the  state,  and  have  prohibited  the  interruption  of  that  right  (<?) 
We  shall,  in  the  course  of  the  next  lecture,  examine  particularly 
into  the  foundation  of  this  right  of  emigration,  when  carried  to 
the  extent  of  a  perpetual  renunciation  of  one's  allegiance  to  the 
country  of  his  birth. 

4.  Of  Raligioiui  Opinions  and  'Wonhip.  —  The  free  exercise  and 
enjoymefU  of  reliffiaits  profession  and  worship  may  be  considered 
as  one  of  the  absolute  rights  of  individuals,  recogniased  in  our 
American  constitutions,  and  secured  to  them  by  law.  Civil 
and  religious  *  liberty  generally  go  hand  in  hand,  and  the  *85 
suppression  of  either  of  them,  for  any  length  of  time,  will 
terminate  the  existence  of  the  other. 

It  is  ordained  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  (a) 
that  Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of 
religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  and  the  same 
principle  appears  in  all  the  state  constitutions.  The  principle  is 
generally  announced  in  them  without  any  kind  of  qualification  or 
limitation  annexed,  and  with  the  exclusion  of  every  species  of 
religious  test.  (&)     The  charter  of  Rhode  Island,  of  1668,  estab- 

(e)  Constitutions  of  Vermont,  Pennsylyania,  Kentucky,  Indiana,  Mississippi,  and 
Louisiana. 

(a)  Amendments,  art  1. 

(6)  I  My  generally,  for  in  the  constitutions  of  New  Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  New 
Jersey,  Maryland,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  Mississippi,  religious  tests,  to  a 
certain  extent,  seem  to  have  been  retained.  By  the  constitution  of  North  Carolina 
of  1778,  no  person  denying  the  dlrine  authority  of  the  Old  or  New  Testament,  or 
the  truth  of  the  Protestant  religion,  could  hold  a  ciril  office.  By  the  amended  con- 
stitudon  of  1885,  the  word  *' Protestant "  was  omitted,  and  the  word  "Christian" 
substituted. 

In  Massachusetts,  by  an  order  of  the  general  court,  in  1031,  no  persons  were  to  be 
admitted  to  the  freedom  of  the  commonwealth  but  such  as  were  members  of  some  of 
the  churches  within  the  same.  Massachusetts  Ancient  Cliarters  and  Laws,  Boston, 
1814,  p.  117.  But  this  law  was  declared  to  be  repealed  in  1665.  Id.  So,  also,  in 
Connecticut^  or  rather  in  that  part  of  it  which,  until  1665,  constituted  the  separate 
New  Haren  Colony,  the  early  settlers  established,  and  enforced  by  law,  a  uniformity 
of  religious  doctrine  and  worship,  and  made  it  requisite  that  every  person  holding  a 
ciTil  office  should  be  a  church-member.  Trumbuirs  Hist,  of  Connecticut,  vol.  1. 100, 
App.  535-687 ;  the  Blue  Laws  of  New  Haren  Colony,  commonly  called  the  Blue 
Laws  of  Connecticut,  by  an  Antiquarian,  Hartford,  Conn.,  1838,  p.  122,  art.  16,  pp. 
127, 128,  art  28.  In  the  former  editions  of  this  work  I  inadyertently  applied  the 
Blue  Laws  to  Connecticut  at  large.  This  was  incorrect ;  for  until  1665  New  Haven 
was  a  distinct  colony  from  Connecticut ;  and  to  the  New  Haven  colony  the  Blue  Laws 
eo  nomine,  as  digested  by  Governor  Eaton,  were  to  be  confined.    The  severity  of  such 
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lished  a  freedom  of  religious  opinion  and  worship  with  extraor- 
dinary liberality  for  that  early  period  of  New  England  history. 
It  declared  that  "no  persons  within  the  colony,  at  any  time 
thereafter,  should  be  in  any  wise  molested,  punished,  disquieted, 
or  called  in  question,  for  any  dififerences  in  opinion  in  matters  of 
religion,  who  do  not  actually  disturb  the  civil  peace  of  the 
colony."  The  principles  and  character  of  Roger  Williams,  the 
earliest  settler  and  actual  founder  of  the  state  of  Rhode  Island, 
in  1636,  had  prepared  the  way  for  such  an  unexampled  declara- 
tion of  the  rights  and  sanctity  of  conscience.  (<?)  The  legislature 
of  Maryland  had  already,  in  1649,  declared  by  law  that  no  per- 
sons professing  to  believe  in  Jesus  Christ  should  be  molested  in 
respect  to  their  religion,  or  in  the  free  exercise  thereof,  or  be 
compelled  to  the  belief  or  exercise  of  any  other  religion,  against 
their  consent,  (d)  Thus,  to  use  the  words  of  a  learned  and  liberal 
histoiian,  (e)  the  Catholic  planters  of  Maryland  procured  to  their 
adopted  country  the  distinguished  praise  of  being  the  first  of  the 
American  states  in  which  toleration  was  established  by  law ;  and 
while  the  Puritans  were  persecuting  their  Protestant  brethren 

a  religious  establishment  was  afterwards  relaxed,  and  by  the  Constitution  of  Con- 
necticut, ISlS,  perfect  freedom  of  religious  profession  and  worship,  without  discrimi- 
nation, was  ordained.  And  in  the  ordinance  of  Congress  of  July  13,  1787,  for  the 
government  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  northvoest  of  the  river  Ohio,  it  was  declared 
to  be  an  article  of  compact  between  the  original  states  and  the  people  and  states  in 
the  said  territory  —  a  fundamental  principle,  to  remain  for  ever  unalterable  —  that 
no  person  demeaning  himself  in  a  peaceable  and  orderly  manner  should  ever  be 
molested  on  account  of  his  mode  of  worship  or  religious  sentiments. 

(c)  The  covenant  into  which  the  first  settlers  of  Providence,  in  Rhode  Island, 
mutually  entered,  and  which  is  supposed  to  have  been  drawn  by  Roger  Williams, 
declared,  "  that  they  promised  to  be  subject  to  all  such  orders  or  agreements  as  should 
be  made  for  public  good  of  the  body,  in  an  orderly  way,  by  the  major  assent  of  the 
present  inhabitants,  masters  of  families,  incorporated  together  into  a  town  fellowship, 
and  such  others  whom  they  shovdd  admit  into  them,  onlt  in  civil  things."  (Address  of 
William  G.  Goddard,  Esq.,  Newport,  1843.)  In  this  original,  but  brief  and  admirable, 
document  we  see  deeply  laid  the  seminal  principles  of  freedom  of  conscience,  and  of 
a  provident  and  guarded  democracy. 

(d)  Bacon's  L4iws,  1649,  c.  1.  See  also  Chalmers's  Political  Annals,  210.  This 
legislative  act  of  Maryland  in  favor  of  religious  toleration  was  prior  in  time  to  any 
in  America,  if  not  in  any  country,  but  it  was  still  limited  to  Trinitarian  Christians. 
Bancroft,  in  his  History,  i.  276,  gives  a  true  copy  of  the  law,  as  taken  from  Langf ord, 
27-32.  Mr.  Kennedy,  in  his  Discourse  before  the  Maryland  Historical  Society,  in 
December,  1845,  says,  that  the  glory  of  Maryland  toleration  is  not  the  act  of  1649, 
but  in  the  charter  granted  to  George  Calvert,  the  first  Lord  Baltimore,  in  1632,  and 
who,  though  a  Catholic,  was  a  distinguished  friend  to  religious  toleration. 

{e)  Grahame's  History  of  the  Rise  and  Progress  of  the  United  States. 
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in  New  England,  and  the  Episcopalians  retorting  the  same 
severity  on  *  the  Puritans  in  Virginia,  the  Catholics,  against  *36 
whom  the  others  were  combined,  formed  in  Maryland  a 
sanctuary,  where  all  might  worship  and  none  might  oppress,  and 
where  even  Protestants  sought  refuge  from  Protestant  intoler- 
ance. The  proprietaries  of  Carolina,  for  the  better  encourage- 
ment of  settlers,  declared,  concurrently  in  point  of  time  with  the 
Rhode  Island  charter,  that  all  persons  settling  therein  should 
enjoy  the  most  perfect  freedom  in  religion,  (a)  So,  also.  Lord 
Berkeley  and  Sir  George  Carteret,  the  proprietaries  of  New 
Jersey,  in  their  first  coneesnons  to  the  settlers,  in  1664,  of  a  char- 
ter of  civil  liberties,  secured  to  them  the  full  and  perfect  enjoy- 
ment of  religious  liberty,  by  adopting  the  same  language  as  that 
used  in  the  charter  of  Rhode  Island.  The  fundamental  constitu- 
tions of  the  twenty-four  proprietaries  in  1683  reiterated  the  right 
to  the  same  unqualified  fieedom  of  religious  profession  and  wor- 
ship. In  1698,  the  declaratory  act  of  the  general  assembly  of 
East  New  Jersey  was  a  little  more  restrictive  in  its  operations. 
Religious  liberty  was  confined  to  the  Protestant  professors  of  the 
Christian  faith,  and  so  was  the  religious  toleration  allowed  by  the 
Massachusetts  charter  of  1691,  and  by  the  declaratory  act  of 
the  general  assembly  of  New  York  in  1691,  and  by  the  charter  of 
Georgia  in  1732.  (6)  On  the  other  hand,  the  concessions  of  the 
one  hundred  and  fifty  proprietors  and  planters  of  the  province 
of  West  New  Jersey,  in  1676,  established  under  the  auspices  of 
William  Penn,  went  to  the  most  large  and  liberal  extent.  It 
was  declared  in  them,  that  no  man  on  earth  had  power  or  au- 

(a)  Chalmers's  Annals,  617,  618.  The  charter  of  Charles  XL,  of  80th  Jtine,  1667,  to 
the  proprietaries  of  Carolina,  authorized  them  to  grant  religious  liberty  of  conscience 
and  practice  to  nonconformists,  who  did  not  thereby  disturb  the  civil  peace  of  the 
province.    See  the  charter  in  R.  S.  of  N.  Carolina,  vol.  ii. 

(6)  Bradford's  edition  of  the  Laws  of  New  York,  1719 ;  Massachusetts  Colony 
Laws,  ed.  1814 ;  1  Holmes's  Annals,  568.  It  appears,  however,  that  by  the  charter 
of  liberties  established  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  province  of  New  York,  under 
the  Duke  of  York,  in  1683,  complete  enjoyment  of  religious  profession  and  worship 
was  granted  to  all  persons  who  "  professed  faith  in  God  by  Jesus  Christ."  This,  of 
course,  included  Roman  Catholics.  It  Is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  the  Duke  of 
York  (afterwards  James  n.)  was  himself  a  papist.  The  body  of  laws  known  as  the 
Dvk^s  laicSf  and  digested  and  promulgated  by  a  convention  of  deputies  on  Long 
Island,  Feb.,  1665,  called  by  Governor  Nicoll,  the  first  governor  of  New  York  under 
the  Duke  of  York,  declared  that  no  person  should  be  molested  for  differing  in  judg- 
ment in  matters  of  religion  who  professed  Christianity.  See  an  abstract  of  the  code 
in  Thompson's  History  of  Long  Island,  i.  182,  ed.  1848. 
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thority  to  rule  over  men's  consciences  in  religious  matters,  and 
that  no  person  should  be  called  in  question,  or  punished,  or  hurt 
in  person,  estate,  or  privilege,  for  the  sake  of  his  opinion,  judg- 
ment, or  worship  in  the  concernments  of  religion,  (c)  In  the 
code  of  laws,  or  charter  of  privileges,  prepared  by  William  Penn 
for  Pennsylvania^  and  adopted  by  the  first  provincial  assembly,  it 
was  declared  that  no  pei'sons  acknowledging  a  Deity,  and  living 

peaceably  and  justly  in  society,  should  be  molested  or  prej- 
•  37    udiced  for  their  religious  *  persuasion  or  practice  in  faith 

and  worship,  or  be  compelled  to  frequent  or  maintain  any 
religious  ministry  or  worship,  (a)     It  appears  from  these  illus- 

(c)  Smith'g  HUtoiy  of  New  Jersey,  126,  270-274,  App.  Nos.  1  and  2;  Learning  & 
Spicer's  Coll.  ed.  Philad.  1767,  pp.  12-28,  153-166,  368.  382-411.  In  1608,  the 
legislature  of  West  New  Jersey  prescribed  a  confession  of  faith  as  a  condition  of 
holding  office,  and  that  confession  contained  the  declaration  of  a  belief  in  the  doc^ 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  according  to  the  English  Toleration  Act  of  1680.  Gordon's 
Hist,  of  New  Jersey,  45. 

{a)  Proud's  Hist,  of  Pennsylvania,  i.  106,  206,  207 ;  ii.  App.  No.  2,  10,  sec.  36. 
Charter  of  Privileges  granted  by  William  Penn,  in  1701,  and  accepted  by  the  general 
assembly,  and  inserted  in  the  beginning  of  the  volume  of  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania, 
ed.  1775.  The  Puritans  of  Massachusetts,  under  the  charter  of  1629,  cusumed  the 
grant  to  them  of  the  free  exercise  of  a  religion  according  to  the  dictates  of  conscience ; 
but  the  better  opmion  is,  that  this  was  a  gratuitous  assumption  not  warranted  by 
any  sound  construction  of  their  charter ;  and  while  they  claimed  this  right  for  them- 
selves, and  exercised  it  without  any  foundation  in  the  grant,  they  forthwith  denied 
to  Episcopalians  tlie  privilege  of  using  their  own  creed  and  worship.  The  two 
recent  historians,  Grahame  and  Bancroft,  take  different  sides  on  this  question  (if 
any  question  tliere  can  really  be),  under  the  charter  of  1629.  The  former,  in  his 
History  of  the  United  States  (i.  244-247),  follows  Neal  and  other  Puritans  of  that 
age,  in  favor  of  the  Puritans'  claim ;  and  the  latter,  in  his  History  of  the  United 
States  (i.  371,  372),  follows  Chalmers,  Robertson,  and  Story,  in  opposition  to  it. 
The  leading  principle  in  the  religious  system  of  the  colony  of  Massachusetts  was  the 
compulsory  support  of  public  worship,  and  the  liability  of  every  inhabitant  to  tax- 
ation for  its  support.  Anabaptists  and  Quakers  were  first  exempted,  and  next  Epis- 
copalians, who  were  allowed  to  pay  their  taxes  to  their  own  clergymen.  The  laws 
still  in  force  contain  the  principle,  that  a  religious  establishment  of  the  Christian 
Protestant  religion  and  public  worship  ought  to  be  maintained  by  legal  coercion. 
Oakes  o.  Hill,  10  Pick.  333. 

Some  of  the  colonial  governments  provided  for  the  enjoyment  of  religious  liberty  in 
the  largest  sense,  as  allowing  every  man  the  free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  religious 
profession  and  worship  without  discrimination ;  and  this  was  the  language  of  the 
constitution  of  New  York,  of  1777 ;  and  it  is  continued  in  the  revised  constitution 
of  1846 ;  and  the  singularly  argumentative  preamble  and  statute  of  the  assembly  of 
Virginia,  in  1786,  carried  the  doctrine  of  religious  freedom  to  the  same  extent.  In 
other  instances,  religiinu  toleration  was  granted,  which  meant  the  allowance  of  religious 
opinions  and  modes  of  worship  differing  from  those  established  by  law.  The  preva- 
lent doctrine  at  the  present  day  is  in  favor  of  religious  liberty  and  equality,  without 
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tiions  examples  that  yarioos  portions  of  this  couDtry  became, 
even  in  its  infant  state,  distinguished  asylums  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  principles  of  civil  and  religious  liberty,  by  the  persecuted 
votaries  of  those  principles  from  every  part  of  Europe. 

the  existence  of  anj  power  of  contn^,  or  dktinetieiL  bgr  law,  or  establishment  The 
ReTised  Constitution  of  New  Tork,  in  1846,  seems  to  have  set  at  Uberty  even  the  con- 
sciences of  witnesses,  for  it  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  rendered  incompetent 
to  be  a  witness  on  account  id  hii^  opinioii  OQ  matten  of  rciigious  belief." 
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LECTURE  XXV. 

OF   AUEN8    AND    NATIVES. 

We  are  next  to  consider  the  rights  and  duties  of  citizens  in 
their  domestic  relations,  as  distinguished  from  the  absolute  rights 
of  individuals,  of  which  we  have  already  treated.  Most  of  these 
relations  are  derived  from  the  law  of  nature,  and  they  are  familiar 
to  the  institutions  of  every  country,  and  consist  of  husband  and 
wife,  parent  and  child,  guardian  and  ward,  and  master  and  ser- 
vant. To  these  may  be  added  an  examination  of  certain  artificial 
persons  created  by  law,  under  the  well-known  name  of  corpora- 
tions. There  is  a  still  more  general  division  of  the  inhabitants  of 
every  country,  under  the  comprehensive  title  of  aliens  and  natives, 
and  to  the  consideration  of  them  our  attention  will  be  directed  in 
the  present  lecture. 

1.  Of  Natives.  —  Natives  are  all  persons  born  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  allegiance  of  the  United  States,  (a)  ^    If  they  were  resi- 

(a)  This  is  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  without  any  regard  or  reference  to  the 
political  condition  or  allegiance  of  their  parents,  with  the  exception  of  the  children 
of  ambassadors,  who  are  in  theory  born  within  the  allegiance  of  the  foreign  power 
they  represent.  Calvin's  Case,  7  Co.  1 ;  Lynch  v.  CUrke,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  6S4,  689.  In 
this  last  case,  the  doctrine  relative  to  the  distinction  between  aliens  and  citizens  in 
the  jurisprudence  of  the  United  States  was  extensively  and  learnedly  discussed,  and 
it  was  adjudged  that  the  subject  of  alienage,  under  our  national  compact,  was  a  national 
subject,  and  that  the  law  on  this  subject  which  prevailed  in  all  the  United  States  became 
the  common  law  of  Uie  United  States,  when  the  union  of  the  states  was  consummated ; 
and  the  general  rule  above  stated  is,  consequently,  the  governing  principle  or  com- 
mon law  of  the  United  States,  and  not  of  the  individual  states  separately  considered. 
The  right  of  citizenship,  as  distinguished  from  alienage,  is  a  national  right,  character, 
or  condition,  and  does  not  pertain  to  the  individual  states  separately  considered. 
The  question  is  of  national,  and  not  individual  sovereignty,  and  is  governed  by  the 
principles  of  the  common  law  which  prevailed  in  the  United  States,  and  became,  under 
the  Constitution,  to  a  limited  extent,  a  system  of  national  jurisprudence.  It  was 
accordingly  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  complainant,  who  was  born  in  New  York,  of 
alien  parents,  during  their  temporary  sojourn  there,  and  returned  while  an  infant, 
being  the  first  year  of  her  birth,  with  her  parents  to  their  native  country,  and  always 

1  But  see  49,  n.  1. 
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dent  citizens  at  the  time  of  the  declaration  of  independence,  though 
born  elsewhere,  and  deliberately  yielded  to  it  an  express  or  im- 
plied sanction,  they  became  parties  to  it,  and  are  to  be  considered 
as  natives ;  their  social  tie  being  coeval  with  the  existence  of  the 
nation.  If  a  person  was  bom  here  before  our  independence,  and 
before  that  period  voluntarily  withdrew  into  other  parts  of  the 
British  dominions,  and  never  returned ;  yet  it  has  been  held  that 
his  allegiance  accrued  to  the  state  in  which  he  was  born,  as  the 
lawful  successor  of  the  king ;  and  that  he  was  to  be  considered 
a  subject  by  birth.  (6)  It  was  admitted  that  this  *  claim  of  *  40 
the  state  to  the  allegiance  of  all  persons  born  within  its  ter- 
ritories prior  to  our  Revolution,  might  subject  those  persons  who 
adhere  to  their  former  sovereign  to  great  inconveniences  in  time 
of  war,  when  two  opposing  sovereigns  claimed  their  allegiance : 
and  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was,  un- 
doubtedly, a  very  strong  application  of  the  common-law  doctrine 
of  natural  and  perpetual  allegiance  by  birth.  The  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  the  discussion  in  the  case  of  M  'Ilvaine  v.  Coxe  (a) 
would  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  the  more  reasonable  doctrine  that 
no  antenatu9  ever  owed  any  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  or  to 
any  individual  state,  provided  he  withdrew  himself  from  this 
country  before  the  establishment  of  our  independent  government, 
and  settled  under  the  king's  allegiance  in  another  part  of  his 
dominions,  and  never  afterwards,  prior  to  the  treaty  of  peace, 
returned  and  settled  here.  The  United  States  did  not  exist  as  an 
independent  government  until  1776 ;  and  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  the  doctrine  of  allegiance  by  birth  be  applicable  to  the 
case  of  persons  who  did  not  reside  here  when  the  Revolution  took 
place,  and  did  not,  therefore,  either  by  election  or  tacit  assent, 
become  members  of  the  newly  created  state.  The  ground  of  the 
decision  in  the  latter  case  was,  that  the  party  in  question  was  not 
only  born  in  New  Jersey,  but  remained  there  as  an  inhabitant 

resided  there  afterwards,  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  hj  birth.  This  was  the 
principle  of  the  English  common  law  in  respect  to  all  persons  bom  within  the  king's 
allegiance,  and  was  the  law  of  the  colonies,  and  became  the  law  of  each  and  all  of 
the  states,  when  the  declaration  of  independence  was  made,  and  continued  so  until 
the  establishment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  when  the  whole  exclusive 
jorisdiction  of  this  subject  of  citizenship  passed  to  the  United  States,  and  the  same 
principle  has  there  remained. 

(h)  AinsUe  v,  Martin,  0  Mass.  464. 

(a)  2  Cranch,  280 ;  4  id.  209. 
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jxntil  tbe  4th  of  October,  1776,  when  the  legislature  of  that  state 
asserted  tiie  right  of  soYereigntj,  and  the  claim  of  allegiance  over 
all  persons  then  abiding  within  its  jurisdiction.  By  remaining 
there  after  the  declaration  of  independence,  and  after  that  statute, 
the  party  had  determined  hk  right  of  election  to  withdraw,  and 
had,  by  his  presumed  consent,  become  a  member  of  the  new 
government,  and  was,  consequently,  entitled  to  protection,  and 
bound  to  allegiance.  The  doctrine  in  the  case  of  ReBpvb- 
*  41  Uea  V.  Chapman  (J)  goes  *  also  to  deny  the  claim  of  alle- 
giance in  the  case  of  a  person  who,  though  bom  here,  was 
not  here,  and  assentii^  to  our  new  governments,  when  they  were 
first  instituted.  The  language  of  that  case  was,  that  allegiance 
could  only  attach  upon  those  persons  who  were  then  inhabitants. 
When  an  old  government  is  dissolved,  and  a  new  one  formed, 
"  all  the  writers  agree,"  said  Ch.  J.  M'Kean,  ^'  that  none  are  sub- 
jects of  the  adopted  government  who  have  not  freely  assented  to 
it."  The  same  principle  was  declared  by  the  Suprame  Court  of 
New  York,  in  Jaek%on  v.  White^  (a)  and  it  was  held,  that  though 
a  British  subject  resided  here  as  a  freeholder  on  the  4th  of  July, 
1776,  and  was  abiding  here  on  the  16th  of  July,  1776,  when  the 
convention  of  the  state  asserted  the  right  of  sovereignty  and  the 
claim  of  allegiance  over  all  such  persons,  yet,  that  under  the  cir* 
Gumstances,  the  person  in  question  being  a  British  officer,  and  a 
few  weeks  thereafter  placed  on  his  parole,  having  been  arrested 
as  a  person  disaffected  to  the  Revolution,  and  in  December,  1776, 
joining  the  British  forces,  was  to  be  deemed  an  alien,  and  as 
having  never  changed  his  allegiance,  or  elected  to  become  a  party 
to  our  new  government.  The  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Ainulie  v. 
Martin  was  contrary,  also,  to  what  had  been  held  by  the  same 
court  in  the  cases  of  Gardner  v.  Ward  and  Kilham  v.  Ward,  (6) 
where  it  was  decided  that  persons  born  in  Massachusetts  before 
the  Revolution,  who  had  withdrawn  to' a  British  province  before 
our  independence,  and  returned  during  the  war,  retained  their 
citizenship,  while  the  same  persons,  had  they  remained  in  the 
British  province  until  after  the  treaty  of  peace,  would  have  been 
British  subjects,  because  they  had  chosen  to  continue  their  former 
allegiance,  and  there  was  but  one  allegiance  before  the  Revolu- 
tion.    This  principle  was  asserted  by  the  same  court  in  the  case 

(&)  1  DaUas,  58.  (a)  20  John*.  8ia 

(b)  2  Mass.  2S6,  244,  note. 
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of  Phipf9^  (e)  and  I  consider  it  to  be  the  true,  and  sound  law  on 
the  subject. 

*To  create  allegiance  by  biith,  the  party  must  be  bom,  *  42 
not  only  within  the  territory,  bat  within  the  allegiance  of 
the  goTernment.  If  a  portion  of  the  country  be  taken  and  held 
liy  conquest  in  war,  the  conqaeror  acquires  the  rights  of  the  con- 
quered as  to  its  dominion  and  government,  and  children  born  in 
the  armies  of  a  state  while  abroad,  and  occupying  a  foreign 
country,  are  deemed  to  be  bom  in  the  allegiance  of  the  sovereign 
to  whom  the  army  belongs,  (a)  It  is  equally  the  doctrine  of  the 
English  common  law,  that  during  such  hostile  occupation  of  a 
territory,  if  the  parents  be  adhering  to  the  enemy  as  subjects  de 
facto^  their  children,  born  under  such  temporary  dominion,  are 
not  horn  under  the  allegiance  of  the  conquered,  (ft) 

2.  The  Doctrine  of  Alleglanoe  and  Bzpatriatlon.  —  It  is  the  doc- 
trine of  the  English  law,  that  natural-bom  subjects  owe  an  alle- 
giance which  is  intrinsic  and  perpetual,  and  which  cannot  be 
devested  by  any  act  of  their  own.  (c)  ^  In  the  case  of  Macdonald^ 
who  was  tried  for  high  treason  in  1746,  before  Lord  Ch.  J.  Lee, 
and  who,  though  born  in  England,  had  been  educated  in  France, 
and  spent  his  riper  years  there,  his  counsel  spoke  against  the 
doctrine  of  natural  allegiance  as  slavish,  and  repugnant  to 
the  principles  of  their  *  Revolution.  The  court,  however,  *  48 
said,  that  it  had  never  been  doubted  that  a  subject  born, 
taking  a  commission  from  a  foreign  prince,  and  committing  high 
treason,  was  liable  to  be  punished  as  a  subject  for  that  treason. 

(c)  2  Pick.  394,  note.  See  also  Dupont  7^  Pepper,  State  Reports,  S.  C.  6,  8.  p. 
In  Inglit  V.  The  TruBtees  of  the  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor,  3  Peters,  99,  122,  123,  it  was 
adjudged  that  the  rights  of  election  between  the  new  and  old  government [s]  did  exist 
at  the  Revolution,  in  1776,  to  all  the  inhabitants ;  and  that  the  only  difficulty  was,  as 
to  the  time  and  as  to  the  evidence  of  the  election,  so  as  to  determine  the  question  of 
allegiance  and  alienism.  .There  was  a  reasonable  thne 'allowed  to  elect  to  remain  a 
subject  of  Great  Britain,  or  to  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.    lb.  160. 

(a)  Vattel,  bt  1.  c.  19,  sec  217  ,-  b,  3,  c  13,  sec.  199. 

(b)  Calvin's  Case,  7  Co.  18,  a ;  Vaughan,  Ch.  J.,  in  Craw  r.  Ramsey,  Vaugh,  Rep. 
281 ;  Dyer's  Rep.  224,  a,  pi.  29.  An  alien,  says  Lord  Colce,  in  Calvin's  Case,  is  a  per- 
son out  of  the  ligeance  of  the  king.  It  is  not  extra  regnum,  nor  extra  lecfem,  but  extra 
Uffeamtiam.  7o  make  a  subject  bom,  the  parents  must  be  under  the  actual  obedience 
ol  the  king,  and  the  pUce  of  birth  be  within  the  king's  obedience  as  well  as  within 
his  domiflioB& 

(c)  Story's  Case,  Dyer,  298,  b,  800,  b ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  870, 871 ;  1  Hale's  P.  C.  68 ; 
Foster's  Crown  Law,  7,  59, 183. 

1  Udny  V.  Udny,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  441. 
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They  held  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  any  private  subject  to 
shake  off  his  allegiance  and  transfer  it  to  a  foreign  prince ;  nor 
was  it  in  the  power  of  any  foreign  prince,  by  naturalizing  or 
employing  a  subject  of  Great  Britain,  to  dissolve  the  bond  of 
allegiance  between  that  subject  and  the  crown,  (a)  Entering 
into  foreign  service,  without  the  consent  of  the  sovereign,  or 
refusing  to  leave  such  service,  when  required  by  proclamation,  is 
held  to  be  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law.  (A) 

It  has  been  a  question,  frequently  and  gravely  argued,  both  by 
theoretical  writers  and  in  forensic  discussions,  whether  the  Eng- 
lish doctrine  of  perpetual  allegiance  applies  in  its  full  extent  to 
this  countr}^  The  writers  on  public  law  have  spoken  rather 
loosely,  but  generally  in  favor  of  the  right  of  a  subject  to  emigrate 
and  abandon  his  native  country,  unless  there  be  some  positive 
restraint  by  law,  or  he  is  at  the  time  in  possession  of  a  public 
trust,  or  unless  his  country  be  in  distress  or  in  war,  and  stands  in 
need  of  his  assistance,  (c)     Cicero  regarded  it  as  one  of  the 

*  44    firmest  foundations  of  Roman  *  liberty,  that  the  Roman 

citizen  had  the  privilege  to  slay  or  renounce  his  residence 
in  the  state  at  pleasure,  (a)  The  principle  which  has  been 
declared  in  some  of  our  state  constitutions,  that  the  citizens  have 
a  natural  and  inherent  right  to  emigrate,  goes  far  towards  a 
renunciation  of  the  doctrine  of  the  English  common  law,  as  being 
repugnant  to  the  natural  liberty  of  mankind,  provided  we  are  to 
consider  emigration  and  expatriation  as  words  intended  in  those 
cases  to  be  of  synonymous  import.     But  the  allegiance  of  our 

(a)  Foster's  Crown  Law,  59. 

{b)  1  East's  P.  C.  81 ;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  22,  sec.  3.  On  the  16th  of  October, 
1807,  the  king  of  England  declared,  by  proclamation,  that  the  kingdom  was  menaced 
and  endangered,  and  he  recalled  from  foreign  scryicc  all  seamen  and  seafaring  men, 
who  were  natural-bom  subjects,  and  ordered  them  to  withdraw  themselves,  and  return 
home,  on  pain  of  being  proceeded  against  for  contempt.  It  was  furtlier  declared  that 
no  foreign  letters  of  naturalization  could,  in  any  manner,  devest  his  natural-bom 
subjects  of  their  allegiance,  or  alter  their  duty  to  their  lawful  sovereign. 

(c)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  5,  sec.  24;  Puff.  Droit  des  Gens,  liv.  8,  c.  11,  sees.  2,  8 ;  Bynk. 
Q.  J.  Pub.  C.22  ;  Vattel,  b.  1,  c.  19,  sees.  218,  223,  224,  225;  1  Wyckefort,  L'Embass. 
117,  119. 

(a)  Ne  quis  invitus  civitate  mutetur;  neve  in  civitate  maneat  invitus.  Hiec  sunt 
enim  fundamenta  firmissima  nostras  liber tatis,  sui  quemque  juris  et  retinendi  et 
dimittendi  esse  dominum.  Orat.  pro  L.  C.  Balbo,  c.  13.  In  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Saxony,  in  1846,  it  was  declared  that  every  kind  of  droit  cTAubaine, 
droit  de  retraite,  and  droit  de  detraction,  or  tax  on  emigration,  was  abolished  between 
the  contracting  parties  and  their  subjects. 
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citizens  is  due,  not  only  to  the  local  government  under  which 
they  reside,  but  primarily  to  the  government  of  the  United  States ; 
and  the  doctrine  of  final  and  absolute  expatriation  requires  to  be 
defined  with  precision,  and  to  be  subjected  to  certain  established 
limitations,  before  it  can  be  admitted  into  our  jurisprudence  as  a 
safe  and  practicable  principle,  or  laid  down  broadly  as  a  wise  and 
salutary  rule  of  national  policy.  The  question  has  been  frequently 
discussed  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  but  it  remains  to 
be  definitively  settled  by  judicial  decision.  (J)  * 

A  review  of  those  discussions  cannot  be  uninstructive. 

In  the  case  of  Talbot  v.  Janaon,  (c)  the  doctrine  was  brought 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  1795.  It  was 
contended,  on  one  side,  that  the  abstract  right  of  individuals  to 
withdraw  from  the  society  of  which  they  were  members  was 
antecedent  and  superior  to  the  law  of  society,  and  recognized  by 
the  best  writers  on  public  law,  and  by  the  usage  of  nations ;  that 
the  law  of  allegiance  was  derived  from  the  feudal  system  by 
which  men  were  chained  to  the  soil  on  which  they  were  bom, 
and  converted  from  free  citizens  to  be  the  vassals  of  a  lord 
or  superior;  that  this  country  *was  colonized  and  settled  ♦45 
upon  the  doctrine  of  the  right  of  emigration ;  and  the  right 
was  incontestable  if  exercised  in  due  conformity  with  the  moral 
and  social  obligations ;  that  the  power  assumed  by  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  of  naturalizing  aliens,  by  an  oath  of 
allegiance  to  this  country,  after  a  temporary  residence,  virtually 

(h)  In  the  case  of  The  Stater.  Hunt,  in  South  Carolina,  in  1835, 2  Hill  (S.  C),  1,  the 
subject  of  allegiance,  and  to  whom  dae  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
was  profoundly  discussed,  and  it  was  declared  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  of  Appeals 
that  the  citizens  owed  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  and  subordinately  to  the  state 
under  which  they  lived ;  that  allegiance  was  not  now  used  in  the  feudal  sense,  arising 
oat  of  the  doctrine  of  tenure,  and  that  we  owed  allegiance  or  obedience  to  both  gov- 
ernments, to  the  extent  of  the  constitutional  powers  existing  in  each.  The  court 
held  that  an  oath  prescribed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  December,  1833,  to  be 
taken  by  every  miUtia  officer,  that  he  should  be  faiihfxd,  and  true  allepiance  bear  to 
tJie  State  of  South  Carolina,  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  being  inconsistent 
with  the  allegiance  of  the  citizens  to  the  federal  government.  The  court  conse- 
qnendy  condemned  the  ordinance  of  the  convention  of  South  Carolina  of  November, 
1832,  as  containing  unsound  and  heretical  doctrine,  when  it  declared  that  the  aUeffiance 
of  the  citizens  was  due  to  the  state,  and  obedience  only,  and  not  allegiance,  could  be 
due  to  any  other  delegated  power. 

(c)  3  Dallas,  133. 

1  See  49,  n.  1. 
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implies  that  our  citizens  may  become  subjects  of  a  foreign  power 
by  the  same  means. 

The  counsel  on  the  other  side  conceded  that  birth  gave  no 
property  in  the  man,  and  that  upon  the  principles  of  the  Ameri- 
can government  he  might  leave  his  country  when  he  pleased, 
provided  it  was  done  bona  fide^  and  with  good  cause,  and  under 
the  regulations  prescribed  by  I^w ;  and  that  he  actually  took  up 
his  residence  in  another  country,  under  an  open  and  avowed 
declaration  of  his  intention  to  settle  there.  This  was  required 
by  the  most  authoritative  writers  on  the  law  of  nations;  and 
Heineccius,  in  particular,  required  that  the  emigrant  should 
depart  with  the  desire  to  expatriate,  and  actually  join  himself  to 
another  state ;  that  though  all  this  be  done,  it  only  proved  that  a 
man  might  be  entitled  to  the  right  of  citizenship  in  two  coun- 
tries; and  proving  that  he  had  been  received  by  one  country, 
did  not  prove  that  his  own  country  had  surrendered  him ;  that  the 
locomotive  right  finally  depended  upon  the  consent  of  the  govern- 
ment ;  and  the  power  of  regulating  emigration  was  an  incident 
to  the  power  of  regulating  naturalization,  and  was  vested  exclu- 
sively in  Congress ;  and  until  they  had  prescribed  the  mode  and 
terms,  the  character  and  the  allegiance  of  the  citizen  continued. 

The  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  felt  and  discovered  much 
embarrassment  in  the  consideration  of  this  delicate  and  difficult 
question,  and  they  gave  no  definite  opinion  upon  it.  One  of 
them  (a)  observed,  that,  admitting  the  intention  of  expatria- 
*  46  tion  had  been  legally  declared,  it  was  necessary  *  that  it 
should  have  been  carried  into  effect,  and  that  the  party 
should  have  actually  become  a  subject  of  the  foreign  govern- 
ment; that  the  cause  of  removal  must  be  lawful,  otherwise  the 
emigrant  acts  contrary  to  his  duty ;  that  though  the  legislature 
of  a  particular  state  should,  by  law,  specify  the  lawful  cause  of 
expatriation,  and  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  it  might  be 
effected,  the  emigration  could  only  affect  the  local  allegiance  of 
the  party,  and  not  draw  after  it  a  renunciation  of  the  higher 
allegiance  due  to  the  United  States ;  and  that  an  act  of  Congret:S 
was  requisite  to  remove  doubts,  and  furnish  a  rule  of  civil  con- 
duct on  this  very  interesting  subject  of  expatriation.  Another 
of  the  judges  (a)  admitted  the  right  of  individual  emigration  to 
be  recognized  by  most  of  the  nations  of  the  world,  and  that  it 
(a)  Patterson,  J.  («)  Iredell,  J. 
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was  a  right  to  be  exercised  in  subordination  to  the  public  interest 
and  safiety,  and  ought  to  be  under  the  regulation  of  law ;  that  it 
ought  not  to  be  exercised  according  to  a  man's  will  and  pleasure, 
without  any  restraint ;  that  erery  man  is  entitled  to  claim  rights 
and  protection  in  society,  and  he  is,  in  his  turn,  under  a  solemn 
obligation  to  discharge  his  duty ;  and  no  man  ought  to  be  per- 
mitted to  abandon  soeiety,  and  leave  his  social  and  political  obliga- 
tions imperformed.  Though  a  person  may  became  naturalized 
abroad,  yet  if  he  has  not  been  legally  discharged  of  his  alle- 
giance at  home,  it  will  remain,  notwithstanding  the  party  may 
have  placed  himself  in  difficulty,  by  double  and  conflicting  claims 
of  allegiance. 

The  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  gave  no  opinion  upon  the 
question ;  but  the  inference  from  the  discussion  would  seem 
to  be,  that  a  citizen  could  not  devest  himself  of  his  allegiance, 
except  under  the  sanction  of  a  law  of  the  United  States ;  and 
that  until  some  legislative  regulations  on  the  subject  were  pre- 
scribed, the  rule  of  the  common  law  must  prevail. 

*  In  1797,  the  same  question  was  brought  before  the  *  47 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Con- 
necticut, in  the  case  of  leaac  WiUiam9^  (a)  and  Ch.  J.  Ellsworth 
ruled  that  the  common  law  of  this  country  remained  as  it  was 
befcnre  the  Revolution.  The  compact  between  the  community 
and  its  members  was,  that  the  community  should  protect  its  mem- 
bers, and  that  the  members  should  at  all  times  be  obedient  to  the 
laws  of  the  community,  and  faithful  to  its  defence.  No  member 
could  dissolve  the  compact  without  the  consent  or  default  of  the 
community,  and  there  had  been  no  consent  or  default  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States.  *'  No  visionary  writer  carried  the  principle 
to  the  extent  that  a  citizen  might,  at  any  and  all  times,  renounce 
bis  own,  and  join  himself  to  a  foreign  country  ;  and  no  inference 
or  consent  could  be  drawn  from  the  act  of  the  government  in 
the  naturalization  of  foreigners,  as  we  did  not  inquire  into  the 
previous  relations  of  the  party,  and  if  he  embarrasses  himself  by 
contracting  contradictory  obligations,  it  was  his  own  folly  or  his 
fault*' 

This  same  subject  was  again  brought  before  the   Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  The  Charming  Betsy ^  in  the  year 
1804.  Qi)     It  was  insisted,  upon  the  argument,  that  the  right  of 
(a)  Cited  in  2  Orancfa,  82,  note.  (6)  2  Crunch.  64. 
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expatriation  did  exist,  and  was  admitted  by  all  the  writers  upon 
general  law,  but  that  its  exercise  must  be  accompanied  by  three 
circumstances,  viz.:  fitness  in  point  of  time,  fairness  of  intent, 
and  publicity  of  the  act.  The  court,  however,  in  giving  their 
opinion,  avoided  any  decision  of  this  great  and  litigated  point, 
by  observing,  that  "whether  a  person  born  within  the  United 
States,  or  becoming  a  citizen  according  to  the  established  laws  of 
the  country,  can  devest  himself  absolutely  of  that  character, 
otherwise  than  in  such  manner  as  may  be  prescribed  by  law,  is  a 
question  which  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide."  Afterwards, 
*48  in  the  Circuit  *  Court  of  the  United  States,  at  Philadel- 
phia, (a)  Judge  Washington  observed,  that  he  did  not  mean 
to  moot  the  question  of  expatriation,  founded  on  the  self-will  of 
a  citizen,  because  it  was  beside  the  case  before  the  court ;  but 
that  he  could  not  admit  that  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  could 
throw  off  his  allegiance  to  his  country  without  some  law  author- 
izing him  to  do  so.  This  was  the  doctrine  declared  also  by  the 
Chief  Justice  of  Massachusetts.  (J)  The  question  arose  again 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  February, 
1822,  in  the  case  of  The  Santi%%ima  Trinidad^  (<?)  and  it  was 
suffered  to  remain  in  the  same  state  of  uncertainty.  The  coun- 
sel on  the  one  side  insisted  that  the  party  had  ceased  to  be  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  had  expatriated  himself,  and 
become  a  citizen  of  Buenos  Ayres,  by  the  only  means  in  his 
power,  an  actual  residence  in  that  country,  with  a  declaration  of 
his  intention  to  that  effect.  The  counsel  on  the  other  side  ad- 
mitted that  men  may  remove  from  their  own  country  in  order  to 
better  their  condition,  but  it  must  be  done  for  good  cause,  and 
without  any  fraudulent  intent;  and  that  the  slavish  principle  of 
perpetual  allegiance  growing  outiof  the  feudal  system,  and  the 
fanciful  idea  that  a  man  was  authorized  to  change  his  country 
and  his  allegiance  at  his  own  will  and  pleasure,  were  equally 
removed  from  the  truth.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  waived  the  decision  of  the  question,  by 
observing  that  the  court  gave  no  opinion  whether  a  citizen,  inde- 
pendent of  any  legislative  act  to  that  effect,  could  throw  off  his 
own  allegiance  to  his  native  country ;  that  it  was  perfectly  clear 
it  could  not  be  done  without  a  bona  fide  change  of  domicile,  under 

(a)  United  States  v,  GiUies,  1  Peten,  C.  C.  159. 

(b)  0  Mass.  461.  (c)  7  Wheaton,  288. 
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circumstances  of  good  faith ;  and  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to 
ascertain  the  precise  nature  and  limits  of  this  doctrine  of  expatria- 
tion, when  it  should  become  a  leading  point  for  the  judgment  of 
the  court. 

*From  this  historical  review  of  the  principal  discussions  *  49 
in  the  federal  courts  on  this  interesting  subject  in  American 
jurisprudence,  the  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be,  that  a  citizen 
cannot  renounce  his  allegiance  to  the  United  States  without  the 
permission  of  government,  to  be  declared  by  law ;  and  that,  as 
there  is  no  existing  legislative  regulation  on  the  case,  the  rule  of 
the  English  common  law  remains  unaltered,  (a)  ^ 

(a)  This  rale  was  sdmitted  in  Inglis  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor, 
8  Peters,  99,  and  expressly  declared  in  Shanks  v.  Dupont,  ib.  242,  where  it  was  held, 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  that  the  marriage  of  a  feme  sole  with  an 
alien  produced  no  dissolution  of  her  native  allegiance ;  and  that  it  was  the  general 
doctrine  that  no  persons  could,  bj  any  act  of  their  own,  without  the  consent  of  the 
goremment,  put  off  their  allegiance  and  become  aliens.  The  Court  of  Appeals  of 
Kentucky,  in  Alsberry  v.  Hawkins,  9  Dana,  178,  so  late  as  1839,  did  indeed  consider 
expatriation  a  practical  and  fundamental  American  doctrine,  and  that,  if  there  be  no 
ttatvte  regulation  on  the  subject,  a  citizen  may,  in  good  faith,  abjure  his  country,  and 
that  the  assent  of  the  government  was  to  be  presumed,  and  he  be  deemed  denation- 
alized. But  from  the  cases  already  referred  to,  the  weight  of  American  authority  is 
in  favor  of  the  opposite  doctrine,  and  which  is  founded,  as  I  apprehend,  upon  the 
most  safe  and  practicable  principles.  The  naturalization  laws  of  the  United  States 
are,  however,  inconsistent  with  this  general  doctrine,  for  they  require  the  alien  who 
is  to  be  naturalized  to  abjure  his  former  allegiance,  without  requiring  any  evidence 
that  his  native  sovereign  has  released  it. 

1  Nationality.— '{a)  Place  of  Birth.  ^By  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  England,  c.  1,  sec. 

the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Const!-  2,  p.  11.)  x^    Another  test  of  nationality 

tution,  "  All  persons  bom  or  naturalized  by  birth,  and  obviously  inconsistent  with 

in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  that  of  the  place  of  birth  just  stated,  is 

jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  the  nationality  of  the  parent.    The  latter 

United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  test  is  now  admitted  to  be  the  true  one, 

they  reside."    This  seems  to  fix  upon  us  and  is  adopted  by  most  nations,  including 

the  doctrine  stated  in  the  text  {ante,  89),  the  United  States.    Act  of  Congress  of 

and  derived  from  the  principle  of  the  Feb.  10,  1855,  stated  below ;  Ludlam  v. 

English  common  law,  that  all  persons  Ludlam,  20  N.  Y.  356 ;  81  Barb.  486,  500 ; 

bom  within  the  dominions  of  the  crown.  Nationality,  supra, c.  1,  sec.  4,  p.  18  et  seq. ; 

with  hardly  an  exception,  are  to  all  intents  c.  6,  sec.  2,  pp.  187,  }88.    The  adoption 

and  purposes  British  subjects.     (Nation-  of  this  logically  requires  the  abandon- 

ality,  by  the  Right  Hon.  Sir  A.  Cockbum,  ment  of  the  other  (see  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 


ri  In  Minor  v,  Happeraett,  21  Wall,  is  also  there  held  that  the  right  of  voting 

162,  the  court  expressly  refuse  to  decide  is  not  a  necessary  incident  of  citizenship. 
whether  children  bom  within  the  United         See  also  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16 

Sutes,  of  alien  parents,  are  citizens.    It  Wall.  36. 
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There  ia^  however,  some  relaxation  of  the  old  and  stem  rule 
of  the  common  law,  required  and  admitted  under  the  liberal 


862,  353) ;  and  the  Civil  Rights  BUI  of 
April  d,  1866,  avoided  the  chance  of  a 
conflict  by  only  declaring^  to  be  citizens 
those  "  born  in  the  United  States,  and  not 
subject  to  any  foreign  power."  However, 
the  above  clause  of  the  amendment  is 
made  less  objectionable  by  the  recog- 
nition of  the  right  of  expatriation.  Act 
of  July  27, 1868)  stated  below.  See  St 
33  Vict.  c.  14,  §  4,  which  allows  a  similar 
escape  from  a  similar  difliculty.  The 
clanae  hi  the  Constitution  is  restrained, 
moreover,  by  the  words  **  and  sul^ect  to 
the  jurisdiction  thereof,"  which  liave  been 
thought  sufficient  to  exclude  Indians  from 
its  operation.  Report  of  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  S^ate,  Dec  14, 1870, 
No.  268;  see  McKay  v.  Cftmpbeil,  6  Am. 
Law  T.  407.  Por  although  in  general  all 
persons,  with  a  few  exceptions,  who  are 
within  a  country  are  subject  to  its  jnvis- 
diction,  a  different  pnhciple  has  been  ap- 
plied to  the  Indians  whose  jurisdiction 
is  tribal,  not  territorial,  —  as  was  also 
formerly  the  case  with  European  nations, 
a  fact  which  seems  to  account  for  some 
modem  doctrines. 

(6)  Parmlage.  ^'Ry  the  act  of  Febru- 
ai7  10, 1856,  persons  theretofore  bom  or 
thereafter  to  be  born  out  of  the  limits  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  whose 
fathers  were,  or  shall  be  at  the  time  of 
their  birtli,  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
shall  be  deemed  and  are  declared  to  be 
citizens  of  tlie  United  States,  provided 
that  the  rights  of  citizenship  shall  not 
descend  io  persons  whose  fathers  never 
resided  in  the  United  States,  a^  Moreover, 
it  has  been  held  in  a  case  not  within  the 


acts  of  Congress,  that  the  son  of  an 
American  citizen  by  an  alien  mother, 
bom  in  a  foreign  country  while  his  father 
was  ten^rarily  resident  there,  was  an 
American  citizen  by  the  common  law,  and 
that  the  act  of  25  £dw.  IIL  (post,  51 )  was 
only  declaratory.  Ludlam  i;.  Ludlam,  26 
5.  Y.  356 ;  81  Barb.  486.  The  opinion  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockbum  seems  to  be 
the  other  way.  See  his  work  on  Nation- 
ality, c.  1,  sec.  2,  p.  0.  See  Albany  v. 
Derby,  80  Vt  718.  Under  statutes  in 
pari  materia  it  has  been  held  that  one  bora 
in  America  did  not  lose  Ids  rights  ae  ai 
British  subject  merely  because  the  emir 
grating  ancestor  had  abjured  his  alle* 
glance  to  the  crown,  and  had  been  nato- 
ralized  in  America,  he  never  having  been 
attainted.    Fitch  o.  Weber,  6  Hare,  61. 

(e)  Naiuralizatim,^  "By  the  act  of  July 
17, 1862,  §  21,  any  alien  over  twenty-one 
yean  old,  who  has  enlisted  or  shall  enlielT 
hi  the  armies  of  the  United  States,  may 
be  admitted  to  become  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  without  any  previous  dec- 
laration of  his  intention,  on  proof  of  one 
year's  residence  previous  to  his  applica- 
tion, good  moral  character,  and  that  he 
has  been  lionorably  discharged,  a^  Under 
tlie  act  of  1802,  a  court  of  record  with- 
out any  recording  officer  is  not  competent 
to  receive  an  alien's  preliminary  declara^ 
tlon  of  his  intention  to  become  naturalized. 
Ex  parte  Cregg,  2  Curtis,  06 ;  Sute  o. 
Whittemore,60N.H.245.  The  reception 
of  the  preliminary  oath  is  a  ministerial 
doty  which  the  clerk  may  perform.  But- 
terworth's  Case,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  32a  But 
the   power   to   admit  to  citizenship  is 


sfl  R.S.  1093.  See  The  State  V.Adams,    subsequently  serving*  three  years  on  a. 


46  Iowa,  00. 

*»  By  act  of  June  7,  1872,  §  29,  17 
St.  at  L.  268,  any  alien  seaman  may 
become  a  citizen  by  declaring  his  in- 
tention before  a  competent  court,  and 
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and  such  person  will  receive  protection 
as  a  oitusen  from  the  time  of  filing  his 
declaration  of  intention. 
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inflaeDce  of  commerce.    Thoi^  a  natural-bom  subject  cannot 
throw  off  his  allegiance,  and  ia  always  amenable  for  criminal  acts 


judicial,  and  cannot  be  delegated  to  tke 
cleriL  Matter  of  Clark,  18  Barb.  444 ; 
TBe  Acorn,  2  Abb.  U.  8.  484,  444; 
McCarthy  v.  Marsh,  1  Seld.  (5  N.  Y.)  263, 
279, 284.  B J  the  British  Natvralintioa 
Act  of  1870.  St.  33  Vict  c.  14,  §  7,  an 
alien  who  has  resided  in  the  United  King- 
dom, or  who  has  been  in  the  serrice  of  the 
crown,  for  not  less  than  five  years,  and 
who  intends,  when  natnraloed,  either  to 
reiide  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  to  serve 
under  the  crown,  may  apply  for  a  certifi- 
cate of  naturalization  to  a  Secretary  of 
State  His  decbion  is  final,  and  he  need 
gire  DO  TemaoBB.  An  alien  to  whom  soch 
certificate  is  granted  is  entitled  to  all  tlie 
political  and  other  rights,  &c.,  and  is  sub- 
ject to  all  the  obligations  of  a  nataral-bom 
British  sabject,  except  that  he  Is  not, 
within  the  foreign  staite  of  which  be  was 
previoosly  a  sabject,  to  be  deemed  a 
British  subject,  unless  he  has  ceased  to 
be  a  subject  of  that  state,  Ac 

(</)  Nationality  of  Married  \V(men.^~ 
By  the  act  of  Febmaiy  10, 1866,§  2,  any 
woman  who  might  lawfully  be  nataralized 
nnder  the  existing  laws,  married,  or  who 
shall  be  married  to  a  citizen  of  the  United 
Sutes,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a 
citizen ;  see  64,  n.  (c).  x*  And  this  act  is 
coBstraed  literally  to  mean  tliat  the  hus- 
band need  not  be  a  citizen  at  the  time  of 
the  marriiqp^,  but  that  any  free  white 
woman  already  married  to  an  alien  be- 
comes naturalized  by  the  naturalization 
of  her  husband.  Kelly  r.  Owen,  7  Wall. 
496;  Burton  p.  Burton,  I  Keyes,  360. 
See  also  the  provisions  for  the  widows  of 
aliens  who  die  after  baring  taken  the  first 
steps  toward  naturalization,  mentioned  in 
the  text,  62.    The  act  jnst  given  is  con- 


trary to  the  common  law.  Nationality, 
c  1,  sec.  2,  p.  11 ;  Beck  v.  McGillis,  9 
Barb.  35,  49;  White  v.  White,  2  Met 
(Ky.)  186.  But  Lord  Cliiet  Justice  Cock- 
bom  thinks  that  it  ought  to  be  a  general 
rule  that  the  nationality  of  the  wife 
should  follow  that  of  the  husband,  and 
should  also  change  when  his  changes 
(Nationality,  c.  6,  sec.  4,  p.  211);  and  so 
it  is  enaeted  by  the  Naturalization  Act, 
1870,  St  33  Vict  c.  14,  §  10.  Compare 
Bishop  V.  Bishop,  30  Penn.  St.  412.  There 
is  no  statute  as  to  American  women  mar- 
rying aliens,  but  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land is  as  stated  in  note  (a).  Nationality, 
c.  1,  sec.  2,  p.  11.  See,  however.  Madam 
Berthemy's  Case,  12  Op.  Att-Gen.  7. 

(«)  Expatriation.  —  See,  generally.  Sir 
Alex.  Cockbum's  work  on  Nationality, 
c.  3,  sec.  3^  p.  66.  The  act  of  Congren 
of  July  27, 1868,  {  1,  after  reciting  that 
the  right  of  expatriation  is  a  natural  and 
inherent  right  of  all  people,  &c.,  enacts 
that  any  declaration,  instruction,  opinion, 
order,  or  decision  of  any  oflkers  of  this 
government  which  denies,  restricts,  im^ 
pairs,  or  questions  the  right  of  expatria- 
tion, is  hereby  declared  inconsistent  with 
the  fundamental  principles  of  this  govern- 
ment. See  9  Op.  Att.-Gen.  356.  By  the 
more  modest,  but  more  effective,  St.  33 
Viet.  c.  14,  §  0,  British  subjects  cease  to 
be  snch,  in  most  cases,  upon  becoming 
naturalized  in  a  foreign  state.  Before 
these  acts  were  passed,  a  treaty  between 
this  country  and  the  North  German  Con- 
federation (16  St  at  L.  615)  had  been 
signed,  which  provides  that  citizens  of  the 
North  German  Confederation  who  become 
naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  shall  have  resided  uninterruptedly 


X*  Leonard  v.  Giant,  0  Saw.  603.  As 
to  the  effect  of  subsequent  marriage  to  an 
alien,  see  Fequignot  v.  City  of  Detroit,  16 


Fed.  Kep.  211;  Citizenship,  16  Op.  Att- 
Gen.  699. 
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against  his  native  country,  yet  for  commercial  purposes  he  may 
acquire  the  rights  of  a  citizen  of  another  country,  and  the  place 
of  domicile  determines  the  character  of  a  party  as  to  trade.  (6) 
Tims,  in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Schwartz^  (c)  it  was  decided,  in 
the  Exchequer,  the  18  Geo.  II.,  that  a  residence  in  Russia  gave  the 
English  mariners  of  a  Russian  ship  the  character  of  Russian  mari- 
ners, within  the  meaning  of  the  British  Navigation  Act.  And  in 
the  case  of  WiUon  v.  Marry at^  (^d)  it  was  decided  bj'  the  Court  of 
K.  B.  that  a  natural-born  British  subject  might  acquire  the  char- 
acter and  be  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  an  American  citizen, 
for  commercial  purposes.  So,  an  American  citizen  may  obtain  a 
foreign  domicile,  which  will  impress  upon  him  a  national 

*  50    character  *  for  commercial  purposes,  in  like  manner  as  if  he 

were  a  subject  of  the  government  under  which  he  resided  ; 
and  yet  without  losing  on  that  account  his  original  character,  or 
ceasing  to  be  bound  by  the  allegiance  due  to  the  country  of  his 
birth,  (a)  The  subject  who  emigrates  bona  fide^  and  procures  a 
foreign  naturalization,  may  entangle  himself  in  difficulties,  and  in 
a  conflict  of  duties,  as  Lord  Hale  observed  ;  (6)  but  it  is  only  in 
very  few  cases  that  the  municipal  laws  would  affect  him.  If 
there  should  be  war  between  his  parent  state  and  the  one  to 
which  he  has  attached  himself,  he  must  not  arm  himself  against 
the  parent  state  ;  and  if  he  be  recalled  by  his  native  government, 
he  must  return,  or  incur  the  pain  and  penalties  of  a  contempt. 
Under  these  disabilities,  all  the  civilized  nations  of  Europe  adopt 

(6)  See  i.  74-76.  (c)  Comyns's  Rep.  677. 

(d)  8  T.  R.  31 ;  1  Bos.  &  P.  480,  8.  o. 

(a)  United  States  v.  Gillies,  1  Peters  C.  C.  159;  Murray  v.  The  Schooner  Charm- 
ing Betsy,  2  Cranch,  64.  By  the  original  Magna  Charta,  granted  by  King  John,  art. 
S3,  it  was  declared :  Ut  liceat  imicuique  exire  de  regno  et  redire  salva  fide  Domini 
regis.     Vide  supra,  33. 

(6)  1  Hale's  Hist  P.  C.  68. 

within  the  United  States  five  years,  shall  by  the  laws  of  the  latter,  and  done  before 
be  held  by  the  Nortli  German  Confedera-  emigration  ;  saving  always  the  limitation 
tion  to  be  American  citizens,  and  shall  be  established  by  those  laws.  If  a  natural- 
treated  as  such.  And  there  is  a  recipro-  ized  citizen  renews  his  residence  in  liis 
cal  provision  as  to  citizens  of  the  United  original  country  without  the  Intent  to 
States  who  become  naturalized  in  the  return,  he  shall  be  held  to  have  renounced 
Confederation.  It  is,  however,  very  prop-  his  naturalization.  Whether  the  old  citl- 
erly  stipulated  that  naturalized  citizens  zenship  revives  is  not  said.  Post,  52,  n.  1, 
of  the  one  country  remain  liable,  on  their  ad  Jinem. 
return  to  the  other,  for  acts  punishable 

[64] 


LECT.  XXV.]  OP  THE  RIGHTS   OP  PEBS0N8.  *  61 

(each  according  to  its  own  laws)  the  natural-bom  subjects  of 
other  countries. 

The  French  law  will  not  allow  a  natural-born  subject  of  France 
to  bear  arms,  in  the  time  of  war,  in  the  service  of  a  foreign  power, 
against  France ;  and  yet,  subject  to  that  limitation,  every  French- 
man is  free  to  abdicate  his  country,  (c) 

a  Of  Children  bom  Abroad.  —  An  alien  is  a  person  bom  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  and  allegiance  of  the  United  States.  There  are 
some  exceptions,  however,  to  this  rule,  by  the  ancient  English 
law,  as  in  the  case  of  the  children  of  public  ministers  abroad 
(provided  their  wives  be  English  women),  for  they  owe  not  even 
a  local  allegiance  to  any  foreign  power,  (rf)  So  also,  it  is  said, 
that  in  every  case  the  children  bom  abroad,  of  English  parents, 
were  capable,  at  common  law,  of  inheriting  as  natives,  if  the  father 
went  and  continued  abroad  in  the  character  of  an  English- 
man, and  *  with  the  approbation  of  the  sovereign,  (a)  ^  The  *  61 
statute  of  26  Edw.  III.  stat.  2,  appears  to  have  been  made 
to  remove  doubts  as  to  the  certainty  of  the  common  law  on  this 
subject;  and  it  declared  that  children  thereafter  born  without 
the  ligeance  of  the  king,  whose  father  and  mother,  at  the  time  of 
their  birth,  were  natives,  should  be  entitled  to  the  privileges  of 
native  subjects,  except  the  children  of  mothers  who  should  pass 
the  sea  without  leave  of  their  husbands.  The  statute  of  7  Anne, 
c.  6,  was  to  the  same  general  effect ;  but  the  statute  of  4  Geo.  II. 
c.  21,  required  only  that  the  father  should  be  a  natural-born 
subject  at  the  birth  of  the  child,  and  it  applied  to  all  children 
then  born,  or  thereafter  to  be  bom.     Under  these  statutes  it  has 

(c)  Pothier's  Traits  du  Droit  de  Propri^t^,  n.  94 ;  Code  Napoleon,  Nos.  17,  21 ; 
Toullier,  Droit  Civil  Fran^aia,  i.  n.  206.  By  a  decree  of  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  of 
March  24, 1S82,  Austrian  subjects,  leaving  the  Austrian  dominions  without  permission 
of  the  magistrates  and  release  of  Austrian  citizenship,  and  with  an  intention  never  to 
return,  become  vadawfid  emigranU,  and  lose  aU  their  civil  and  political  rights  at  home. 
Accepting  foreign  citizenship,  or  entering  into  foreign  service  without  leave,  are 
decisive  proofs  of  such  intention.  Encyclo.  Amer.  tit.  Emigration.  This  is  under- 
stood to  be  the  consequence  attached  by  the  law  in  France  to  Frenchmen  entering 
foreign  service  without  leave.  They  lose  their  nationality,  or  civil  and  political  rights, 
■s  Frenchmen.  In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Wyngall,  6  Hill  (N.  T.),  16,  it 
was  held  to  be  lawful  to  enlist  aliens  into  the  army  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
contract  would  be  valid. 

(d)  Calvin's  Case,  7  Co.  18,  a. 

(a)  Hyde  v.  Hill,  Cro.  Eliz.  3 ;  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Descent,  pi.  47,  tit  Denizen,  pi.  14. 

1  See  49, 11.1,  (6). 
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been  held,  (by  that  to  entitle  a  child  born  abroad  to  the  rights  of 
an  English  natural-born  subject,  the  father  must  be  an  English 
subject ;  and  if  the  father  be  an  alien,  the  child  cannot  inherit  to 
the  mother,  though  she  was  born  under  the  king's  allegiance. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  the  14th  of  April,  1802,  establishing 
a  uniform  rule  of  naturalization,  affects  the  issue  of  two  classes, 
of  pei-sons :  (1.)  By  the  4th  section  it  was  declared  that  "  the 
children  of  persons  duly  naturalized  under  any  of  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  who,  previous  to  the  passing  of  any  law  on 
that  subject  by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  may  have 
become  citizens  of  any  one  of  the  states,  under  the  laws  thereof, 
being  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  time  of  their 
parents'  being  so  naturalized,  or  admitted  to  the  rights  of  citizen- 
ship, shall,  if  dwelling  in  the  United  States,  be  considered  as 
citizens  of  the  United  States."  This  provision  appears  to  apply 
only  to  the  children  of  persons  naturalized,  or  specially  admitted 
to  citizenship ;  and  there  is  color  for  the  construction,  that  it  may 

have  been  intended  to  be  prospective,  and  to  apply  as  well  to 
*  52    the  case  of  *  persons  thereafter  to  be  naturalized  as  to  those 

who  had  previously  been  naturalized,  (a)  It  applies  to  all 
the  children  of  ^^ persons  duly  naturalized,"  under  the  restrictiona 
of  residence  and  minorit}',  at  the  time  of  the  naturalization  of  the 
parent.  The  act  applies  to  the  children  of  persons  duly  natural- 
ized, but  does  not  explicitly  state  whether  it  was  intended  to 
apply  only  to  the  case  where  both  parents  were  duly  naturalized^ 
or  whether  it  would  be  sufficient  for  one  of  them  only  to  be 
naturalized,  in  order  to  confer,  as  of  course,  the  rights  of  citizens 
upon  the  resident  children,  being  under  age.  Perhaps  it  would 
be  sufficient  for  the  father  only  to  be  naturalized ;  for  in  the  sup- 
plementary act  of  the  26th  of  March,  1804,  it  was  declared  that 
if  any  alien,  who  should  have  complied  with  the  preliminary 
steps  made  requisite  by  the  act  of  1802,  dies  before  he  is  actually 
naturalized,  his  widow  and  children  shall  be  considered  as  citizens. 
This  provision  shows  that  the  naturalization  of  the  father  was 

(&)  Doe  p.  Jones,  4  T.  R.  300. 

(a)  The  provision  has  been  since  adjudged  to  be  prospective.  West  v.  West, 
8  Paige,  433.  It  was  also  adjudged,  in  Peck  v.  Young,  26  Wend.  613,  that  an  infant 
child  of  a  person  who  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  in  1776,  and  always 
remained  such,  teas  a  cUixen,  though  born  abroad,  and  continued  abroad,  and  an 
infant  until  after  the  peace  of  1783.  and  married  after  1783,  and  under  corerture 
until  1826,  and  though  she  never  came  to  this  country  until  1880. 
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to  have  the  efficient  force  of  conferring  the  right  on  his  childi^n ; 
and  it  is  worthy  of  notice  that  this  last  act  speaks  of  children  at 
laige,  without  any  allusion  to  residence  or  minority;  and  yet,  as 
the  two  acts  are  intimately  connected,  and  make  but  one  system, 
the  last  act  is  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  prior  one, 
according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  JEx  parte  Overington.  (6) 
(2.)  By  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  4th  section,  it  is  declared 
that  '^  the  children  of  persons  who  now  are  or  have  been  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  shall,  though  born  out  of  the  limits  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  be  considered  as  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  provided  that  the  right  of  citizenship  shall  not 
descend  to  persons  whose  fathers  have  never  resided  within  the 
United  States."  ^  This  clause  is  certainl}'^  not  prospective  in  its 
operation,  whatever  may  be  the  just  construction  of  the  one  pre- 
ceding^ it.  It  applied  only  to  the  children  of  persons  who  then 
were  or  had  been  citissens;  and  consequently  the  benefit 
*of  this  provision  narrows  rapidly  by  the  lapse  of  time,  and  *  58 
the  period  will  soon  arrive  when  there  will  be  no  statutory 
regulation  for  the  benefit  of  children  born  abroad,  of  American 
parents,  and  they  will  be  obliged  to  resort  for  aid  to  the  dormant 
and  doubtful  principles  of  the  English  common  law.  The  proviso 
annexed  to  this  last  provision  seems  to  remove  the  doubt  arising 
from  the  generality  of  the  preceding  sentence,  and  which  was, 
whether  the  act  intended  by  the  words,  "children  of  persons," 
both  the  father  and  mother,  in  imitation  of  the  statute  of  25  Edw. 
III.,  or  the  father  only,  according  to  the  more  liberal  declaration 
of  the  statute  of  4  Geo.  II.  The  provision  also  di£Fers  from  the 
preceding  one,  in  being  without  any  restriction  as  to  the  age  or 
residence  of  the  child ;  and  it  appears  to  have  been  intended  for 
the  case  of  the  children  of  natural-born  citizens,  or  of  citizens 
who  were  original  actors  in  our  Revolution,  and  therefore  it  was 
more  comprehensive  and  more  liberal  in  their  favor.  But  the 
whole  statute  provision  is  remarkably  loose  and  vague  in  its 
terms,  and  it  is  lamentably  defective,  in  being  confined  to  the 
case  of  children  of  parents  who  were  citizens  in  1802,  or  had  been 
so  previously.  The  former  act  of  29th  January,  1795,  was  not 
ao;  for  it  declared  generally  that  ^Hhe  children  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  bom  out  of  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  considered  as  citizens  of  the  United 

(6)  5  Binney,  371.  i  See  40,  n.  1,  (6). 
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States."  And  when  we  consider  the  universal  propensity  to 
travel,  the  liberal  intercourse  between  nations,  the  extent  of  com- 
mercial enterprise,  and  the  genius  and  spirit  of  our  municipal 
institutions,  it  is  quite  surprising  that  the  rights  of  the  children 
of  American  citizens  born  abroad,  should,  by  the  existing  act  of 
1802,  be  left  so  precarious,  and  so  far  inferior  in  the  security 
which  has  been  given,  under  like  circumstances,  by  the  English 
statutes. 

4.  AUenB. — We  proceed  next  to  consider  the  disabilities,  rights, 
and  duties  of  aliens.^ 

(1.)  Disabilities  of  Aliens,  —  An  alien  cannot  acquire  a  title  to 
real  property  by  descent,  or  created  by  other  mere  operation  of 
law.     The  law  qiue  nihil  frustra  never  casts  the  freehold  upon  an 

alien  heir  who  cannot  keep  it.  This  is  a  well-settled  rule  of 
*  54   the  common  *  law.  (a)     The  right  to  real  estate  by  descent 

is  governed  by  the  municipal  law  of  the  individual  states,  (i) 
Nor  can  an  alien  take  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  or  in  dower,  (c) 
It  is  understood  to  be  the  general  rule,  that  even  a  natural-bom 
subject  cannot  take  by  representation  from  an  alien,  because  the 
alien  has  no  inheritable  blood  through  which  a  title  can  be  de- 
duced. ((2)  If  an  alien  purchase  land,  or  if  land  be  devised  to 
him,  the  general  rule  is,  that  in  these  cases  he  may  take  and  hold, 
until  an  inquest  of  office  has  been  had  ;  ^  but  upon  his  death  the 

(a)  Calvin's  Case,  7  Co.  25,  a ;  1  Vent.  Rep.  417 ;  Jackson  v.  Lunn,  8  Johns.  Cas. 
109 ;  Hunt  v.  Warnicke,  Hardin  (Ky.),  61. 
(6)  Lynch  ».  Clarke,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  683. 

(c)  See  infra,  iv.  30,  36.  By  statute  of  7  &  8  Victoria,  c.  66,  foreign  women 
married  to  British  subjects  became  thereby  naturalized. 

(d)  If,  therefore,  a  person  dies  intestate  without  issue,  and  leaves  a  brother  who 
had  been  naturalized,  and  a  nephew  who  had  been  naturalized,  but  whose  father  died 
an  alien,  the^rother  succeeds  to  the  whole  estate,  for  the  nephew  is  not  permitted 
by  the  petnmon  law  to  trace  his  descent  through  his  alien  fatlier.  Levy  v.  M'Cartee, 
6  £«fers,  102 ;  Jackson  v.  Green,  7  Wend.  883 ;  Jackson  v.  Fitz  Simmons,  10  id. 
9;  [Hedpath  v.  Rich,  3  Sandf.  79.] 

1  See  70,  n.  1.  of  lands  previously  held  by  him.    Oster- 

1  Cross  r.  De  Valle,  1  Wall.  1,  13;  man  w.  Baldwin,  6  Wall.  116;  Hariey  ». 

B.  c.  1  Clifford,  282;  Taylor  v.  Benham,  State,  40  Ala.  689.    But  it  will  not  enable 

6  How.  283 ;  Wadsworth  v.  Wadsworth,  him  to  claim  as  heir  to  one  previously 

2  Kern.  376 ;    Munro  v.  Merchant,  28  deceased.     Heeney  v,  Brooklyn  Beneyo> 

N.  Y.  9;   Overing  v.  Bussell,  82  Barb,  lent  Society,  33  Barb.  860.     [The  diaa- 

268;  [Phillips  ».  Moore,  100  U.  S.  208;  bility  may  be  removed  by  treaty.   Hauen- 

HaU&.  HalI,81N.T.130.]    The  naturali-  stein  t;.  Lynham,  100  U.  8.  488.]     See 

zation  of  an  alien  is  a  waiver  of  forfeiture  70,  n.  1. 
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land  would  instantly  and  of  necessity  (as  the  freehold  cannot  be 
kept  in  abeyance),  without  any  inquest  of  office,  escheat  and 
vest  in  the  state,  because  he  is  incompetent  to  transmit  by  hered- 
itary descent,  (e)  If  an  alien,  according  to  a  case  put  by  Lord 
Coke,  (/)  arrives  in  England,  and  hath  two  sons  born  there,  they 
are,  of  course,  natural-born  subjects;  and  if  one  of  them  pur- 
chases land  and  dies  without  issue,  his  brother  cannot  inherit  as 
his  heir,  because  he  must  deduce  his  title  by  descent,  through 
his  father,  who  had  no  inheritable  blood.  But  the  case,  as  put 
by  Coke,  has  been  denied  to  be  law  by  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  CoUingwood  v.  Paee^  (g)  and  it  was  there  held  that  the  sons 
of  an  alien  could  inherit  to  each  other,  and  derive  title 
^through  the  alien  father.  The  elaborate  opinion  of  Lord  *  55 
Oh.  B.  Hale  was  distinguished  by  his  usual  learning,  though 
it  was  rendered  somewhat  perplexing  and  obscure  by  the  subtlety 
of  his  distinctions,  and  the  very  artificial  texture  of  his  argument. 
It  is  still  admitted,  however,  that  a  grandson  cannot-  inherit  to 
his  grandfather,  though  both  were  natural-born  subjects,  provided 
the  intermediate  son  was  an  alien ;  for  the  grandson  must,  in 
that  case,  represent  his  father,  and  he  had  no  inheritable  blood  to 
be  represented;  and  the  reason  why  the  one  brother  may  inherit 

{e)  Page's  Case,  5  Co.  62 ;  Colliiigwood  v.  Pace,  1  Sid.  193 ;  1  Ley.  59,  s.  c. ;  Co. 
litL  2,  b;  Flowd.  229,  b,  230,  a ;  Dupleuis  v.  Attornejr  General,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  91 ; 
Jackton  v.  Lunn,  supra;  Fox  v.  Southack,  12  Mass.  143;  8  id.  445;  Fairfax  v. 
Hunter,  7  Cranch,  608,  619,  620;  Orr  v.  Hodgson,  4  Wheat  453 ;  Govemeur  v.  Rob- 
ertson. 11  id^  332;  Vaux  ».  Nesbit,  1  M'Cord  Ch.  (S.  C;  352,  374;  2  Dana  (Ky.), 
40;  Rouche  v,  WUliamson,  3  Ired.  (N.  C.)  141,  146.  In  North  Carolina,  an  alien 
may  take  bj  purchase ;  but  he  cannot  take  by  devise  any  more  than  he  can  inherit 
2  Haywood,  37, 104, 108.  By  the  constitution  of  North  Carolina,  alien  residents  may 
porckiase,  bold,  and  transfer  real  estate.  3  Ired.  141.  Nor  can  he  take  by  devise, 
tmder  the  statute  law  of  New  York.  The  statute  makes  the  devise  void.  New  York 
Revised  Statutes,  ii.  57,  sec.  4.  In  Louisiana,  aliens  can  inherit  real  estate,  and  trans- 
mit it  ab  iniestato.  Duke  of  Richmond  v.  Milne,  17  La.  312.  In  England,  if  a  devise 
be  to  an  alien  and  citizen,  as  joint  tenanta,  the  state  can  only  seize  the  moiety  of  the 
alien.  If  he  dies  before  inquest,  the  other  joint  tenant  takes  by  survivorship,  but 
the  state,  on  office  found,  would  defeat  the  survivorship  by  relation.  Gouldsb.  29, 
pi.  4;  Co.  Litt  180,  b ;  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Knight  i;.  Duplessis,  2  Yes.  362,  consid- 
ered it  to  be  a  doubtful  point  whether  an  alien  may  take  real  estate  by  devise,  as  well 
as  by  deed,  but  he  takes  a  defeasible  estate,  and  cannot  hold  as  against  the  estate. 
This  is  also  the  English  law.  Wilbur  v.  Tobey,  16  Pick.  179;  Foss  v.  Crisp,  20  id. 
124.  The  People  v.  Conklin,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  67.  He  may  purchase  and  hold  real 
estate  until  office  found,  and  bring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  possession.  Wangh 
V.  miey.  8  Met.  295. 

(/)  Ca  Litt  8,  a. 

(o)  1  Sid.  193;  1  Vent  413;  Bannister,  410. 
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from  the  other  is,  that  as  to  them  the  descent  is  immediate,  and 
they  do  not  take  by  representation  from  the  father.  The  law, 
according  to  Lord  Hale,  respects  only  the  mediate  relation  of  the 
brothers  as  brothers,  and  not  in  respect  of  their  father,  though  it 
be  true  that  the  foundation  of  consanguinity  is  in  the  father; 
and  it  does  not  look  upon  the  father  as  such  a  medium  or  nexua 
between  the  brothers,  as  that  his  disability  should  hinder  the 
descent  between  them.  This  distinction  in  the  law,  which  would 
admit  one  brother  to  succeed  as  heir  to  the  other,  though  their 
father  be  an  alien,  and  yet  not  admit  a  son  to  inherit  from  his 
grandfather,  because  his  father  was  an  alien,  is  very  subtle.^  The 
reason  of  it  is  not  readily  perceived,  for  the  line  of  succession 
and  the  degrees  of  consanguinity  must  equally,  in  both  cases,  be 
traced  through  the  father.  The  titatute  of  11  and  12  Wm.  III. 
c.  6,  was  made  on  purpose  to  cure  the  disability  and  brush  away 
these  distinctions,  by  ^^  enabling  natural-bom  subjects  to  inherit 
the  estate  of  their  ancestors,  either  lineal  or  collateral,  not- 
withstanding their  father,  or  mother,  or  other  ancestor,  by,  from^ 
through,  or  under  whom  they  might  make  or  derive  their  title, 
were  aliens.*'  This  statute,  however,  did  not  go  so  far  as  to 
enable  a  person  to  deduce  title,  as  heir,  ft*om  a  remote  ancestor, 
through  an  alien  ancestor  still  living,  (a) 

The  provision  in  the  statute  of  Wm.  III.  is  in  force  in 

*  56    *severid  of  the  United  States,  as,  for  instance,  in  Maryland, 

Kentucky,  Ohio,  Missouri,  Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New 

York,  and  Massachusetts,  (a)     But  in  those  states  where  there 

(a)  M'Creery  v.  Somerville,  9  Wlieat.  864.  [Comp.  Sulliran  v.  Burnett,  105  U.  8. 
884.]  The  New  York  statute  (N.  T.  R.  S.  i.  754,  sec.  22)  goes  no  further  on  thb 
point  than  the  English  statute.  The  People  v.  Irvin,  21  Wend.  128.  The  New  York 
statute  declares  that  no  person  capable  of  inheriting  under  the  statute  law  of  descent 
shall  be  precluded  from  the  inheritance  by  reason  of  the  alienism  uf  the  ancestor  off 
such  person.  The  statute  of  New  Jersey  is  to  the  same  effect.  R.  S.  N.  J.,  1847, 
p.  841. 

(a)  9  Wheaton,  864;  2  Mass.  179,  note;  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  764,  sec.  22; 
Statute  Laws  of  Ohio,  1881 ;  Elmer's  N.  J.  Dig.  131 ;  R.  S.  of  Missouri,  1835.  In 
New  York,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  prevailed  until  January  1, 1880,  and  the 
provision  in  the  statute  of  11  &  12  Wm.  III.  had  not  been  previously  adopted. 

1  However,  the  distinction  seems  to  be  Kynnaivd  v.  Leslie,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  889, 

maintained,  for  it  has  been  held  that  one  where  the  common  ancestor  had  been 

consin  may  inherit  from  another,  although  attainted   of   treason;    and    the    otlier 

the  common  grandfather  was  an  alien,  branch  of  the  proposition  is  laid  down  in 

McGregor  v.  Comstock,  8  Comst.  408 ;  Banks  i^.  Walker,  3  Barb.  Ch.  488. 
[Luhrs  V.  Elmer,  80  N.  Y.  171.]     So  in 
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ttre  no  statute  regulations  on  the  subject,  the  rule  of  the  law 
will  depend  upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  or  the  justice  and 
accuracy  of  the  distinctions  taken  in  the  greatly  contested  case  of 
(Mlingwood  v.  Pace^  and  which,  according  to  Sir  William  Black- 
stone,  was,  upon  the  whole,  reasonably  decided.  The  enlarged 
policy  of  the  present  day  would  naturally  incline  us  to  a  benignant 
interpretation  of  the  law  of  descents,  in  favor  of  natural-born 
citizens  who  were  obliged  to  deduce  a  title  to  land  from  a  pui^e 
and  legitimate  source  through  an  alien  ancestor ;  and  Sir  Matthew 
Hale  admitted  (i)  that  the  law  was  very  gentle  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  disability  of  alienism,  and  rather  contracted  than 
extended  its  severity.  If  a  citizen  dies,  and  his  next  heir  be  an 
alien  who  cannot  take,  the  alien  cannot  interrupt  the  descent  to 
others,  and  the  inheritance  descends  to  the  next  of  kin  who  is 
competent  to  take,  in  like  manner  as  if  no  such  alien  had  ever 
existed,  (e) 

(2.)  Of  the  Antenati  and  PoBtnati, — The  distinctions  between 
the  antenati  and  the  pottnati^  in  reference  to  our  Revolution,  have 
been  frequently  the  subject  of  judicial  discussion  since  the  estab- 
lidunent  of  our  independence, 

It  wai3  declared  in  GalmrCs  ease^  (d)  that,  *^  albeit  the  kingdoms 
of  England  and  Scotland  should,  by  descent,  be  divided  and 
governed  by  several  kings ;  yet  all  those  who  were  l>orn  under 
one  natural  obedience,  wliile  the  realms  were  united,  would 
remain  natural-born  subjects,  and  not  become  aliens  by  such  a 
matter  export  facto.  The  po9tnatu9^  in  such  a  case,  would 
be  adfidem  utriusque  regu^  It  was  *  accordingly  held,  in  *  67 
that  case,  that  i^epostnati  of  Scotland,  born  after  the  union 

(6)  1  Vent.  427. 

(c)  Co.  Lilt.  8,  a;  Com.  Dig.  tit  AHen,  C.  1;  Orr  ».  Hodgspn,  4  Wheaton,  458; 
Jbckaon  v.  Luod,  3  Johns.  Cas.  121;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  7  Johns.  214;  I>onegani  v. 
Donegani,  Stuart's  Lower  Canada  Rep.  460.  In  Virginia,  by  statute,  the  course  of 
deicent  is  not  interrupted  by  the  alienage  of  any  lineal  or  collateral  ancestor;  and, 
therefore,  if  a  citizen  dies,  leaving  a  brother,  who  is  a  citizen,  and  a  sister,  who  is  an 
■lien,  and  children  of  that  sister,  who  are  citizens,  and  the  brother,  sister,  and  cliildren 
be  all  liTing,  the  children  of  the  sister  take  by  descent  a  moiety  of  the  estate,  and  the 
brother  takes  the  other  moiety.  Jacksons  r.  Sanders,  2  Leigh  (Va.),  109.  So,  in 
North  Carolina,  alien  heirs  do  not  prevent  other  relations,  being  citizens,  from  inherit- 
ing.   19.  C.  Revised  Statutes,  1887. 

(d)  7  Co.  1,  27.  The  Lord  Chancellor  EHesmere's  opinion,  delivered  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  in  Calvin's  case,  was,  by  the  king's  command,  written  out  at  large, 
snd  published  by  the  chancellor  in  ICOO,  in  a  neat  style,  worthy  of  the  strength  and 
learning  of  the  argument. 
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of  the  two  crowns,  were  natural-bora  subjects,  and  could  inherit 
lauds  in  England.  The  community  of  allegiance,  at  the  time  of 
birth  and  at  the  time  of  descent,  both  existed.  The  principle  of 
the  common  law  contained  in  that  case,  that  the  division  of  an 
empire  worked  no  forfeiture  of  previously  vested  rights  of  prop- 
erty, has  been  frequently  acknowledged  in  our  American  tri- 
bunals, (a)  and  it  rests  on  the  solid  foundations  of  justice.  The 
titles  of  British  subjects  to  lands  in  the  United  States,  acquired 
prior  to  our  Revolution,  remained,  therefore,  unimpaired.  But 
persons  born  in  England,  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  United  States, 
before  the  4th  of  July,  1776,  and  who  continued  to  reside  out  of 
the  United  States  after  that  event,  have  been  held  to  be  aliens, 
and  incapable  of  taking  lands  subsequently  by  descent.  The 
right  to  inherit  depends  upon  the  existing  state  of  allegiance  at 
the  time  of  the  descent  cast ;  and  an  English  subject,  born  and 
always  resident  abroad,  never  owed  allegiance  to  a  government 
which  did  not  exist  at  his  birth,  and  he  never  became  a  party  to 
our  social  compact  The  British  antenati  have,  consequently, 
been  held  to  be  incapable  of  taking,  by  subsequent  descent,  lands 
in  these  states  which  are  governed  by  the  common  law.  (6)  This 
doctrine  was  very  liberally  considered  in  respect  to  the  period  of 
the  American  war,  in  the  case  of  Den  v.  Brown;  {c)  and  it  was 
there  held  that  the  British  antenati  were  not  subject  to  the 
disabilities  of  aliens,  as  to  the  acquisition  of  lands  bona  fide 
acquired,  between  the  date  of  our  independence  and  that 

*  58    of  *  the  treaty  of  peace,  in  1783,  for  the  contest  for  our 

independence  was  then  pending  by  an  appeal  to  arms,  and 
remained  undecided.  But  the  position  was  not  tenable  ;  and  in 
a  case  elaborately  discussed,  and  greatly  litigated  on  several 
grounds,  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Virginia,  and  afterwards  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  (a)  it  was  the  acknowl- 
edged doctrine  that  the  British  antenati  could  not  acquire,  either 

(a)  Apthorp  v.  Backus,  Kirby,  413;  Kinsej,  Ch.  J.,  in  Den  ».  Brown,  2  Halst 
(N.  J.)  337 ;  Kelly  v.  Harrison,  2  Johns.  Cas.  29;  Jackson  r.  Lunn,  8  Johns.  Cas.  109; 
Story,  J.,  9  Cranch,  40;    [4  id.  321  ?]     [Airhart  v.  Massieu,  98  U.  S.  491.] 

(6)  Reed  v.  Reed,  cited  1  Munf.  226,  and  opinion  of  Roane,  J.,  Appendix  to  that 
Tolnme ;  Dawson  v.  Godfrey,  4  Cranch,  821 ;  Jackson  t;.  Bums,  8  Binney,  76 ;  Blight 
V.  Rochester,  7  Wheaton,  636. 

(c)  2  Halsted,  806. 

(a)  Hunter  v,  Fairfax's  Devisee,  1  Munf.  218,  and  7  Cranch,  608,  a.  c. ;  Common- 
wealth V.  Bristow,  6  Call,  60,  8.  P. 
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by  descent  or  devise,  any  other  than  a  defeasible  title  to  lands  in 
Virginia,  between  the  date  of  our  independence  and  that  of  the 
treaty  of  peace  in  1783.  The  line  of  distinction  between  aliens 
and  citizens  was  considered  to  be  coeval  with  our  existence  as  an 
independent  nation. 

It  has  been  very  frequently  assumed,  on  the  doctrine  in  Calvin' % 
eoMe^  that  the  same  principle  might  not  be  considered  to  apply 
in  England,  in  respect  to  the  American  antenaiiy  and  that  they 
would,  on  removing  within  the  British  dominions,  contiuue  to 
take  and  inherit  lands  in  England,  as  natural-born  subjects ;  but 
I  apprehend  the  assumption  has  been  made  without  just  grounds. 
It  was  contrary  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Professor  Woodde- 
son,  in  his  lectures,  (i)  published  as  early  as  1792  ;  and  the  late 
case  in  the  King's  Bench,  of  Doe  v.  Acklanij  (c)  seems  entirely 
to  explode  it.  It  was  decided  that  children  born  in  the  United 
States,  since  the  recognition  of  oar  independence  by  Great 
Britain,  of  parents  born  here  before  that  time,  and  continuing  to 
reside  here  afterwards,  were  aliens,  and  could  not  inherit  lands 
in  England.  To  entitle  a  child  born  out  of  the  allegiance 
of  *  the  crown  of  England  to  be  deemed  a  natural-born  sub-  *  59 
ject,  the  father  must  be  a  subject  at  the  time  of  the  birth  of 
the  child  ;  and  the  people  of  the  United  States  ceased  to  be  sub- 
jects in  the  view  of  the  English  law,  after  the  recognition  of  our 
independence,  on  the  third  day  of  September,  1783.  If  the 
American  antenati  ceased  to  be  subjects  in  1783,  they  must,  of 
course,  have  lost  their  subsequent  capacity  to  take  as  subjects. 
In  the  case  of  The  Providence^  decided  in  the  Court  of  Vice- 
Admiralty  at  Halifax,  in  1810,  (a)  the  learned  judge  met  the 
question  directly,  and  discussed  it  in  a  clear  and  able  manner. 
He  held  that  an  American  boni  in  this  country  before  the  Rev- 
olution, and  adhering  to  the  United  States  during  the  war,  and 
until  after  the  peace  of  1788,  was  an  alien  discharged  from  ^his 
allegiance  to  the  king,  and  was  an  alien  to  every  purpose,  and 
not  entitled  to  any  of  the  privileges  of  a  British-born  subject. 

The  English  rule  is  to  take  the  date  of  the  treaty  of  peace  in 

(6)  Vol.  i.  382. 

(e)  2  B.  &  C.  770.  In  Doe  v.  Mulcaster,  6  B.  &  C.  771,  it  wr«  held  that  the  chil- 
dren  born  in  the  United  States  after  the  peace  of  17S8,  of  parents  who  were  bom  in 
New  York  before  1776,  but  adhered  to  the  British  power  afterwards,  were  not  aliens,  but 
had  inheriuble  blood  under  the  statute  of  4  Qeo,  IL  c.  21. 

la)  Stewart,  Vice^Adm.  186. 
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1783  as  the  era  at  which  we  ceased  to  be  subjects  ;  but  our  rale 
is  to  refer  back  to  the  date  of  our  independence,  (i)  In  the 
application  of  that  rule,  the  cases  show  some  difference  of  opin- 
ion. In  New  York,  it  has  been  held  that  where  an  English  sul>- 
ject,  born  abroad,  emigi-ated  to  the  United  States  in  1779,  and 
lived  and  died  here,  he  was  to  be  deemed  an  alien,  and  the  title 
to  land,  which  he  afterwards  acquired  by  purchase,  was  protected, 
not  because  he  was  a  citizen,  but  on  the  ground  of  the  treaty  of 
1794.  (c)  In  Massachusetts,  on  the  strength  of  an  act  passed  in 
1777,  pefrsons  born  abroad,  and  coming  into  that  state  after  1776, 
and  before  1788,  and  remaining  there  voluntarily,  were  adjudged 
to  be  citizens,  (ci)  The  Supreme  Court,  in  Connecticut,  hais 
adopted  the  same  rule,  without  the  aid  of  any  statute,  and 

♦  60    it  was  held  (c)  that  a  •  British  soldier,  who  came  over  witk 

the  British  army  in  1775,  and  deserted,  and  came  and  settled 
in  Connecticut  in  1778,  and  remained  there  afterwards,  becamei, 
of  course,  a  citizen,  and  ceased  to  be  an  alien  ;  and  that  the 
United  States  were  enabled  to  claim  as  their  citizens  all  persona 
who  were  here  voluntarily,  at  either  the  period  of  our  indepen- 
dence or  of  the  treaty  of  peace.  The  principle  of  the  case  seemed 
to  be,  that  the  treaty  of  peace  operated  by  way  of  release  from 
their  allegiance  of  all  British  subjects  who  were  then  domiciled 
here ;  for  it  was  admitted  ^at  the  rule  would  not  apply  to  the 
subjects  of  any  other  nation  or  kingdom  who  came,  to  reside  here 
after  the  declaration  of  independence,  for  they  would  not  be 
within  the  purview  of  the  treaty.  The  same  principle  seems  te 
have  been  recognized  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  Massachusetts,  iti 
Ainslie  v.  Martin,  (a)  though  in  the  case  of  Phipps,  a  pauper,  (J) 
it  was  declared,  that  if  a  person  was  not  a  citizen  before  the  treaty 
of  peace,  he  did  not  become  such  by  the  mere  force  of  that  instru- 
ment, and  by  the  mere  fact  of  his  being  there  on  the  ratification 
of  the  treaty.  But  if  he  was  born  in  Massachusetts,  and  had 
returned  during  the  war,  though  he  had  withdrawn  himself  be- 
fore the  date  of  independence,  he  was  considered  as  retaining  hie 
citizenship.     That  was  the  amount  of  the  cases  of  Gardner  v. 

(b)  Inglu  V.  Trustees  of  tiie  Sailon'  Snug  Harbor,  3  Peters,  09. 

(c)  Jacksoo  V.  Wright,  4  Johns.  76. 

(d)  Cummington  v.  Springfield,  2  Pick.  S94. 
ie)  Hebron  v.  Colchflfltec,  6  D^y,  169. 

(a)  9  Mass.  460.  (6)  2  Pick.  S94,  note. 
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Ward  and  Exlham  v.  Ward^  to  which  the  judges  referred ;  and 
the  sound  and  prevailing  doctrine  now  is,  that  by  the  treaty  of 
peace  of  1788,  Great  Britain  and  Uie  United  States  became 
respectively  entitled,  as  against  each  other,  to  the  allegiance  of 
an  persons  who  were  at  the  time  adhering  to  the  governments 
respectively ;  and  that  those  persons  became  aliens  in  re- 
spect to  the  government  to  which  they  did  not  *  adhere,  (a)  *  61 
This  is  the  meanhig  of  the  treaty  of  1788,  and  it  put  an  end 
to  all  conflicting  and  double  allegiance  growing  out  of  the  Revo- 
lution. 

Though  an  alien  may  purchase  land,  or  take  it  by  devise,  yet 
he  is  exposed  to  the  danger  of  being  devested  of  the  fee,  and  of 
having  his  lands  forfeited  to  the  state,  upon  an  inquest  of  office 
found.  His  title  will  be  good  against  every  person  but  the  state, 
and  if  be  dies  before  any  such  proceeding  be  had,  we  have  seen 
that  the  inheritance  cannot  descend,  but  escheats  of  course.  If 
the  alien  should  undertake  to  sell  to  a  citizen,  yet  the  preroga*> 
tive  right  of  forfeiture  is  not  barred  by  the  alienation,  and  it 
must  be  taken  to  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  government  to 
seize  the  land.  His  conveyance  is  good  as  against  himself,  and 
lie  may,  by  a  fine,  bar  persons  in  reversion  and  remainder,  but 
the  title  is  still  voidable  by  the  sovereign  upon  office  found,  (i) 
In  Virginia,  this  prerogative  right  of  seizing  lands,  bona  fide  sold 
"by  an  alien  to  a  citizen,  is  abolished  by  statute ;  (e)  and  so  it  was, 

(a)  Kilham  v.  Ward,  2  Mass.  236 ;  Gardner  v.  Ward,  ib.  244,  note ;  Doe  v.  Acklam, 
2  B.  &  C.  779 ;  Inglis  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor,  3  Peters,  99, 164 ; 
Shanks  v.  Dupont,  ib.  242.  In  Shanks  v.  Dupont,  it  was  held,  that  though  a  woman 
was  bom  in  South  Carolina,  before  the  declaration  of  independence,  and  continued 
there  until  1782,  and  became  a  citizen^  yet,  as  she  was  involved  in  the  capture  of 
Charleston  in  1780,  and  married  a  British  officer  in  1781,  and  went  with  him  to  Eng- 
land in  1782,  and  remained  and  died  there,  after  the  peace  of  1783,  she  was  deemed 
to  be  an  alien,  fty  the  operation  ofiht  treaty  of  peace  ^2^1783,  inasmuch  as  she  was  born  a 
Britiah  subject,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  the  treaty  of  peace,  adhering  to  the  British 
crown,  and  the  treaty  acted  on  the  state  of  things  as  they  then  existed.  So,  in  Orser 
V.  Hoag,  3  Hill,  79,  it  was  held  that  a  person  bom  in  this  country,  who  left  New  Yoi4[ 
in  July,  1783,  prior  to  the  treaty  of  peace,  with  his  family,  with  intent  to  reside  in  the 
British  dominions,  and  never  return,  was  an  alien,  together  with  his  children  who 
went  with  him  and  resided  in  the  British  province.  They  were  held  incapable  of 
taking  from  him  lands  in  this  state  by  descent.  [See  further,  Munro  v.  Merchant, 
28  N.  T.  9 ;  Calais  r.  Marshfleld,  30  Maine,  511.] 

(h)  4  Leon.  84;  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  by  Preston,  56,  282 ;  7  Wheaton,  545; 
Coke's  Reading  on  Fines,  Lee.  22 ;  [Norris  v.  Hoyt,  18  Cal.  217.]  But  by  statute  in 
New  York,  the  escheat  does  not  deveh  the  right  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  See  infra, 
IT.  425.  (c)  Qriffith's  Law  Register,  tit.  Virginia. 
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to  a  limited  degree,  in  New  York,  by  an  act  in  1826.  (d)  An 
alien  may  take  a  lease  for  years  of  a  house  for  the  benefit  of  trade. 
According  to  Lord  Coke,  («)  none  but  an  alien  merchant  can 
lease  land  at  all,  and  he  is  restricted  to  a  house,  and  if  he  dies 
before  the  termination  of  the  lease,  the  remainder  of  the  term 
is  forfeited  to  the  king,  for  the  law  gave  him  the  privilege  for 
habitation  only,  as  necessary  to  trade,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of 

his  representatives.  The  force  of  this  rigorous  doctrine 
*62   *  of  the  common  law  is  undoubtedly  suspended  with  ns,  in 

respect  to  the  subjects  of  those  nations  with  whom  we  have 
commercial  treaties ;  and  it  is  justly  doubted  (a)  whether  the 
common  law  be  really  so  inhospitable,  for  it  in  inconsistent  with 
the  established  maxims  of  sound  policy  and  the  social  intercourse 
of  nations.  Foreigners  are  admitted  to  the  rights  of  citizenship 
with  us  on  liberal  terms ;  and  as  the  law  requires  five,  and  only 
five  years'  residence,  to  entitle  them  and  their  families  to  the 
benefits  of  naturalization,  it  would  seem  to  imply  a  right,  in  the 
mean  time,  to  the  necessary  use  of  real  property ;  and  if  it  were 
otherwise,  the  means  would  be  interdicted  which  are  requisite  to 
render  the  five  years'  residence  secure  and  comfortable. 

Aliens  are  under  the  like  disabilities  as  to  uses  and  trusts  aris- 
ing out  of  real  estate&  An  alien  can  be  seised  to  the  use  of  an« 
other,  but  the  use  cannot  be  executed  as  against  the  state,  and 
will  be  defeated  on  office  found,  (i)  Nor  can  an  alien,  be  a  cestui 
que  trusty  but  under  the  like  disability;  and  it  is  said  that 
the  sovereign  may,  in  chancery,  compel  the  execution  of  the 
trust,  (c) 

((/)  Laws  of  New  York,  sess.  49,  c.  207,  sec.  8.  The  exemption  from  escheat  of 
lands  derived  from  or  through  an  alien  is  confined  to  lands  actually  possessed  by  a 
citizen  prior  to  the  22d  of  April,  1825.    N.  Y.  Reylsed  Statutes,  i.  719,  sec.  9. 

(e)  Co.  Litt.  2,  b. 

(a)  Harg.  Co.  Litt.  n.  9,  b.  1. 

(h)  Gilbert  on  Uses  by  Sugden,  10,  367,  4i6 ;  Preston  on  Conveyanchig,  ii.  247. 
By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  718,  all  escheated  lands,  when  held  by  the  state  or 
its  grantees,  are  subject  to  the  same  trusts  and  charges  to  which  they  would  have 
been  subject  had  they  descended. 

(c)  Attorney  General  v.  Sands,  3  Ch.  Rep.  20;  Hardres,  496,  8.  c. ;  Com.  Dig.  tit. 
Alien,  C.  3 ;  Gilbert  on  Uses,  by  Sugden,  86, 404 ;  Hubbard  v.  Goodwin,  3  Leigh,  492. 
It  was  held,  in  the  last  case,  that  upon  a  conveyance  of  land  to  a  citizen  upon  express 
trust,  to  hold  for  the  benefit  of  an  alien  in  fee,  the  trust  estate  is  acquired  for  the 
state,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  compel  the  trustees  to  execute  the  trust  for  its  benefit. 
The  profits  do  not  go  to  the  state  when  acquired  prior  to  the  decree.  It  is  doubted 
whether  equity  could  raise  or  imply  a  resttlUng  trust  in  order  to  forfeit  it.  Equity  will 
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Aliens  are  capable  of  acquiring,  holding,  and  transmitting  mov- 
able property,  in  like  manner  as  our  own  citizens,  and  they  can 
bring  suits  for  the  recovery  and  protection  of  that  property,  (rf) 
They  may  even  take  a  mortgage  upon  real  estate  by  way  of 
security  for  a  debt,  and  this  I  apprehend  they  may  do  with- 
out any  statute  permission,  for  it  has  been  the  *  English  law  *  68 
from  the  early  ages,  (a)  It  is  also  so  held  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  (i)  land  that  the  alien  creditor  is  en- 
titled to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to  have  the  mortgage  fore- 
closed, and  the  lands  sold  for  the  payment  of  his  debt.  The 
question  whether  the  alien  in  such  a  case  could  become  a  valid 
purchaser  of  the  mortgaged  premises  sold  at  auction  at  his 
instance,  is  left  untouched  ;  and  as  such  a  privilege  is  not  neces- 
sary for  his  security,  and  would  be  in  contravention  of  the  gen- 
eral policy  of  common  law,  the  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be, 
that  he  could  not,  in  that  way,  without  special  provision  by  stat- 
ute, become  the  permanent  and  absolute  owner  of  the  fee.  (c) 

Even  alien  enemies,  resident  in  the  country,  may  sue  and  be 
sued  as  in  time  of  peace;  for  protection  to  their  persons  and 
property  is  due,  and  implied  from  the  permission  to  them  to 
remain,  without  being  ordered  out  of  the  country  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  The  lawful  residence  does,  pro  hac 
viee^  relieve  the  alien  from  the  character  of  an  enemy,  and  entitles 
his  person  and  property  to  protection,  (rf)     The  effect  of  war  upon 

neTer  raise  ft  resulting  trust  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the  state,  or  of  the  law  of  the 
Und.  Leggett  v.  Dubois,  6  Paige,  114,  s.  p.  On  the  other  hand,  a  conreyance  of  land 
to  a  citlzea  as  a  trustee,  upon  an  express  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  pay  over  the  pro- 
ceeds to  a  creditor  who  is  an  alien,  is  a  valid  trust,  and  the  interest  of  the  alien  creditor 
in  the  proceeds  is  not  subject  to  forfeiture.  The  principle  of  public  policy,  pro- 
hibiting aliens  from  holding  lands  in  the  name  of  a  trustee,  does  not  apply  to  such  a 
case.  Equity  holds  the  proceeds  to  be  personal  property,  which  the  alien  may  take. 
Craig  V.  Leslie,  8  Wheaton,  5S3 ;  Anstice  v.  Brown,  6  Paige,  448.  x^ 

(rf)  7  Co.  17 ;  Dyer,  2,  b. 

(a)  Tear  Book,  11  Edw.  III.,  cited  in  the  marginal  note  to  1  Dyer,  2,  b. 

(6)  Haghes  v.  Edwards,  9  Wheaton,  489. 

(c)  If  an  alien  be  entitled  to  hold  and  dispose  of  real  estate,  he  may  take  a  mort- 
gage for  the  purchase-money,  and  may  become  a  repurchaser  on  a  sale  made  to 
enforce  payment.  New  Tork  Bevised  Statutes,  i.  721,  sec.  19;  B.  S.  of  New  Jer- 
•ey,  1847,  tit  1,  c.  2. 

(rf)  Wells  r.  Williams,  1 L.  Baym.  282 ;  Daubigny  v.  DavaUon,  2  Anst.  462 ;  Clarke 
V.  Morey,  10  Johns.  69;  Bussell  t;.  Skipwith,  6  Binney,  241. 

x^  On  the  same  principle  a  derise  to  a  an  alien  was  held  valid  in  Marx  v. 
dtiaen  hi  trust  to  pay  the  income  only  to    McGlynn,  88  N.  Y.  867. 
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the  rights  of  aliens  we  need  not  here  discuss,  as  it  has  been  already 
considered  iu  a  former  part  of  this  course  of  lectures,  when  treat* 
ing  of  the  law  of  nations,  (e) 

During  the  residence  of  aliens  amongst  us,  they  owe  a  local 

allegiance,  and  are  equally  bound  with  natives  to  obey  all  general 

laws  for  the  maintenance  of  peace  and  the  preservation 

*  64   *  of  order,  and  which  do  not  relate  specially  to  our  own 

citizens.  This  is  a  principle  of  justice  and  of  public  safety 
universally  adopted;  and  if  they  are  guilty  of  any  illegal  act,  or 
involved  in  disputes  with  our  citizens,  or  with  each  other,  they 
are  amenable  to  the  ordinary  tribunals  of  the  country,  (a)  In 
New  York,  i-esident  aliens  are  liable  to  be  enrolled  in  the 
militia,  provided  they  axe  lawfully  seised  of  any  real  estate 
within  the  state,  and  they  are,  in  that  case,  declared  to  be  sub- 
ject to  duties,  assessments,  taxes,  and  burdens,  as  if  they  were 
citizens ;  but  they  are  not  capable  of  voting  at  any  election,  or 
of  being  elected  or  appointed  to  any  office,  or  of  serving  on  any 
jury.  (J) 

(3.)  Mode  of  Naturalization} —  If  aliens  come  here  with  an 
intention  of  making  this  country  their  permanent  residence,  tliey 
will  have  many  inducements  to  become  citizens,  since  they  are 
unable,  as  aliens,  to  have  a  stable  freehold  interest  in  land,  or  to 
hold  any  civil  office,  or  vote  at  elections,  or  take  any  active  share 
in  the  administration  of  the  government.  There  is  a  convenient 
and  easy  mode  provided,  by  which  the  disabilities  of  alienism  may 
be  removed,  and  the  qualifications  of  natural-born  citizens  ob- 
tained. The  terms  upon  which  any  alien,  being  a  free  white  per- 
son, can  be  naturalized,  are  prescribed  by  the  acts  of  Congress 
of  the  14th  of  April,  1802,  c.  28  ;  the  3d  of  March,  1813,  c.  184 ; 
the  22d  of  March,  1816,  c.  32 ;  the  26th  of  May,  1824,  c.  186 ; 
and  the  24th  of  May,  1828,  c.  116.  It  is  required  that  he  declare, 
on  oath,  before  a  state  court,  being  a  court  of  record  with  a  seal 
and  a  clerk,  and  having  common-law  jurisdiction,  or  before  a  cir- 
cuit or  district  court  of  the  United  States,  or  before  a  clerk  of 
either  of  the  said  courts,  two  years  at  least  before  his  admission, 

(e)  See  vol.  i.  (a)  Vattel,  b.  2,  c.  8,  sec.  101, 102,  108. 

[h)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  721,  sec.  20.  In  the  province  of  New  Bruns- 
wick, aliens,  resident  for  two  months  in  the  province,  are  liable,  by  a  colonial  statute, 
to  pay  annually  an  exemption  tax  of  d0«.  as  a  substitute  for  militia  service.  Watson 
r.  Haley,  Kerr,  124. 

1  See  49,  n.  1,  (c). 
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his  iDtendon  to  become  a  citizen,  and  to  renounce  his  allegiance 
to  his  own  sovereign.  This  declaration  need  not  be  previously 
made,  if  the  alien  resided  here  before  the  18th  of  June, 
1812,  *  and  has  since  continued  to  reside  here ;  provided  *  65 
such  residence  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court, 
and  provided  it  be  proved  by  the  oath  or  affirmation  of  tviro  wit- 
nesses, citizens  of  the  United  States,  that  he  has  resided,  for  at 
least  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  time  of  such  applies^ 
tion,  within  the  limits  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States.  The  names  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  place  or  places 
where  the  applicant  has  resided  for  at  least  the  five  years,  to  be 
set  forth  in  the  record  of  the  court,  (a)  And  if  the  applicant 
shall  have  been  a  minor,  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
shall  have  resided  in  the  United  States  three  years  next  preced- 
ing his  an*ival  to  majority,  he  may  also  be  admitted  a  citizen 
without  such  previous  declaration ;  provided  he  has  arrived  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  shall  have  resided  five  years 
within  the  United  States,  including  the  three  years  of  his  mi- 
nority, and  shall  make  the  declaration  aforesaid  at  the  time  of  his 
admission,  and  shall  declare  on  oath,  and  prove,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court,  that  for  three  years  next  preceding  it  had  been  his 
bona  fide  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  and  shall  in  all  other 
respects  comply  with  the  laws  in  regard  to  naturalization.  (6)  In 
all  other  cases  the  previous  declaration  is  requisite,  and  at  the  time 
of  his  admission  the  alien's  country  must  be  at  peace  with  the 
United  States ;  and  he  must,  before  one  of  tlie  courts  above 
mentioned,  take  an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  likewise,  on  oath,  renounce  and  abjure  his  native 
allegiance.  He  must,  at  the  time  of  his  admission,  satisfy  the 
court,  by  other  proof  than  his  own  oath,  that  is,  by  the  oath  or 
affirmation  of  at  least  two  citizens  of  the  United  States,  that  he 
has  resided  five  yeare,  at  least,  within  the  United  States,  and  one 
year,  at  least,  within  the  state  where  the  court  is  held  ;  and  if  he 
shall  have  arrived  after  the  peace  of  1816,  his  jesidence  must 
have  been  continued  for  five  years  next  preceding  his  admission, 
without  being  at  any  time,  during  the  five  years,  out  of  the  ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States,  (c?)     He  must  satisfy  the  court  that 

(a)  Act  of  Congress,  Maj  24, 182S,  C.  116. 
(6)  Act  of  Congress,  Maj  26, 1824^  c.  186. 
(e)  This  rigorous  provision  is  in  the  act  of  March  3, 1813,  sec.  12,  for  the  regula- 

[79] 


•  66  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  PEBS0N8.  [PAET  IV. 

during  that  time  he  has  behaved  as  a  man  of  good  moral  charac- 
ter, attached  to  the  principles  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  well  disposed  to  the  good  order  and  happiness  of  the 
same.  He  must,  at  the  same  time,  renounce  any  title  or  order  of 
nobility,  if  any  he  hath.  The  law  provides  (d)  that  children  of 
persons  duly  naturalized,  being  minors  at  that  time,  shall,  if  dwell- 
ing in  the  United  States,  be  deemed  citizens.  It  is  further  pro- 
vided, (6)  that  if  any  alien  shall  die  after  his  declaration,  and 
before  actual  admission  as  a  citizen,  his  widow  and  children  shall 
be  deemed  citizens. 

A  person  thus  duly  naturalized  becomes  entitled  to  all 
*66  the  *  privileges  and  immunities  of  natural-born  subjects, 
except  that  a  residence  of  seven  years  is  requisite  to  enable 
him  to  hold  a  seat  in  Congress,  and  no  person  except  a  natural- 
born  citizen  is  eligible  to  the  oflSce  of  Governor  in  some  of  the 
states,  or  President  of  the  United  States. 

The  laws  of  Congress  on  the  subject  of  naturalization  have 
been  subject  to  great  variations.  In  1790,  only  two  years*  previous 
residence  was  required.  In  1795,  the  period  was  enlarged  to  five 
years ;  in  1798,  to  fourteen  years ;  and  in  1802,  it  was  reduced 
back  to  five  years,  where  it  still  remains.  This  period  of  proba- 
tion has  probably  been  deemed  as  liberal  as  was  consistent  with  a 
due  regard  to  our  peace  and  safety.  A  moderate  previous  resi- 
dence becomes  material  to  enable  aliens  to  acquire  the  knowledge 
and  habits  proper  to  make  good  citizens,  who  can  combine  the 
spirit  of  freedom  with  a  love  of  the  laws.     Strangers,  on  their 

tioD  of  seamen ;  and  Judge  Conkling.  in  his  treatise,  2 J  ed.  499,  makes  some  useful 
suggestions  as  to  the  practical  construction  of  this  enactment.  In  the  matter  of  an  alien 
before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York, 
in  1S45,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  1818  was  still  a  part  of  the  naturalization  laws  of 
the  United  States,  applicable  as  weU  to  others  as  to  seafaring  men  who  have  emi- 
grated since  1818 ;  and  that  the  applicant  in  that  case  being  engaged  in  sea  voyages 
as  a  sailor  in  American  vessels,  and  having  no  home  or  residence  in  the  United  States, 
other  than  by  such  employment,  and  having  no  fixed  residence  prior  to  the  act  of 
1813,  was  not  entitled  to  naturalization.  4  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer  for  March,  1846. 
In  the  case  Ex  parte  Paul,  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York  construed  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  S,  1818,  with  the  strictest  severity,  and  held  that  where  the  alien 
had  been  out  of  the  United  States,  though  a  few  minutes  only,  and  without  any  inten- 
tion of  changing  his  residence,  he  was  not  entitled  to  be  naturalized.  The  act  says 
he  must  not  at  any  time  during  the  five  years  have  been  out  of  the  territory  of  the 
United  Stetes.    7  Hill  (N.  Y.),  66. 

(fi)  Act  of  Congress,  April  14,  1802,  a  28,  sec.  4, 

(«)  Act  of  Congress,  March  26,  1801,  c.  47. 
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first  arrival,  and  before  they  have  had  time  to  acquire  property, 
and  form  connections  and  attachments,  are  not  presumed  to  be 
acquainted  with  our  political  institutions,  or  to  feel  pride  or  zeal 
in  their  stability  and  success,  (a) 

*  If  an  alien  dies  before  he  has  taken  any  steps  under    *  67 
the  act  of  naturalization,  his  personal  estate  goes  accord- 
ing to  his  will,  or  if  he  died  intestate,  then  according  to  the 
law  of  distribution  of  the  place  of  hia  domicile  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  (a)     The  stationary  place  of  residence  of  the  party 

(a)  During  the  elevation  and  splendor  of  the  Athenian  power,  the  residence  of 
foreigners,  and  especially  of  merchants,  was  encouraged,  but  the  privilege  of  a  citizen 
of  Athens  was  deemed  a  very  distinguished  favor.  It  could  only  be  obtained  by  the 
consent  and  decree  of  two  successive  assemblies  of  the  people,  and  was  granted  to 
none  but  to  men  of  the  highest  rank  and  reputation,  or  who  had  performed  some  signal 
service  to  the  republic.  1  Potter's  Greek  Antiquities,  44,  45,  150.  In  the  time  of 
Demetrius  Phalereus,  there  were  resident  in  Attica  10,000  freemen,  being  foreigners, 
or  of  foreign  extraction,  or  freed  slaves,  who  had  not  the  rights  of  Athenian  citizens. 

1  Mitf.  Hist.  354,  355.  And  yet  it  is  said  that  foreigners  could  not  dispose  of  their 
goods  by  wUl,  but  that  they  were  appropriated,  at  their  death,  for  the  public  use. 

2  Potter,  844.  In  Rome,  foreigners  could  not  make  a  will ;  and  the  effects  of  a  for- 
eigner, at  his  death,  went  to  the  public,  or  to  his  patron,  under  the  jua  appftrationit. 
Cic.  de  Orat.  1, 89 ;  Dig.  49. 15. 52 ;  ib.  lib.  85,  ad  legem  Falcidiam,  [tit.  2.]  Prse. ;  Diet, 
do  Dig.  tit.  !]£tranger8.  Bat  in  the  time  of  the  imperial  code,  foreigners  could  dispose 
by  will,  and  also  inherit.  Code,  6.  59.  10.  The  Romans  were  noted  for  their  peculiar 
jealousy  of  the  jiu  civitatis,  or  rights  of  a  citizen.  It  was,  at  first,  limited  to  the 
Pcmaria  of  Rome,  and  then  gradually  extended  to  the  bounds  of  Latium.  In  the  time 
of  Augustus,  as  we  were  informed  by  Suetonius,  De  Aug.  sec.  40,  the  same  anxiety 
was  discovered  to  keep  the  Roman  people  pure  and  untainted  of  foreign  blood ;  and 
he  gave  the  freedom  of  the  city  with  a  sparing  hand.  But  when  Caracalla,  for  the 
purpose  of  a  more  extended  taxation,  levelled  all  distinctions,  and  communicated  the 
freedom  of  the  city  to  the  whole  Roman  world,  the  national  spirit  was  lost  among 
the  people,  and  the  pride  of  country  was  no  longer  felt,  nor  its  honor  observed. 
1  Gib.  Hist  268. 

(a)  1  Binney,  336;  3  Johns.  Ch.  210  ;  1  Mason,  408.  By  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Venezuela,  in  May,  1836,  art.  12,  and  the  Peru- 
Bolivian  confederation  in  May,  1838,  art.  8,  and  the  Republic  of  Ecuador,  in  June,* 
1839,  art.  12,  not  only  personal  property  of  the  resident  alien  goes  according  to  his 
will,  or  to  his  lawful  representatives  if  he  dies  intestate,  but  his  alien  heirs,  if  they 
cannot  lawfully  succeed  to  his  real  estate,  shall  have  three  years  to  dispose  of  it.  The 
treaty  witli  Spain  of  1795.  art  11,  and  with  Russia  of  1832,  art.  10,  and  with  Hanover 
of  20th  of  May,  1840,  art.  7.  and  with  Portugal  of  23d  April,  1841,  art.  12,  allowed  a 
reasonable  time  to  the  alien  heir  or  devisee  in  such  cases  to  dispose  of  the  estate,  and 
abolishes  the  Droit  eTAubaine.  See  also  treaties  to  the  same  effect  with  the  kingdom 
of  Saxony,  August  12,  1840,  and  the  grand  duchy  of  Hesse,  March  26,  1844,  and 
with  the  king  of  Bavaria,  the  2l8t  of  January,  1845,  and  with  the  king  of  the  Two 
Sicilies,  the  1st  of  December,  1845.*  This  last  treaty  is  distinguished  for  its  liberal 
spirit,  and  commercial  and  mntual  rights  and  privileges  are  secured  to  the  subjects 
of  the  contracting  parties. 
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at  his  death  determines  the  rule  of  distribution,  (i)  and  this  is 
a  rule  of  public  right,  as  well  as  of  natural  justice.  Mobilia 
personam  sequuntur  immobilia  situm.  (c)  The  unjust  and  in- 
hospitable rule  of  the  most  polished  states  of  antiquity  pre- 
vailed in  many  parts  of  Europe,  down  to  the  middle  of  the  last 
century ;  and  Vattel  expressed  his  astonishment  that  there 
should  have  remained  any  vestiges  of  so  barbarous  a  usage  in 
an  age  so  enlightened.  The  law  which  claimed^  for  the  benefit 
of  the  state,  the  effects  of  deceased  foreigners  who  left  na 
native  heirs,  existed  in  France  as  late  as  the  commencement  of 
their  revolution,  (rf)  This  rule  of  the  French  law  was  founded 
not  only  on  the  Roman  law,  but  it  was  attempted  to  be  justi- 
fied by  the  narrow  and  absurd  policy  of  preventing  the  wealth 
of  the  kingdom  from  passing  into  the  hands  of  the  subjects 
of  other  countries.  («)  It  was  abolished  by  the  constitution  of 
the  first  constituent  assembly,  in  1791,  and  foreigners  were 
admitted  upon  the  most  liberal  terms,  and  declared  capa- 

*  68    ble  *  of  acquiring  and  disposing  of  property  equally  with 

natural-born  citizens.  The  treaty  of  commerce  between 
the  United  States  and  France,  in  1778,  provided  against  the  evil 
effects  of  this  law,  by  declaring  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  United 
States  were  to  be  exempted  from  the  droit  cTaubaine^  and  might 
dispose,  by  will,  of  their  property,  real  and  personal  (^biens  meu'- 
ble8  et  immeubles)^  and  if  they  died  intestate,  it  was  to  descend  to 
their  heirs,  whether  residing  in  France  or  elsewhere ;  and  the  like 
privilege  was  conferred  upon  Frenchmen  dying  in  this  country. 
The  treaties  of  France  with  other  powers  usually  contained  the 
same  relaxation  of  her  ancient  rule ;  and  though  the  treaty  of 
1778  was  abolished  in  1798,  yet,  in  the  renewed  treaty  of  1801, 

[h)  Fipon  V,  Pipon,  Amb.  26 ;  Burn  v.  Cole,  Amb.  41& 

(c)  Hub.  FrsBlec.  L  278 ;  ii.  542 ;  De  Confiictu  Legam,  sec.  15 ;  Vattel,  b.  ii.  c.  8, 
sec  110,  111.  See  also  infra,  429.  For  greater  security,  this  right  of  succession,  in 
case  of  intestacy,  and  of  disposal  by  will,  gift,  or  otherwise,  of  personal  property 
liolonging  to  aliens,  is  usually  inserted  as  &  formula  in  treaties  of  navigation  and  com* 
merce ;  as,  see  art.  11  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of  1795 ; 
art  6  of  the  treaty  with  Sweden,  made  in  1783 ;  art  11  of  the  treaty  with  Austria, 
made  in  1^9 ;  art  8  of  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  made  in  1831 ;  art.  10  of  the  treaty 
of  nayigation  and  commerce  between  the  United  States  and  Russia,  made  in  Decem- 
ber, 1882 ;  art.  9  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Chili, 
made  in  May,  1882;  and  art  7  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  HanoTer 
in  1840,  and  art  3  of  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Saxony  in  1810. 

((/)  1  Domat,  26,  sec.  11.  {e)  1  Domat,  555^  sec.  13. 

[&2] 


LECT.  XXV.]  OP  MB  RTOHTS  0?  PlfiOSONSr  •  69 

the  same  provimon  was  inserted,  aftd  under  it  American  citizens 
in  France,  and  French  subjects  in  the  United  States,  could  ac- 
quire, hold,  and  transmit  real  as  well  as  personal  property, 
equally  as  if  they  were  natives,  and  without  the  necessity  of  any 
act  of  naturalization  or  special  permission.  This  last  treaty 
expired  in  1809,  and  the  rights  of  Frenchmen  arising  thereafter, 
were  left,  like  those  of  other  aliens,  to  be  governed  by  the 
general  law  of  the  land. 

The  Napoleon  code  did  not  pursue  the  liberal  policy  of  the 
French  constituent  assembly  of  1791,  and  it  seems  to  have  revived 
the  harsh  doctrine  of  the  droit  d'aubaine^  under  the  single  excep* 
tian  that  aliens  should  be  entitled  to  enjoy  in  France  the  same 
civil  rights  secured  to  Frenchmen,  hy  treaty^  in  the  country  to 
which  the  alien  belongs,  (a)  It  is  not  sufficient  to  create  the 
exemption  in  favor  of  the  alien,  that  civil  rights  are  granted  to 
Frenchmen  by  the  local  laws  of  the  foreign  country,  unless  that 
concession  be  founded  upon  treaty.  (J)  The  law  in  France, 
until  within  a  recent  period,  was,  *  that  a  stranger  could  *  69 
not,  except  by  special  favor,  dispose  of  his  property  by  will ; 
and  when  he  died  the  sovereign  succeeded,  by  right  of  inheri- 
tance, to  his  estate,  (a)  But  the  droit  d^auhaine^  under  the  articles 
of  Nos.  726  and  912  of  the  Code  Civil,  was  abolished  in  France, 
by  a  law  of  the  14th  of  July,  1819,  and  aliens  can  now  acquire, 
enjoy,  and  transmit  by  will,  and  by  descent,  real  and  personal 
property,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  inhabitants  of  the 
kingdom.  In  case  of  succession  among  coheirs,  partly  French 
and  partly  aliens,  the  French  take  of  the  property  in  France  a 
portion  equal  to  the  value  of  the  property  situated  in  a  foreign 
country,  and  from  which  they  would  be  excluded  under  the 
foreign  law  or  custom. 

British  subjects,  under  the  treaty  of  1794,  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain,  were  confirmed  in  the  titles  which  they 
then  held  to  lands  in  this  country,  so  far  as  the  question  of  alien- 
ism existed ;  and  they  were  declared  competent  to  sell,  devise, 
and  transmit  the  same,  in  like  manner  as  if  they  were  natives ; 

(a)  Code  Nspoleofl,  Nos.  11,  726,  912. 

f*)  M.  ToulUer,  in  hia  Droit  CivU  Frtm^aw,  i.  265,  cites  for  this  rule  a  decree  of 
the  Covrt  of  CsMatioii  in  1S06 ;  and  he  toys  that  this  article  in  the  Napoleon  code 
was  taken  from  one  in  the  neir  Prussian  (iode. 

(a)  R^rtoire  de  Jurispr.  par  Merlin,  tit.  Aubaine,  and  tit.  l^tranger,  c.  1,  n.  6. 
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and  that  neither  they,  nor  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  as  to 
those  lands,  be  regarded  as  aliens.  The  treaty  applied  to  the 
title,  whatever  it  might  be,  but  it  referred  only  to  titles  existing  at 
the  time  of  the  treaty,  and  not  to  titles  subsequently  acquired.  (6) 
It  was,  therefore,  a  provision  of  a  temporary  character,  and  by 
the  lapse  of  time  is  rapidly  becoming  unimportant  and  obsolete. 

(4.)  Special  Privileges  to  Aliens.  —  The  legislature  of  New 
York,  and  probably  of  many  other  states,  are  in  the  practice  of 
granting  to  particular  aliens,  by  name,  the  privilege  of  holding 
real  property ;  and,  by  a  permanent  provision  in  New  York,  aliens 
are  enabled  to  take  and  hold  lands  in  fee,  and  to  sell,  mortgage, 

and  devise,  but  not  demise  or  lease  the  same,  equally  as  if 
*70    they  were  native  *  citizens;  provided  the  party  previously 

take  an  oath  that  he  is  a  resident  in  the  state,  and  intends 
always  to  reside  in  the  United  States,  and  to  become  a  citizen 
thereof  as  soon  as  he  can  be  naturalized,  and  that  he  has  taken 
the  incipient  measures  required  by  law  for  that  purpose.  The 
power  to  sell,  assign,  mortgage,  and  devise  real  estate  is  to  con- 
tinue for  six  years  from  the  time  of  taking  the  oath ;  but  the 
alien  is  not  capable  of  taking  or  holding  any  lands  descended, 
devised,  or  conveyed  to  him  previously  to  his  becoming  such  resi- 
dent and  taking  the  oath  above  mentioned  ;  and  if  he  dies  within 
the  six  years,  his  heirs,  being  inhabitants  of  the  United  States, 
take  by  descent,  equally  as  if  he  had  been  a  citizen,  (a)  ^     There 

(6)  1  Wheaton,  300 ;  4  id.  463 ;  7  id.  636 ;  9  id.  496 ;  12  Mass.  143. 
(a)  N.  Y.  Reyised  Statutes,  i.  720,  sec.  16-20.    This  privilege  in  New  York  was 
further  enlarged  in  1843,  as  see  below,  note  6. 

^  Rights  of  AUena.  —  A  summary  of  the  regarded  as  an  exemption  from  an  oner- 

riglits  of  aliens  in  the  different  countries  ous  duty.    By  the  Naturalization  Act  of 

of  Europe  and  in  the  United  States  may  1870,  St.  33  Vict.  c.  14,  §  2,  however,  real 

be  found  in  Sir  A.  Cockbum's  book  on  and  personal  property  of  every  descrip- 

Nationality,  c.  6.  The  incapacity  of  aliens  tion  may  be  held,  &c.,  by,  and  a  title  to 

in  England  at  the  time  the  book  was  writ-  such  property  may  be  derived  through, 

ten,  consisted,  it  appears,  in  three  things,  an  alien,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  re- 

1.  They  were  incapable  of  any  political  spects  as  by  or  through  a  natund-bom 
rights,  including  that  of  holding  any  office  British  subject  By  the  same  act  the 
of  trust.  This  seems  to  be  the  law  still,  alien's  right  to  a  jury  de  medietate  linguae 
St  83  Vict.  c.  14,  §  2 ;  ante,  49,  n.  1,  (c).  is  done  away  with,  and  he  is  made  triable 

2.  They  could  not  hold  landed  estate,  ex-  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  a  natu- 
cept  for  a  term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  ral-bom  subject.  Before  this  act  was 
years.  3.  They  could  not  own  British  passed,  aliens  were  subject  io  the  bank- 
ships.    The  incapacity  to  sit  on  juries  is  rnpt  laws,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
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are  statute  provisions  of  the  same  import  in  favor  of  aliens  in 
Maryland,  South  Carolina,  Delaware,  and  Missouri;  and  in  Louis- 
iana, Pennsylvania,  Kentucky,  Virginia,  Michigan,  New  Jersey, 
Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Ohio,  the  disability  of  aliens  to  take,  hold, 
and  transmit  real  property  seems  to  be  essentially  removed.  (6) 

(6)  Griffith's  Law  Register,  passim;  1  Const  R.  (MiU,  8.  C.)  412;  Christy's  Dig. 
tit  Alien;  A.  Q.  Review,  No.  25,  p.  115;  Cliase's  Statutes  of  Ohio,  i.  404;  Phillips 
V.  Rogers,  5  Martin  (La.)»  700;  Act  of  South  Carolina  of  1790,  prescribing  the  terms 
of  denization ;  Purdon's  Penn.  Dig.  56,  57 ;  Ehner's  Dig.  6 ;  R.  S.  of  New  Jersey,  of 
1847,  tit.  1,  c.  1;  Territorial  Act  of  Michigan,  of  March  31, 1827 ;  Revised  Laws  of 
lUinois,  ed.  1833,  p.  626;  Statute  of  Indiana,  of  January  14, 1818.  By  the  charter 
of  William  Penn,  as  proprietary  of  Pennsylvania,  to  the  inhabitants,  in  1683,  it  was 
declared,  that  in  the  case  of  aliens  purchasing  lands  in  the  province,  and  dying  therein 
without  being  naturalized,  their  estates  should  descend  as  if  they  were  naturalized. 
Proud's  Pennsylvania,  ii.  App.  27.  In  Pennsylvania,  by  the  act  of  March  22,  1814, 
aliens  who.  on  the  18th  of  June,  1812,  resided  in  the  state,  and  continued  to  reside 
therein,  upon  filing  a  declaration  of  an  intention  of  becoming  citizens,  might  take, 
hold,  and  convey  land^  not  exceeding  200  acres,  nor  in  value  f  20,000,  as  fully  as  citi- 
zens might  do ;  and  by  the  act  of  24th  March,'  1818,  c.  4610,  aliens,  not  subjects  of 
any  state  at  war  with  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  might  purchase 
and  hold  lands  not  exceeding  5,000  acres,  equally  as  native  citizens.  Tliis  last  act 
contained  no  condition  with  regard  to  residency.  And  by  the  act  of  March  21,  1837, 
purchases  from  aliens,  and  the  titles  of  the  heirs  and  devisees  of  aliens,  were  con- 
firmed, subject  to  the  vested  rights  of  others.  Under  the  construction  given  to  the  above 
let  of  1818  (Reese  v.  Waters,  4  Watts  &  S.  146),  an  alien  husband  acquh-es  no  title  in 
his  wife's  estate  of  inheritance,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate.  In  New  York  (Laws 
of  N.  Y.  sess.  56,  c.  300,  and  sess.  67,  c.  87),  the  prerogative  right  of  escheat,  in  the 
case  of  aliens  dying  seised  of  Unds,  is  much  restricted,  and  the  alien  heirs,  and  the 
persons  obliged  to  deduce  title  through  an  alien,  are  entitled,  upon  certain  moderate 
conditions,  to  a  release  of  the  interest  of  the  state  acquired  by  the  escheat.  In  New 
York,  it  is  considered  to  be  a  settled  rule  of  construction  of  statutes  permitting  aliens 
to  purchase  and  hold  lands  within  the  state,  to  them  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  the 
alien  heirs,  devisees,  and  purchasers  of  and  from  the  alien  so  allowed  to  purcliase,  can 
Uke  and  hold  in  that  capacity,  without  prejudice  to  their  title  from  alienism.  See 
the  act  of  April  2, 1798,  c.  72,  and  the  proviso  thereto :  and  the  acts  of  March  26, 
1802,  c  49;  and  of  April  8,  1808,  c.  175,  and  the  decision  in  Jackson  v.  Adams, 
7  Wend.  867,  thereon.  See  also  the  cases  of  Goodell  v.  Jackson,  20  Johns.  698 ;  of 
Jackson  v,  Etz,  5  Cowen,  314,  and  of  The  Commonwealth  v.  Heirs  of  Andr^,  3  Pick. 
224,  to  the  same  point.  Whether  the  heirs  and  purchasers  of  and  from  the  heirs  and 
puruhasers  of  the  first  alien  taker  can  so  take  may  be  a  question,  as  the  privilege  is 

them.    National!^,  p.  161 ;  6  Geo.  IV.  c  163).   The  general  tendency  of  European 

16,  S  136.    And  so  he  is,  it  would  seem,  legislation  is  in  the  same  direction.    Many 

in  this  country.    Bankrupt  Act  of  March  of  the  states  of  the  Union  have  done 

2,1867,  §1L    By  the  Italian  Code,  art.  3,  away  with  all  disabilities  of  aliens  to 

the  foreigner  is  admitted  to  all  the  civil  hold  landed  property  (1  Wash.  R.  P.  49) ; 

rights  of  the  citizen.    The  French  law  is  and  all  are  believed  to  have  much  quali- 

thought  to  be  very  nearly  as  liberal  (M.  fled  the  common  Uw. 
Hue,  cited  by  Sir  A.  Cockbum,  pp.  162, 
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Jn  North  Carolina  and  Vermont,  there  is  eveA  a  proyisiou  inserted 
in  their  constitutions,  that  every  person  of  good  character,  who 
comes  into  the  state  and  settles.,  and  takes  an  oath  of  allegiance 
to  the  same,  may  thereupon  purchase,  and  by  other  just  means 
acquire,  hold,  and  transfer  land,  and,  after  one  year's  residence, 
become  entitled  to  most  of  the  privileges  of  a  natural-born  sub- 
ject. In  Connecticut,  the  Superior  Court  is  invested  with  power 
at  large,  upon  petition,  to  grant  to  resident  aliens  the  right  to 
take,  hold,  convey,  and  transmit  real  estate,  in  like  manner  as 
native  citizens,  (e?)  These  civil  privileges,  conferred  upon  aliens 
by  state  authority,  are  dictated  by  a  just  and  liberal  policy ;  but 
they  must  be  taken  to  be  strictly  local ;  and  until  a  foreigner 

♦  71    is  duly  naturalized,  according  to  the  act  of  Congress,  *  he 

is  not  entitled  in  any  other  state  to  any  other  privileges 
than  those  which  the  laws  of  that  state  allow  to  aliens.  No  other 
state  is  bound  to  admit,  nor  would  the  United  States  admit,  any 
alien  to  any  privileges  to  which  he  is  not  entitled  by  treaty,  or 
the  laws  of  nations,  or  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the 
state  in  which  he  dwells.    The  article  in  the  Constitution  of  the 

to  the  fint  grantcft,  his  knn  and  aagigns,  and  does  not  necessarily  extend  to  the  heirs 
of  the  heir,  or  to  the  purchaser  from  the  purcliaser.  The  decision  in  the  case  of 
Aldrich  o,  Manton,  13  Wend.  468,  seems  to  limit  the  privilege  to  the  immediate  heirs 
and  purchaser  from  the  first  privileged  alien.  The  legislature  of  New  York,  by  vari- 
ous provisions,  have  very  greatly  enlarged  the  capacity  of  aliens  to  take  and  hold 
real  estate.  (1.)  Any  alien  who  takes  and  files  in  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  a 
deposition  of  bdng  a  resident,  and  of  the  intention  of  his  permanent  residence,  and 
to  become  a  citizen  as  soon  as  tlie  naturalization  laws  permit,  may  take  and  hold  real 
estate  in  fee,  and  for  six  years  thereafter  may  sell,  devise,  and  dispose  of  the  same, 
except  that  he  shall  not  lease  or  demise  the  same  until  naturalized.  (2.)  Such  alien 
shall  not,  however,  take  or  hold  real  estate  descended,  devised,  or  conveyed  to  him 
previously  to  such  residence  and  deposition,  but  if  he  dies  within  the  six  years,  his 
heirs  being  inhabitants,  may  take  by  descent  as  if  he  had  been  a  citizen.  (3.)  If  any 
alien  sells  lands  so  entitled  by  him  to  be  held  and  sold,  he  may  take  in  fee  mort- 
gages as  a  security  for  the  purchase-money,  and  repurchase  on  the  mortgage  sales. 
(4.)  All  such  aliens,  so  holding  real  estates,  are  subject  to  assessments,  taxes,  and 
burdons  as  if  they  were  citizens.  (6.)  All  titles  to  lands  by  conveyance,  descent,  or 
devise,  before  the  alien  was  qualified  to  take  and  hold,  are  confirmed  on  his  naturali- 
zation, or  if  not  naturalized,  if  he  shall  within  one  year  from  acquiring  the  title,  file 
his  deposition,  he  may  in  Uiat  case  hold  and  convey,  for  the  term  of  five  years,  real 
estate.  N.  Y.  B«yised  Statutes,  ii.  3d  ed.  3-6.  The  Revised  Statutes,  from  8  to  6, 
were  doubtless  intended  to  give  a  clear  and  condensed  view  of  all  the  various  statute 
provisions  in  faror  of  the  rights  and  capacities  of  aliens  in  respect  to  real  property, 
but  such  a  view  has  not  been  answered,  and  the  successive  enactments  are  so  tacked 
together  as  to  lead  to  repetition  and  perplexity, 
(c)  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1888,  p.  287. 
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United  States,  (a)  declaring  that  citizens  of  each  state  were 
entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immonities  of  citizens  in  the 
several  states,  applies  only  to  natural-born  or  duly  naturalized 
citizens ;  and  if  they  remove  from  one  state  to  another,  they  ans 
entitled  to  the  privileges  that  persons  of  the  same  description  are 
entitled  to  in  the  state  to  which  the  removal  is  made,  and  to  none 
other.  The  privileges  thus  conferred  are  local  and  necessarily 
territorial  in  their  nature.  The  laws  and  usages  of  one  state 
cannot  be  permitted  to  prescribe  qualifications  for  citizens,  to  be 
claimed  and  exercised  in  other  states,  in  contravention  to  their 
local  policy.  (J)  It  was  declared  in  Corfield  v.  Coryell^  (e)  that 
the  privileges  and  immunities  conceded  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  ♦  States  to  citizens  in  the  several  states  were  *  72 
to  be  confined  to  those  which  were,  in  their  nature,  funda- 
mental, and  belonged  of  right  to  the  citizens  of  all  free  govern- 
ments. Such  are  the  rights  of  protection  of  life  and  liberty,  and 
to  acquire  and  enjoy  property,  and  to  pay  no  higher  impositions 
than  other  citizens,  and  to  pass  through  or  reside  in  the  state 
at  pleasure,  and  to  enjoy  the  elective  franchise  according  to  the 
r^ulations  of  the  law  of  the  state,  y^    But  this  immunity  does  not 

(a)  Art  4,  sec.  2. 

(6)  It  is  a  corioiis  fact  Id  ancient  Grecian  hittorj,  that  the  Greek  states  indulged 
sndi  a  narrow  and  excessiTe  JeaLoasj  of  each  other,  that  intermarriage  was  forbidden, 
and  none  were  aUowed  to  possess  lands  within  the  territory  of  another  state.  When 
tiie  Olynthian  republic  introdoced  a  more  liberal  and  beneficial  policy  in  this  respect 
it  was  considered  as  a  portentous  innovation.  Mitford's  History,  r.  9.  The  Athenians 
occasionally  granted  the  right  of  intermarriage,  and  even  the  freedom  of  the  city,  to 
the  inhabitants  of  foreign  sUtes.  Schomann's  Dissertations  on  the  Assemblies  of  the 
Athenians,  ed.  Cambridge,  ISSS^  p.  319.  So  the  Byzantines,  to  erince  their  deep 
gratitude  to  the  Athenians  for  their  assistance  in  the  war  against  Philip  of  Macedon^ 
broke  in  npon  their  ordinary  policy,  and  granted,  by  law,  to  the  Athenians,  the  right 
of  intermarriage  with  their  citizens,  and  the  power  of  purchasing  and  holding  lands 
in  the  Byzantine  and  Perinthian  territories.  Demost.  Orat  de  Corona,  where  the 
original  decree  is  set  forth  at  large.  So,  also,  the  inhabitants  and  colonists  of  the 
Latin  cities  tn  Latinm,  in  the  6th  century  of  Rome,  were  so  much  regarded  a^  for- 
eigners, that  they  could  not  buy  or  inherit  land  from  Roman  citizens,  nor  had  they 
generally  the  right  of  intermarriage  with  Romans.    Arnold's  Hist  iiL  14. 

(c)  4  Wash.  371. 

yi  Bnt  women  are  citizens,  though  Mass.   876;    Opinion    of   the  Justices 

they  haTe  not  the  right  to  Tote,  or  other-  (Mass.),  Nov.  19, 18S8. 

wise  to  take  part  in  the  execution  of  By  act  of  May  6,  1882,  the  right  of 

goremmental  powers.    Minor  v.  Happer-  Chinese  laborers  to  come  into  the  United 

sett,  21  WaU.  102;  Robmson's  Case,  131  States  is  suspended  for  ten  years,  and 
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apply  to  every  right,  for  some  may  belong  exclusively  to  resident 
citizens  under  the  laws  of  the  state ;  and  it  was  held  that  a  statute 
of  New  Jersey  confining  the  right  of  taking  oysters  within  the 
waters  of  the  state  to  the  actual  inhabitants  and  residents  of  the 
state,  was  not  an  act  infringing  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  power  to  regulate  the  fisheries  in  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  states,  remained  in  the  states  respectively,  though 
the  United  States  have  a  concurrent  power,  so  far  as  concerns  the 
free  navigation  of  the  waters. 

The  act  of  Congress  confines  the  description  of  aliens  capable 
of  naturalization  to  ^'  free  white  persons."  I  presume  this  ex- 
cludes the  inhabitants  of  Africa  and  their  descendants ;  and  it 
may  become  a  question,  to  what  extent  pei*sons  of  mixed  blood 
are  excluded,  and  what  shades  and  degrees  of  mixture  of  color 
disqualify  an  alien  from  application  for  the  benefits  of  the  act  of 
naturalization,  (a)     Perhaps  there  might  be  difficulties  also  as  to 

(a)  By  a  statute  of  Virginia,  in  1786,  every  person  who  hath  one  fourth  part  or 
more  of  negro  blood  is  deemed  a  mulatto,  and  that  act  is  still  in  force.  4  Rand.  631. 
The  same  rule  is  declared  in  Indiana.  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1S38.  It  ia 
adjudged,  in  South  Carolina,  that  muiattoea  are  not  white  citizens  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law,  and  persons  tinged  with  negro  blood  are  said  to  be  mulattoes.  State  v. 
Hayes,  1  Bailey,  275.  The  term  is  not  precisely  defined,  nor  the  line  of  distinction 
between  whites  and  men  of  color  accurately  ascertained.  It  means  a  person  of 
mixed  white  or  European  and  negro  descent,  without  defining  exactly  the  propor- 
tions of  blood.  A  remote  taint  will  not  degrade  a  person  to  the  class  of  persons  of 
color ;  but  a  mere  predominance  of  white  blood  is  not  sufficient  to  rescue  a  person 
from  that  class.  It  is  held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury,  upon  the  evidence  of 
features  and  complexion,  and  reputation  as  to  parentage,  and  that  a  distinct  and 
visible  admixture  of  negro  blood  makes  one  a  mulatto.  If  the  admixture  of  African 
blood  does  not  exceed  the  proportion  of  one  eighth,  the  person  is  deemed  white. 
This  is  the  rule  in  Louisiana,  and  in  the  code  ncir  of  France  for  her  colonies,  and  it  is 
deemed  in  Carolina  a  proper  rule.  State  v.  Davis,  2  Bailey,  558.  With  respect  to 
India,  it  was  the  policy  of  the  British  Parliament,  in  1833,  to  effect  a  complete  identi* 

the  state  and  United  States  courts  are         As  to  the  effect  of  the  amendments  to 

forbidden  to  admit  Chinese  to  citizenship,  the  Constitution  in  preventing  discrimi- 

As  to  who  are  included  within  the  terma  nation  against  negroes  and  other  persons, 

"  Chinese  laborers,"  see  United  States  v,  see  ante,  i.  891,  n.yi. 
Douglas,  17  Fed.  Rep.  634 ;   and  In  re         As  to  tlie  position  held  by  Indians  in 

Ah  Lung,  18  Fed.  Rep.  28,  —  cases  which  our  law,  and  how  far  the  relation  may  be 

are  directly  opposed  to  each  other.    It  varied  by  severance  from  the  tribe,  see 

had  been  held,  prior  to  the  statute,  that  The  Legal  Position  of  the  Indian,  15 

Chinese  could  not  become  citizens.    In  re  Am.  L.  R.  21 ;    Ex  parte  Reynolds,  5 

Ah  Yup,  5  Saw.  C.  C.  155.    So  of  a  per-  Dill.  394. 
son  of  half  white  and  half  Indian  blood. 
In  re  Camille,  6  Saw.  541. 
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the  copper-colored  natives  of  America,  or  the  yellow  or  tawny 
races  of  the  Asiatics,  and  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  any  of 
them  are  "  white  persons  "  within  the  purview  of  the  law.  It  is 
the  declared  law  of  New  York,  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee,  (6) 
and  probably  so  undei^stood  in  other  states,  that  Indians  are  not 
citizens,  but  distinct  tribes,  living  under  the  protection  of 
the  government,  and  *  consequently  they  never  can  be  made  *  73 
citizens  under  the  act  of  Congress,  (a) 

Before  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  power  of  naturalization  resided  in  the  several  states ; 
and  the  constitution  of  New  York,  as  it  was  originally  passed,  (6) 
required  all  persons  born  out  of  the  United  States,  and  natural- 
ized by  the  legislature,  to  take  an  oath  abjuring  all  foreign  alle- 
giance and  subjection,  in  all  matters,  ecclesiastiocd  as  well  as  civil. 
This  was  intended,  and  so  it  operated,  to  exclude  from  the  bene- 
fits of  naturalization  Koman  Catholics,  who  acknowledged  the 
spiritual  supremacy  of  the  Pope,  and  it  was  the  result  of  former 
fears  and  prejudices  (still  alive  and  active  at  the  commencement 

fication  of  the  Europeans  and  natives  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  without  regard  to  color, 
birth,  or  religion.  Ann.  Keg.  for  1833 ;  Hist.  184.  In  Ohio,  it  has  been  held  that  all 
persona  nearer  white  tbni  black  are  white  persons,  within  the  constitution  of  the  state. 
Jeffries  V.  Ankeny,  11  Ohio,  872,  375.  So,  by  the  case  of  Lane  v.  Baker,  12  Ohio, 
237,  youths  of  negro,  Indian,  and  white  blood,  but  of  more  than  one  half  white  blood,  are 
entitled,  under  the  school  law  in  favor  of  white  children,  to  the  benefit  of  the  common 
•chool  fund. 

(6)  GoodcU  V.  Jackson,  20  Johns.  693 ;  State  v.  Managers  of  Elections  for  York, 

1  Bailey  (S.  C),  216;  The  State  v,  Ross,  7  Yerg.  74. 

(a)  By  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  New  York  of  the  10th  of  April,  1848,  c.  87, 

2  B.  S.  3d  ed.  4,  any  native  Indian  may  purchase,  take,  hold,  and  donvey  lands,  in 
the  same  manner  as  a  citizen ;  and  whenever  he  becomes  a  freeholder  to  the  value 
of  f  100,  he  becomes  subject  to  taxation,  and  liable  on  contracts,  and  subject  to  the 
civil  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  law  and  equity  as  a  citizen.  This  act  gives  to 
the  Indians  new  and  important  privileges.  Part  of  the  Seneca  tribe  of  Indians  now 
(1843)  own  and  occupy  reservation  lands  in  the  S.  W.  part  of  the  state  of  New  York. 
So  the  Oneida  Indians,  owning  lands  in  the  counties  of  Oneida  and  Madison,  were 
enabled,  by  the  act  of  April  18, 1843,  c.  186,  to  hold  lands  in  severalty,  and  to  sell 
and  c»nvey  the  same,  under  the  care  of  a  superintendent  on  the  part  of  the  state. 
It  is  admitted  that  an  Indian  is  a  competent  witness  in  a  suit  between  white  men. 
Colemiin  r.  Doe,  4  Sm.  &  M.  40.  So,  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  8,  1843, 
c.  101,  provision  is  made  for  a  just  division  of  the  lands  belonging  to  the  Stockbridge 
tribe  of  Indians,  in  the  territory  of  Wisconsin,  among  them  individually,  and  patents 
to  be  issued  to  such  individuals,  in  severalty  and  in  fee;  and  such  Indians  are 
thenceforth  to  be  deemed  citizens  of  the  United  States,  with  all  the  privileges  and 
duties  attached  thereto,  and  the  powers  and  usages  of  those  Indians  as  a  tribe 
thenceforth  to  cease. 

(6)  Art.  42. 
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of  our  Revolution)  respecting  the  religion  of  the  Romish  churchy 
which  European  history  had  taught  us  to  believe  was  incompati- 
ble with  perfect  national  independence,  or  the  freedom  and  good 
order  of  civil  society.  So  extremely  strong  and  so  astonishingly 
fierce  and  unrelenting  was  public  prejudice  on  this  subject,  in  the 
early  part  of  our  colonial  history,  that  we  find  it  declared  by  law 
in  the  beginning  of  the  last  century,  (^)  that  every  Jesuit  and 
popish  priest  who  should  continue  in  the  colony  after  a  given 
day  should  be  condemned  to  perpetual  imprisonment ;  and  if  he 
broke  prison  and  escaped,  and  was  retaken,  he  should  be  put  to 
death.  That  law,  said  Mr.  Smith,  the  historian  of  the  colony  as 
late  as  the  year  1756,  (^Z)  was  worthy  of  perpetual  duration  I 

(c)  Colony  Laws,  i.  SS,  liviDgston  &  Smith's  ed. 

{d)  Smith's  History  of  New  York,  111.  In  the  Act  dedaring  the  rights  and  privileges 
o/the  people  of  the  colony  of  New  York,  in  1691,  all  persons  "professing  faith  in  God, 
by  Jesus  Christ,  his  only  Son,"  were  aUowed  the  free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of 
their  religious  profession  and  worship,  with  the  exception  of  "  persons  of  the  Roman 
religion,"  who  were  not  to  exercise  their  manner  of  worship  contrary  to  the  laws  of 
England.  Bradford's  edition  of  the  laws  of  New  York,  1719.  As  late  as  1758,  the 
legislature  of  Virginia  passed  an  act  extremely  seTere  upon  Popish  recusants,  placing 
them  under  the  most  oppressive  disabilities. 
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LECTURE    XXVL 

OF  THE  LAW  GONCEBNINO  MABBIAOE. 

The  primary  and  most  important  of  the  domestic  relations  is 
that  of  husband  and  wife.  It  has  its  foundation  in  nature,  and 
is  the  only  lawful  relation  by  which  Providence  has  permitted 
the  continuance  of  the  human  race.  In  every  age  it  has  had  a 
propitious  influence  on  the  moral  improvement  and  happiness 
of  mankind.  It  is  one  of  the  chief  foundations  of  social  order. 
We  may  justly  place  to  the  credit  of  the  institution  of  marriage 
a  great  share  of  the  blessings  which  flow  from  refinement  of  man- 
ners, the  education  of  children,  the  sense  of  justice,  and  the 
cultivation  of  the  liberal  arts,  (a)  In  the  examination  of  this 
interesting  contract,  I  shall,  in  the  first  pl^ce,  consider  how  a 
marriage  niay  be  lawfully  made ;  and,  secondly,  how  it  may  be 
lawfully  dissolved ;  and,  lastly,  I  shall  take  a  view  of  the  rights 
and  duties  which  belong  to  that  relation. 

1.  Marriage  when  ▼old. — All  persons  who  have  not  the  regular 
use  of  the  understanding,  sufficient  to  deal  with  discretion  in  the 
common  affairs  of  life,  as  idiots  and  lunatics  (Except  in  their 
lucid  intervals),  *  are  incapable  of  agreeing  to  any  contract,  *  76 
and  of  course  to  that  of  marriage.  But  though  marriage 
with  an  idiot  or  lunatic  be  absolutely  void,  and  no  sentence  of 
avoidance  be  absolutely  necessary,  (a)  yet,  as  well  for  the  sake 
of  the  good  order  of  society,  as  for  the  peace  of  mind  of  all  per- 

(a)  The  great  philosophical  poet  of  antiquity,  who  was,  however,  roost  absurd  in 
much  of  his  philosophical  theorj,  but  eminently  beautiful,  tender,  and  sublime  in  his 
pnetiy,  supposes  the  civilization  of  mankind  to  have  been  the  result  of  marriage  and 
family  eBtahUshments. 

Castaqoe  private  veneris  conimbia  IsBta 
Cognita  sunt,  prolemque  ez  se  videre  creatam : 
Tam  gepus  homsjium  pripum  moUescere  poBpit. 

Mcrei.  de  Ber.  Nat.  lib.  5. 

(a)  Brownicg  v.  Reane,  2  Phillim.  09;  ib.  19. 
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sons  concerned,  it  is  expedient  that  the  nullity  of  the  marriage 
should  be  ascertained  and  declared  by  the  decree  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction.  (6)  The  existence  and  extent  of  mental 
disease,  and  how  far  it  may  be  sufficient,  by  the  darkness  and 
disorder  which  it  brings  upon  the  human  faculties,  to  make  void 
the  marriage  contract,  may  sometimes  be  a  perplexing  question, 
extremely  distressing  to  the  injured  party,  and  fatal  to  the  peace 
and  happiness  of  families,  (c)  ^  Whether  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife  lawfully  exists,  never  should  be  left  uncertain.  Suits 
to  annul  a  marriage,  by  reason  of  idiocy  or  lunacy,  have  conse- 
quently been  often  instituted  and  sustained  in  the  spiritual  courts 
in  England,  (d)  The  proper  tribunal  for  the  investigation  of 
this  question,  when  it  is  brought  up  directly,  and  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  testing  the  validity  of  the  contract,  will  depend  upon 

(6)  Hays  v.  Watts,  3  Phil.  44;  Sir  William  Scott,  in  Pertreia  v,  Tondear,  1  Hagg. 
Cons.  138;  Crump  v.  Morgan,  3  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  91. 

(c)  There  is  a  very  interesting  judicial  discussion  in  M'Elroy's  Case,  6  Watts  &  S. 
461,  on  the  subject  of  lunacy,  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  mind  is  deranged  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  disqualify  the  party  from  conducting  himself  with  personal 
safety  to  himself  and  others,  and  from  managing  and  disposing  his  own  affairs,  and 
discharging  his  relative  duties. 

(d)  Ash's  Case,  Free,  in  Ch.  208;  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  278,  pi.  6;  Ex  parte  Turing 
1  Ves.  &  B.  140 ;  Turner  t;.  Meyers,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  414 ;  Countess  of  Portsmouth  ». 
Earl  of  Portsmouth,  1  Hagg.  Ecc.  365;  Shelf ord  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  183-201. 

1  Insanity,  ^c.  —  As  to  insanity  when  The  ground  for  interference  of  the 

a  marriage  is  questioned  collaterally  on  court  in  cases  of  importance  is  the  prao- 

that  ground,  see  Wiser  v.  Lockwood,  42  tical,  rather  than  the  physical,  impossi- 

Vt.   720,    723 ;    Goshen  v.  Richmond,  4  bility  of  consummation.    G 1-.  G , 

Allen,  458,  460;  Legeyt  v.  O'Brien,  Mil-  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  287;  [H.  r.  P.,  3  L.  R, 
ward,  Ir.  325 ;  [Stuckey  r.  Mathes,  24  P.  &  D.  126.  Wilful  refusal  is  not 
Hun,  461 ;]  and  Clement  v,  Mattison,  8  enough.  Ibid.  128;  Cowles  r.  Cowles,  112 
Rich.  (S.  C.)  93,  ddirium  tremens;  Keyes  Mass.  208.  See  L.  i;.  L.,  7  P.  D.  16.] 
V.  Keyes,  2  Foster,  663.  In  a  suit  for  Impotence  of  the  husband  makes  a  mar- 
nullity  on  this  ground  it  has  been  said  riage  voidable  only,  and  not  void.  Hence, 
that  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  after  tlie  wife's  death  the  marriage  can- 
mind  of  the  party  was  diseased  at  the  not  be  impeached  on  that  ground.  A.  v. 
time  of  entering  into  the  contract,  and  B.,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  669.  See  J.  G.  v. 
not  as  to  the  extent  of  the  derangement.  H.  G.,  83  Md.  401.  Neither  can  it  be 
Hancock  v.  Peaty,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  335;  called  in  question  by  a  third  person,  when  ' 
contra,  Concord  v.  Rumney,  45  N.  H.  523.  neither  of  the  parties  concerned  has  in 
See  Atkinson  v.  Medford,  46  Maine,  510;  any  way  signified  an  election  to  treat  the 
[Banker  v.  Banker,  63  N.  Y.  409;  Smith  contract  as  void.  CaveU  v.  Prince,  L.  R. 
V.  Smith.  47  Miss.  211 ;]  Banks  v.  Good-  1  Ex.  246. 
fellow,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  549 ;  and  other  cases, 
post,  iv.  508,  n.  1. 
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the  local  institutions  of  every  state.  In  those  states  which  have 
equity  tribunals,  it  belongs  to  them ;  (e)  and  when  there  are  no 
such  tribunals  distinct  from  the  supreme  courts  of  common-law 
jurisdiction,  for  the  exercise  of  equity  powers,  whatever  jurisdic- 
tion is  exercised  over  the  matrimonial  contract  must  be  in  the 
common-law  courts. 

A  marriage  procured  by  force  or  fraud  is  also  void,  ab  initio^ 
and  may  be  treated  as  null  by  every  court  in  which  its  validity 
may  be  incidentally  drawn  in  question.  (/)  The  basis  of  the 
marriage  contract  is  consent,  and  the  ingredient  of  *  fraud  *  77 
or  duress  is  as  fatal  in  this  as  in  any  other  contract,  for  the 
free  assent  of  the  mind  to  the  contract  is  wanting,  (a)  The  com- 
mon law  allowed  divorces  a  vincuto  causa  metus^  causa  impotentice^ 
and  those  were  cases  of  a  fraudulent  contract.  (()  It  is  equally 
proper  in  this  case,  as  in  those  of  idiocy  or  lunacy,  that  the  fraud 
or  violence  should  be  judicially  investigated,  in  a  suit  instituted 
for  the  very  purpose  of  annulling  the  marriage ;  and  such  a 
jurisdiction  in  the  case  properly  belongs  to  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  in  England,  and  to  the  courts  of  equit}^  in  this  country. 
It  is  declared  in  New  York  by  statute,  (c)  that  when  either  party 
to  a  marriage  shall  be  incapable  of  consenting  to  it,  for  want  of 
age  or  understanding;  or  incapable,  from  physical  causes,  of 
entering  into  the  marriage  state ;  or  when  the  consent  was  ob- 
tained by  force  or  fraud,  the  marriage  shall  be  void  from  the 
time  its  nullity  shall  be  declared  by  a  court  of  competent  author- 
ity ;  and  the  courts  of  equity  are  invested  with  that  power,  (d) 
It  is  said  that  eiTor  will,  in  some  cases,  destroy  a  marriage,  and 
render  the  contract  void,  as  if  one  person  be  substituted  for 

(<)  Wightman  v.  Wightman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  348 ;  Crump  v.  Morgan,  3  Ired.  £q. 
(N.  C.)  91.  In  this  and  many  other  points  relative  to  domestic  rights,  the  English 
ecclesiastical  law  is  considered  as  part  of  the  common  law. 

(/)  A  marriage  would  be  void  if  made  while  one  of  the  parties  was  in  a  state  of 
intoxication,  such  as  would  incapacitate  the  party  from  entering  into  any  other  con- 
tract. The  case  of  Brown  v.  Johnston,  in  1818,  is  cited  by  Dr.  Irving  to  this  point. 
(Introduction  to  the  Study  of  the  Civil  Law.  102,  note.) 

(a)  Voet,  ad  Pand.  lib.  24.  2. 15;  TouUier's  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  i.  Nos.  501,  504, 
506,  612 ;  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  201,  207 ;  Pothier's  Traits  du  Contrat  de 
Manage,  Nos.  307,  308 ;  2  Hag.  Cons.  104, 246 ;  [Lyndon  v.  Lyndon,  69  111.  43.  As  to 
what  is  sufficient  fraud  or  duress,  see  Sickles  v.  Carson^  26  N.  J.  Eq.  440 ;  Uonnett  v, 
Honiiett,  38  Ark.  160;  Vamey  w.  Vamey,  52  Wis.  120.] 

(6)  Bury's  Case,  5  Co.  96,  b;  Oughton's  Ord.  Jud.  tit.  193,  sec.  17. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  139,  sec.  4. 

id)  lb.  142,  sec.  20 ;  168,  sec.  2. 
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another.  This,  however,  would  be  a  case  of  palpable  fraud, 
going  to  the  substance  of  the  contract ;  and  it  would  be  difficult 
to  state  a  case  in  which  error  simply,  and  without  any  other  in* 
gredient,  as  to  the  parties,  or  one  of  them,  in  respect  to  the  other, 
would  vacate  the  contract.  It  is  well  understood  that  error,  and 
even  disingenuous  representations,  in  respect  to  the  qualities  of 
one  of  the  contracting  parties,  as  his  condition,  rank,  fortune, 
manners,  and  character,  would  be  insufficient.  The  law  makes 
no  provision  for  the  relief  of  a  blind  credulity,  however  it  may 
have  been  produced,  (e) 

*  78        2.  The  Age  of  Comeut.  —  *  No  persons  are  capable  of  bind- 

ing themselves  in  marriage  until  they  have  arrived  at  the 
age  of  consent,  which,  by  the  common  law  of  the  land,  is  fixed 
at  fourteen  in  males,  and  twelve  in  females.  The  ]aw  supposes 
that  the  parties,  at  that  age,  have  sufficient  discretion  for  such 
a  contract,  and  they  can  then  bind  themselves  irrevocably,  and 
cannot  afterwards  be  permitted  to  plead  even  their  egregious 
indiscretion,  however  distressing  the  result  of  it  may  be.  Mar- 
riage, before  that  age,  is  voidable  at  the  election  of  either  party, 
on  arriving  at  the  age  of  consent,  if  either  of  the  parties  be  under 
that  age  when  the  contract  is  made,  (a)  But  this  rule  of  reci- 
procity, however  true  in  its  application  to  actual  marriages,  does 
not  apply  to  other  contracts  made  by  a  competent  party  with  an 
infant,  nor  even  to  a  promise  of  marriage  per  verba  defuturo  with 
an  infant,  under  the  age  of  discretion.  The  person  of  full  age  is 
absolutely  bound,  and  the  contract  is  only  voidable  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  infant.  This  point  was  ruled  by  the  K.  B.  in  Bolt  v. 
Ward  ClareneieuXj(l>)  after  the  question  had  been  argued  by  civil- 
ians, to  see  what  light  might  be  thrown  upon  it  from  the  civil 
and  canon  law.  Though  this  be  the  rule  of  the  English  law,  the 
civilians  and  canonists  are  not  agreed  upon  the  question;  and 
Swinburne  was  of  opinion  that  the  contract  in  that  case  was  not 
binding  upon  the  one  party  more  than  upon  the  other,  (c) 

(e)  Toullier,  ut  supra,  Nos.  615,  521 ;  Pothler,  ttf  supra^  Nos.  310, 314 ;  1  Phillimore, 
137 ;  2  Hag.  Cons.  248 ;  Benton  v.  Benton,  1  Day,  111 ;  Stair's  Institutions,  by  More, 
i.  n.  b,  p.  14. 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  33  a,  79  b.  The  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  of  1886,  render 
marriages  contracted  when  either  of  the  parties  is  within  the  age  of  consent,  ralid,  if 
followed  by  voluntary  cohabitation. 

(6)  2  Str.  037. 

(c)  Harg.  Co.  Litt.  lib.  2,  note  46. 
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The  s^e  of  consent,  bj  the  English  law,  was  no  doabt  bor* 
lowed  from  the  Soman  law,  which  established  the  same  periods 
of  twelve  and  fourteen,  as  the  competent  age  of  consent  to  render 
the  marriage  contract  binding,  (d)  Nature  has  not  fixed  any 
precise  period ;  and  municipal  laws  must  operate  by  fixed 
and  reasonable  rules.  The  same  rule  was  adopted  *in  *79 
France,  before  their  revolution ;  (a)  but  by  the  Napoleon 
Code,  the  age  of  consent  was  raised  to  eighteen  in  males,  and 
fifteen  in  females,  though  a  dispensation  from  the  rule  may  be 
granted  for  good  cause.  If  without  the  consent  of  their  parents, 
or  of  the  father,  in  case  of  a  difference  of  opinion,  the  son  must 
be  twenty-five  years  complete,  and  the  daughter  twenty-one  years 
complete^  to  render  them  competent  to  contract  marriage,  (i) 

a  BigaiBy.  —  No  person  can  marry  while  the  former  husband 
or  wife  is  living*  Such  second  maniage  is,  by  the  common  law, 
absolutely  null  and  void ;  (c)  and  it  is  probably  an  indictable 
offence  in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  states  in  the  Union,  ((f)  In 
New  York,  it  is  declared  by  statute  to  be  an  offence  punishable 
by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison,  in  all  but  certain  excepted 
case&  Those  cases  are,  when  the  husband  or  wife,  as  the  case 
may  be,  of  the  party  who  remarries,  remains  continually  without 
the  United  States  for  five  years  together ;  or  when  one  of  the 
married  parties  shall  have  absented  himself  or  herself  from  the 
other  by  the  space  of  five  successive  years,  and  the  one  remarry- 
ing shall  not  know  the  other,  who  was  thus  absent,  to  be  living 

(d)  Inst.  1. 10,  De  Nuptiis ;  Co.  Litt  78  b ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  436. 

{a)  1  Domat,  Prel.  b.  24,  25.  The  incapacity  for  marriage  ceased  when  the 
parties  had  attained  the  respective  ages  of  fourteen  and  twelve.  But  if  the  children 
were  under  paternal  authority,  the  son  could  not  marry  unless  he  was  thirty  years 
of  age,  nor  the  daughter  unlesa  she  was  twenty-five,  without  the  consent  of  their 
parents.    n>ld. 

(6)  Code  Civil,  Nos.  144, 148.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  138,  established 
the  ages  of  consent  at  seventeen  in  males,  and  fourteen  in  females ;  but  the  provision 
was  so  disrelished,  that  it  was  repealed  within  four  months  thereafter,  by  the  act  of 
20th  Aprils  1830,  which,  of  course,  left  the  case  to  stand  aa  before,  upon  the  rule  of 
the  oonmncm  law.  In  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Michigan,  tlie  age  of  consent  is  raised  to 
eighteen  years  in  males,  and  fourteen  in  females.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831 ;  Territorial 
Act  of  Michigan,  April,  1832 ;  K.  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1838.  In  Illinois,  to  seventeen 
in  males,  and  fourteen  in  females.    Illinois  K  Laws,  1838. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  868;  1  Salk.  121. 

(d)  In  North  Carolina^  bigamy  was  a  crime  punishable  with  death.  Statutes 
1790  and  1800.  In  Alabama,  It  is  punishable  by  fine,  imprisonment,  and  whipping. 
Aikiw's  Dig.  2d  ed.  107. 
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within  that  time  ;  (e)  or  when  the  person  remarrying  was,  at  the 
time  of  such  marriage,  divorced  .by  the  sentence  of  a  competent 
court,  for  some  other  cause  than  the  adultery  of  such  person ; 
or  if  the  former  husband  or  wife  of  the  party  remarrying  had 
been  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  life ;  or  if  the  former  mar- 
riage had  been  duly  declared  void,  or  was  made  within  the 
age  of  consent.  (/)     Tliis  is  essentially  a  transcript  of  the 

*  80    •  statute  of  1  James  I.  c.  11,  with  a  reduction  of  the  time 

of  absence,  from  seven  to  five  years;  and  though  the 
penal  consequences  of  a  second  marriage  do  not  apply  in  those 
excepted  cases,  yet,  if  the  former  husband  or  wife  be  living, 
though  the  fact  be  unknown,  and  there  be  no  divorce  a  vinculo 
duly  pronounced,  or  the  first  marriage  has  not  been  duly  annulled, 
the  second  marriage  is  absolutely  void,  and  the  party  remarrying 
incurs  the  misfortune  of  an  unlawful  connection.  If  there  be 
no  statute  regulation  in  the  case,  the  principle  of  the  common 
law,  not  only  of  England,  but  generally  of  the  Christian  world, 
is,  that  no  length  of  time  or  absence,  and  nothing  but  death,  or 
the  decree  of  a  court  confessedly  competent  to  the  case,  can 
dissolve  the  marriage  tie.  (a) 

By  the  statute  of  James  I.,  if  one  of  the  married  parties  con- 
tinually remained  abroad  for  five  years,  and  was  living,  even 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  other  party,  or  the  parties  were  at 
the  time  only  under  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro^  yet  the  second 
marriage,  though  void  in  law,  would  not  be  within  the  penal- 
ties of  the  act.  It  was  still  a  divorce,  and  the  act  did  not  dis- 
tinguish between   the  two  species  of  divorce.  (6)     The   crime 

(«)  In  Ohio,  it  is  three  years  of  continual  and  wilful  absence,  next  before  the 
second  marriage.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831.  In  Massachusetts,  it  is  seven  years;  and 
it  is  further  added,  that  the  legal  penalty  does  not  apply  if  one  of  the  parties  had 
been  absent  for  a  year  or  more  at  tlie  time  of  the  second  marriage,  and  believed  to 
be  dead.    Mass.  Rev.  St.  c.  130,  §  3. 

(/)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  139, 687 ;  ib.  688,  sec.  11.  The  statute  has  further 
provided  on  this  subject,  that  if  one  of  the  married  parties  absents  himself  or  herself 
for  five  successive  years,  without  being  known  to  the  other  party  to  be  living  durin«r 
that  time,  and  the  other  party  marries  during  the  life  of  the  absent  person,  the  mar- 
riage is  void,  only  from  the  time  that  its  nuUity  shall  be  pronounced  by  a  court  of  compelnit 
authority  ;  and  further,  that  no  pardon  granted  to  any  person  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment for  life  shall  restore  to  him  or  her  the  rights  of  a  previous  marriage.  N.  Y. 
Revised  Statutes,  ii.  139,  sec.  6,  7. 

(a)  1  Roll.  Abr.  840,  pi.  2,  857,  pi.  40, 860,  Fj  Williamson  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
889;  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns.  62 ;  [Glass  v.  Glass,  114  Mass.  668.] 

(b)  4  Bl.  Comm.  163, 164.    This  point  was  raised  and  discussed  in  Porter's  Case, 
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of  bigamy,  of  polygamy,  as  it  ought  more  properly  *to    *81 
he  termed,  (a)  has  been  made  a  capital  offence  in  some, 
and  punished  very  severely  in  other,  parts  of  Europe ;  (J)  but  the 
new  civil  code  of  France  (e)  only  renders  such  second  marriage 
unlawful,  without  annexing  any  penalty  for  the  offence,  (d) 

The  direct  and  serious  prohibition  of  polygamy  contained  in 
our  law  is  founded  on  the  precepts  of  Christianity,  and  the  laws 
of  our  sociail  nature,  and  it  is  supported  by  the  sense  and  practice 
of  the  civilized  nations  of  Europe,  (e)  ^  Though  the  Athenians  at 
one  time  permitted  polygamy,  yet,  generally,  it  was  not  tolerated 
in  ancient  Greece,  but  was  regarded  as  the  practice  of  barba- 
rians. (/^     It  was  also  forbidden  by  the  Romans  throughout  the 

Cro.  Car.  461 ;  and  while  the  court  admitted  the  second  marriage  to  be  unlawful  and 
Toid,  yet  they  did  not  decide  whether  the  statute  penalty  would  attach  upon  such  a 
ease  of  bigamy.  The  New  Tork  Rerised  Statutes,  ii.  687,  sec.  9,  hare  corrected  this 
imperfection  in  the  English  statute,  and  made  the  exception  to  the  application  of  the 
penalties  of  bigamy,  in  the  case  of  diyorce,  not  to  rest  on  a  divorce  a  wunaa  et  thoro, 
but  to  apply  only  to  the  diuoiution  of  the  former  marriage. 

(a)  Harg.  Co.  latt.  lib.  2,  n.  48. 

(6)  Barrington  on  the  Statutes,  401. 

(c)  No.  147. 

(<f)  If  a  woman  be  induced,  by  fraudulent  means,  to  marry  a  man  who  has  a  wife 
liring,  and  who  represented  himself  as  single,  the  children  bom  while  the  deception 
lasted  are  entitled  to  the  rights  of  legitimate  children.  Clendenning  v.  Clendenning, 
16  Martin  (La.),  438.  This  is  alao  the  statute  law  in  New  York.  New  York  Revised 
Statutes,  iL  142,  sec.  23. 

(«}  Paley's  Moral  Philosophy,  b.  8,  c.  6. 

{/)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  264;  Taylor's  Elem.  Civil  Law,  840-344. 

1  Poljfffamy.  —  A  curious  case  has  been  dismissed  the  petition,  on  the  ground  that 
determined  in  England  on  the  vaUdity  of  a  marriage  contracted  in  a  country  where 
a  Mormon  marriage.  The  parties  pro-  polygamy  is  lawful  between  a  man  and 
fessed  the  Mormon  faith,  were  single,  woman  who  profess  a  faith  which  aUows 
and  competent  to  contract  marriage,  and  polygamy,  is  not  a  marriage  in  such  a 
were  in  fact  married  by  Brigharo  Young  sense  as  to  entitle  the  parties,  as  between 
in  Utah,  and  cohabited  and  had  children  each  other,  to  the  remedies  of  the  matri- 
there.  Afterwards  the  husband,  who  had  monial  law  of  England.  Hyde  r.  Hyde, 
never  taken  a  second  wife,  while  at  the  L.  R  1  P.  &  D.  ISO.  Somewhat  similar 
Sandwich  Islands  renounced  the  faith,  was  a  case  of  a  marriage  between  Parsees 
and  wrote  to  his  wife  urging  her  to  do  so,  professing  tlie  religion  of  Zoroaster.  Ad- 
and  to  join  him.  This  she  refused  to  do,  daseer  Cursetjec  v.  Perozeboye,  10  Moore, 
and  the  husband  prudently  not  returning  P.  C.  875.  A  question  was  raised  in  Ar- 
te Utah,  she  obtained  a  Mormon  divorce,  mitage  v.  Armitage,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  343,  as  to 
and  made  a  second  marriage  there.  The  an  Englishman's  marriage  in  conformity 
first  husband  petitioned  in  the  English  with  the  customs  of  the  native  New  Zea- 
courts  for  dissolution  of  the  marriage  on  landers,  to  one  Tuhi  Tuhi,  but  was  not 
the  ground  of  her  adultery.    The  court  answered. 


vou  II.  —  7 
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whole  period  of  their  history,  and  the  prohibition  is  inserted  in 
the  Institutes  of  Justinian.  (^)  Polygamy  may  be  regarded  as 
exclusively  the  feature  of  Asiatic  manners,  and  of  half-civiiized 
life,  and  to  be  incompatible  with  civilization,  refinement,  and 
domestic  felicity,  (i) 

4.    Alttriaeie   between  Ve9X  Relations.  —  In   most  countries  of 
Europe  in  which  the  canon  law  has  had  authority  or  influ- 

*  82    ence,  mamages  are  prohibited  between  near  *  relations  by 

blood  or  marriage.  Prohibitions  similar  to  the  canonical 
disabilities  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  law  were  contained  in 
the  Jewish  laws,  from  which  the  canon  law  was,  in  this  respect, 
deduced ;  and  they  existed  also  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  the 
Greeks  and  Romans,  subject  to  considerable  alterations  of  opin- 
ion, and  with  various  modifications  and  extent,  (a)  These  regu- 
lations, as  far  at  least  as  they  prohibit  marriages  among  near 
relations,  by  blood  or  marriage  (for  the  canon  and  common  law 
made  no  distinction  on  this  point  between  connections  by  con- 
sanguinity and  affinity),  (6)  are  evidently  founded  in  the  law  of 
nature  ;  and  incestuous  marriages  have  generally  (but  with  some 
strange  exceptions  at  Athens)  ((?)  been  regarded  with  abhorrence 
by  the  soundest  writers  and  the  most  polished  states  of  antiquity. 
Under  the  influence  of  ChriBtianity,  a  purer  taste  and  stricter 
doctrine  have  ever  been  inculcated ;  and  an  incestuous  connec- 
tion between  an  uncle  and  niece  (it  being  a  marriage  within  the 
Levitical  degrees)  has  been  adjudged,  by  a  great  master  of  publiq 
and  municipal  law,  to  be  a  nuisance  extremely  offensive  to  the 
laws  and  manners  of  society,  and  tending  to  endless  confusion, 
and  the  pollution  of  the  sanctity  of  private  life.  ((2) 

(g)  Cic.  de  Orat  1,  40;  Suet.  Jul.  62;  Inst.  1.  10,  b,  ad  Jin.;  Taylor,  ib.  844-847. 
Polygamy  was  in  practice  among  the  Jews  in  the  eariy  patriarcliial  ages.  Selden'a 
Uxor  Ebraica,  lib.  i.  c.  9;  Antiquities  of  the  Hebrew  Republic,  by  Lewis,  ili.  248. 

(h)  Licber,  in  his  Political  Ethics,  ii.  9,  says  that  polygamy  leads  to  the  patriajnchal 
principle,  and  which,  when  applied  to  large  communities,  fetters  the  people  in  station^ 
ary  despotism,  while  that  principle  cannot  exist  long  in  connection  with  monogamy. 
The  remark  is  equally  striking  and  profound. 

(a)  Seidell's  Uxor  Ebraica,  lib.  i.  c.  1-6;  1  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  170;  2ib.  267, 
268,  269;  Tacit.  Ann.  12,  sec.  4,  5,  6,  7;  Lewis's  Antiquities  of  the  Jewish  Republic, 
Hi.  262. 

(6)  Co.  Litt  236,  a;  Gibson's  Cod.  412;  1  Phil.  201,  866;  Stair's  Institutions  by 
More,  vol.  i.  note  b,  p.  16.  Affinity  is  the  relation  contracted  by  marriage  between  a 
husband  and  his  wife's  kindred,  and  between  a  wife  and  her  husband's  kindred. 

{c}  Mitford's  History  of  Greece,  vii.  374. 

{d)  Burgess  r.  Burgess,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  386 ;  Woods  r.  Woods,  2  Curteia,  610,  8.  r. 
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It  is  very  difficult  to  ascertain  exactly  the  point  at  which  the 
laws  of  nature  have  ceased  to  discountenance  tho  union.  It  is 
▼eiy  clearly  established  that  marriages  between  relations  by 
Uood  or  affinity,  in  the  lineal  or  ascending  or  descending  lines, 
are  unnatural  and  unlawful,  and  they  lead  to  a  confusion  of 
rights  and  duties.  On  this  point  the  civil,  the  canon,  *and  *  88 
the  common  law  are  in  perfect  harmony.  In  the  learned 
opinion  which  Ch.  J.  Vaughan  delivered  on  this  subject  in  Har- 
ri9on  y.  BurweU,  (a)  upon  consultation  with  all  the  judges  of 
England,  he  considered  that  such  marriages  were  against  the 
law  of  nature,  and  contrary  to  a  moral  prohibition,  binding 
upon  all  mankind.  But  when  we  go  to  collaterals,  it  is  not 
easy  to  fix  the  forbidden  degrees  by  clear  and  established 
principles,  (i) 

In  Several  of  the  United  States,  marriages  within  the  Levitical 
degrees,  under  some  exceptions,  are  made  void  by  statute ;  but 
in  New  York,  until  1880,  there  was  not  any  statute  defining 
the  forbidden  degrees ;  and  in  England  the  prohibition  to  marry 
within  the  Levitical  degrees  rests  on  the  canon  law,  which,  in 
that  refpect,  received  the  sanction  of  several  statutes  passed  in 
ihe  reign  of  Henry  VIII.  (<?)     It  was  considered  in  the  case  of 

Such  a  connection  was  held  in  equal  abomination  by  Justinian 'g  code.  Code,  6.  8.  2. 
CoDflangninity  and  affinity  are  equally  impediments  in  the  case  of  illegitimate 
relations,  and  within  the  purview  of  the  prohibition.  Homer  v.  Homer,  1  Hagg. 
Ckma.  852,  8;  Blaekmore  p.  Brider,  2  rhil.  361;  [Queen  v,  Brighton,  1  Best  &  Sm. 
447.1 

(a)  Vaughan's  Rep.  206;  2  Vent.  9,  s.  c. 

{b)  Doctor  Taylor,  in  his  Elements  of  the  Ciril  Law,  814-889,  has  gone  deeply 
Into  the  Greek  and  Roman  leamiag  as  to  the  extent  of  the  prohibition  of  maniage 
between  near  relations ;  and  he  says,  the  fourth  degree  of  collateral  consanguinity  is 
the  proper  point  to  stop  at ;  that  the  marriage  of  cousins  gcrman  or  first  cousins,  and 
who  are  collaterals  in  the  fourth  degree  according  to  the  computation  of  the  civilians, 
and  in  the  second  degree  according  to  the  canon  law,  is  lawful,  and  the  civil  law 
properly  established  the  fourth  as  the  first  degree  that  could  match  with  decency. 
The  territorial  act  of  Michigan,  of  April,  1882.  stops  at  the  fourth  degree,  by  pro- 
hibitiDg  Boarriages  nearer  than  first  cousins. 

{e)  By  Hie  statute  <rf  6  and  6  William  IV.  c.  64,  marriages  between  persons  within 
tfie  prohflnted  degree  of  consanguinity  or  aflinity  are  declared  to  be  absolutely  null 
and  Toid.  Before  that  act,  such  marriages  were  voidable  only  by  sentence  of  t!ic 
eeeletiaatical  court,  pronounced  in  the  lifetime  of  both  the  parties.  The  English 
itat«te  has  not  decUred  what  are  the  prohibited  degrees,  and  we  are  to  look  for 
Ae  Levitical  degrees  as  interpreted  by  the  canon  law,  and  by  tfie  statutes  of 
25  Hen.  VIH.  c.  22,  and  32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  38.  and  the  table  of  degrees  established 
by  Archbishop  Parker  in  1603.  See  Shelford  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  c  8, 
sec.  1. 
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Wightman  v.  Wtghtman^  (^Z)  that  raaniages  between  brothers  and 
sisters  in  the  collateral  line  were,  equally  with  those  between 
persons  in  the  lineal  line  of  consanguinity,  unlawful  and  void, 
as  being  plainly  repugnant  to  the  first  principles  of  society,  and 
the  moral  sense  of  the  civilized  world.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
carry  the  prohibition  farther  without  legislative  sanction ;  and 
it  was  observed,  in  the  case  last  referred  to,  that  in  New  York, 
independent  of  any  positive  institution,  the  courts  would  not 
probably  be  authorized  to  interfere  with  marriages  in  the  col- 
lateral line  beyond  the  first  degree  computed  according  to  the 
canon  law,  especially  as  the  Levitical  degrees  wei-e  not  con- 

*  84   sidered  *  to  be  binding  as  a  mere  municipal  rule  of  obe- 

dience, (a)  The  Napoleon  code  (J)  has  adopted  precisely 
the  same  extent  of  prohibition,  as  forming  the  impassable  line 
between  lawful  and  incestuous  marriages ;  and  though  the  pro- 
hibition goes  deeper  into  the  collateral  line,  yet  the  government 
reserved  to  itself  the  power  to  dispense,  at  its  pleasure,  with  such 
further  prohibitions.  It  Ls  evident  that  the  compilers  of  that 
code  considered  the  marriage  between  collaterals  in  the  first 
degree  of  consanguinity,  prohibited  by  a  rule  which  was  of 
absolute,  uniform,  and  universal  obligation ;  because,  as  to  the 
prohibition  between  brothers  and  sisters,  the  sovereign  had  no 
dispensing  power.  In  England,  the  question  was  considered  by 
the  court  of  delegates  in  the  case  of  Butler  v.  Q-OAtrill;  (c)  and 
though  the  court  did  not  agree  to  admit  marriages  between  broth- 
ers and  sisters  to  be  against  the  law  of  nature,  as  marriages  were 
so  considered  between  parties  connected  in  the  lineal  line,  yet 
they  admitted  them  to  be  against  the  law  of  God,  and  c^ainst  good 
morals  and  policy.  In  Louisiana,  marriages  are  prohibited  among 
collateral  relations,  not  only  between  brother  and  sister,  but 

{d)  4  Johns.  Ch.  348. 

(a)  By  the  New  York  Revifled  Statutes,  ii.  Id9,  sec.  8;  ib.  688,  sec.  12,  and  which 
went  into  operation  in  1880,  marriage  between  relatives  in  the  ascending  and  descend- 
ing lines,  and  between  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  half  as  well  as  of  the  whole  blood, 
is  now  declared  to  be  incestuous  and  void.  Such  incestuous  naarriages,  and  also 
adultery  and  fornication,  committed  by  such  relatives  with  each  other,  are  made 
indictable  offences,  and  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a  state  prison  for  a  term  not 
exceeding  ten  jears.  This  is  also  the  law  in  Massachusetts ;  and  the  punishment  by 
imprisonment  extends  to  adultery  and  fornication  committed  bj  other  persons  than 
such  relations.    Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  1836,  pt.  4,  tit.  1,  c.  130. 

(b)  Nos.  161, 162. 

(c)  Gilbert's  £q.  156. 
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between  uncle  and  the  niece,  and  the  aunt  and  the  nephew. (i) 
It  is  not  consistent  with  mj  purpose  to  pursue  this  inquiry 
more  minutely.  The  books  abound  with  curious  discussions  on 
the  limitations  which  ought  to  be  prescribed ;  and  in  the  English 
cases,  in  particular,  to  which  I  have  referred,  the  courts 
*  bestowed  immense  labor,  and  displayed  profound  learning  *  85 
in  their  investigations  on  the  subject,  (a) 

(d)  CiTil  Code,  art  97.  In  Ohio,  marriages  are  unlawful  between  nearer  of  kin 
than  first  cousms.    Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831. 

(a)  Whether  it  be  proper  or  lawful,  in  a  religious  or  moral  sense,  for  a  man  to 
many  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  has  been  discussed  by  American  writers.  Mr.  N. 
Webster,  in  his  Essays  publislicd  at  Boston,  in  1790,  No.  26,  held  the  affirmative.  Dr. 
Livingston,  in  his  Dissertation,  published  in  New  Brunswick,  in  1816,  and  confined 
exclusively  to  that  point,  maintained  the  negative  side  of  the  question.  The  Rev. 
Dr.  S.  £.  Dwight  has  also,  in  his  Hebrew  Wife,  a  treatise  published  in  1836,  main- 
tained, with  much  biblical  learning  and  great  zeal,  that  the  marriage  of  a  deceased 
wife's  sister  was  unlawful  and  incestuous  under  the  Levitical  law ;  and  that  the  bibli- 
cal law  of  incest  was  of  general  moral  obligation,  and  binding  on  the  whole  Gentile 
world.  This  is  the  adjudged  law  in  England,  and  a  marriage  between  a  man  and  his 
deceased  wife's  sister  is  held  to  be  incestuous  and  void.^  Hill  r.  Good,  Yaugh.  302 ; 
Harris  r.  Hicks,  2  Salk.  548 ;  Ray  r.  Sherwood,  1  Curteis,  173,  in  the  arches  court, 
and  affirmed,  on  appeal,  in  1837 ;  1  Moore,  Privy  Council,  396,  396 ;  Shelford  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  pp.  172, 178.  It  is  said  that  marriage  with  the  sister  of  a 
deceased  wife  is  lawful  in  Prussia,  Saxony,  Hanover,  Baden,  Mecklenburg,  Hamburg, 
Denmark,  and  most  of  the  other  Protestant  states  of  Europe.  In  most  Catholic  coun- 
tries such  marriages  are  formally  prohibited,  but  dispensations  are  easily  obtained. 
Hay  ward's  Remarks  on  the  Law  regarding  Marriage  with  the  Sister  of  a  Deceased 
Wife,  London,  1845.  In  that  pamphlet  it  is  shown,  upon  very  strong  reason  and 
authority,  that  the  prohibitions  in  the  Levitical  law  do  not  reach  the  case.  It  is  not 
my  object  to  meddle  with  that  question ;  but  such  a  marriage  is  clearly  not  incestuous 
nor  invalid  by  the  municipal  law  of  New  York,  though  it  be  unlawful  in  England  and 
in  some  of  the  American  states.  In  1842,  a  proposition  was  made  and  discussed  in 
the  British  Bouse  of  Commons,  for  a  law  to  legalize  the  marriage  of  widowers  with 
their  deceased  wives'  sisters,  but  it  was  rejected.  In  Yirginia,  in  1830,  in  the  ease  of 
The  Commonwealth  r.  E.  &  K.  Perryman,  marriage  with  a  brother's  widow  was  held 
illegal  under  the  statute  code,  and  it  was  judicially  dissolved.  2  Leigh  ( Ya.),  717 ;  Act 
of  1792,  R.  C.  Yirginia,  i.  274.  In  Massachusetts,  the  marriage  between  a  man  and 
his  deceased  wife's  sister  was  formerly  lawful.  (Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  6  Mass.  879.)  And 
80  it  continues  to  be  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  1886,  p.  475.  The  Rev.  Doctor 
Mathews,  of  New  York,  in  an  able  argument  in  favor  of  the  lawfulness  of  marrying 
a  deceased  wife's  sister,  delivered  before  the  general  synod  of  the  Reformed  Dutch 
Church,  ill  June,  1843,  states  that  in  every  state  in  the  Union,  except  Yirginia,  such 

I  Brook   V.  Brook,  9  H.  L.  C.  193 ;  that  by  the  law  of  Englsnd,  before  the 

Queen  v.  Chadwick,  11  Q.  B.  173,  205  ;  St.  6  &  6  Will.  lY.  c.  54,  a  man's  marriage 

Howarth  v.  Mills.  L.  R.  2  £q.  389 ;  [Ex  with  his  mother's  sister  was  voidable  only, 

parte  Naden,  9  Lw  R.  Ch.  670.]    In  Sutton  and  not  void.     [See  Campbell  v.  Cramp- 

9.  Warren,  10  Met  451,  it  was  laid  down  ton,  18  Blatchf.  150, 159] 
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5.  The  Consent  of  Parents.  —  The  consent  of  parents  and  guar- 
dians to  the  marriage  of  minors  is  not  requisite  to  the  validity  of 
the  marriage.  In  New  York,  there  wa»  no  statute  provision  in 
the  case  until  1880,  and  marriages  were  left  without  parental 
restraint  to  the  freedom  of  the  common  law,  and,  consequently, 
with  as  few  checks  in  the  formation  of  the  marriage  contract  as 
in  any  part  of  the  civilized  world,  (i)  The  matrimonial  law  of 
Scotland  and  of  Ireland  is  equally  loose,  ((?)  and  so  was  the  Eng- 
lish law  prior  to  the  statute  of  26  Geo.  II.  c.  8S.  That  statute, 
among  other  things,  declared  all  marriages  under  licenses,  when 
either  of  the  parties  were  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  if 
celebrated  without  publication  of  banns,  or  without  the  consent 
of  the  father  or  unmarried  mother,  or  guardian,  to  be  absolutely 
null  and  void,  (d)  The  English  statute  pursued  the  policy  of 
the  civil  law,  and  of  the  law  of  the  present  day  in  many  parts  of 
Eui'ope,  in  holding  clandestine  marriages  to  be  a  grievous  evil, 
so  far  as  they  might  affect  the  happiness  of  families  and 
*  86    the  control  of  property.  («)      Though  *  the   Roman  law 

marriages  are  aUowed  to  be  lawful.  But  marriages  of  this  kind,  though  prohibited 
by  positiYe  law  in  one  state,  would  be  regarded  as  valid  in  that  and  erery  other  state, 
if  made  in  a  state  or  country  where  no  sucli  prohibition  exists.  The  rule  is,  however^ 
sttbject  to  this  limitation,  that  if  a  foreign  state  should  allow  marriages  clearly 
incestuous  by  tlie  law  of  nature,  they  would  not  be  allowed  to  have  validity  elsewhere. 
Greenwood  v,  Curtis,  6  Mass.  378. 

(6)  See  infra,  art.  6,  from  86  to  92,  showing  statute  regulations  in  the  several  states, 
as  to  marriage,  and  requiring  the  consent  of  parents  and  guardians ;  but  they  do  not 
make  void  the  marriage  without  that  consent,  and  only  impose  penalties  on  the  per> 
sons  pronouncing  tlie  marriage  without  that  consent. 

(c)  Erskine's  Inst.  i.  80-91;  M'Douall's  Inst.  i.  112;  2  Addams,  876;  1  id.  04; 
Shelford  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  91. 

{d)  In  Brealy  v,  Beed,  2  Curteis,  833,  in  the  consistory  court  of  London,  a  mar- 
riage was  pronounced  null  by  reason  of  omission  of  the  middle  Christian  name  of 
the  husband  m  the  publication  of  banns,  wilfully  and  knowingly  wltli  the  consent 
of  the  parties,  and  for  a  clandestine  purpose. 

{e)  The  statute  of  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  which  reenacted  most  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  of  George  II.,  punishes  clandestine  marriages  by  loss  of  property,  but  does 
not  violently  make  void  the  contract,  when  some  of  the  provisions  of  tlie  statute  are 
broken  through.  See  1  Addams,  28,  94,  479 ;  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Birmingham, 
8  B.  &  C.  29,  and  infra,  90.  In  Wiltshire  v.  Wiltshire,  Hagg.  Ecc.  iii.  832,  it  was  held 
that  a  marriage  by  banns,  where,  by  the  consent  of  both  parties,  one  of  the  Christian 
names  of  the  man  (a  minor)  was  omitted  for  the  purpose  of  concealment,  was  null 
and  void  mider  the  statute.  In  England,  filing  a  bill  in  chancery  in  behalf  of  an 
infant  makes  her  a  toard  o/the  court,  and  marrying  such  an  infant  without  the  consent 
of  the  court  is  a  contempt  of  the  court  in  all  concerned,  and  the  contempt  will  not 
be  discharged  until  a  proper  settlement  be  made  for  the  wife.  See  this  point  well 
examined  in  Shelford  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  pp.  80^-822. 
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greatly  favored  marriages  by  the  famous  ju9  trium  liberortan^ 
allowing  certain  special  privileges  to  the  parent  of  three  or 
more  children ;  yet  it  held  the  consent  of  the  father  to  be  indis- 
pensable to  the  validity  of  the  marriage  of  children,  of  whatever 
age,  except  where  that  consent  conld  not  be  given,  as  hi  cases  of 
captivity,  or  defect  of  understanding,  (a)  Parental  restraints 
upon  marriage  existed  likewise  in  ancient  Greece,  (()  and  they 
exist  to  a  very  great  extent  in  Germany,  (c?)  Holland,  (i)  and 
France,  (e)  The  marrii^e  of  minors,  under  these  European 
r^nlations,  is  absolutely  void,  if  had  without  the  consent  of  the 
father  or  mother,  if  she  be  the  survivor;  and  the  minority  in 
France  extends  to  the  age  of  twenty-five  in  males  and  twenty-one 
in  females,  and  even  after  that  period  the  parental  and  family 
check  continues  in  a  mitigated  degree. 

6.  The  Foraui  of  Marziage.  —  No  peculiar  ceremonies  are  requisite 
by  the  common  law  to  ^e  valid  celebration  of  the  marriage.  The 
consent  of  the  parties  is  all  that  is  required ;  and  as  marriage  is 
said  to  be  a  contract  jure  gentium^  that  consent  is  all  that  is  re- 
quired by  natural  or  public  law.  (/)  The  Roman  lawyers 
♦  strongly  inculcated  the  doctrine,  that  the  very  foundation  *  87 
and  essence  of  the  contract  consisted  in  consent  freely  given, 
by  parties  competent  to  contract  Nihil  proderit  signasse  tabulas, 
si  men  tern  matrimonii  non  fuisse  constabit.  Nuptias  non  concn- 
bitns,  sed  consensus  facit.  (a)  This  is  the  language  equally  of  the 
common  (6)  and  canon  law,  and  of  common  reason. 

If  the  contract  be  made  per  verba  de  prcesenti^  and  remains 

(a)  Inst.  1. 10.  pr.;  Taylor's  Elements  of  the  Civil  Iaw,  810-318.  If  the  parent 
nnreasonabl/  withheld  his  consent,  he  might  be  compelled  by  the  governor  of  the 
proTince,  at  the  instance  of  the  child,  to  give  it    Dig.  23.  2.  19. 

(h)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  ii.  270.  271. 

(c)  Heinec.  Elem,  Jur.  Ger.  lib.  1,  sec  138.  Tumbull's  Austria,  ii.  c.  7,  says  that 
the  necessity  of  certificates  of  education,  to  warrant  marriage.  Is  a  great  impediment 
to  the  celebration  of  marriages. 

{d)  Van  Leevwen's  Comm.  on  the  Soman  Butch  Law,  p.  78. 

(«)  Fothier,  Tralte  du  Contrat  de  Mar.  No.  821-342;  Code  Napoleon,  No.  14^-10); 
TonlUer,  Droit  Civil  Fran^ais,  L  468-468.  But  a  marriage  in  France,  by  a  British 
subject,  under  the  age  of  twenty-fife^  and  with  a  French  woman,  is  held  valid  in  Eng^ 
kmd,  where  there  is  no  such  restriction.  At  least  the  court  would  not  allow  the 
marriage  to  be  impeached,  when  the  marriage  was  solemnized  according  to  the 
directions  of  an  Enghsh  statute.    Lbyd  v.  Petit  jean,  3  Curteis,  251. 

(/)  Grodos,  b.  2,  c  6,  sec.  10 ;  Bracton,  ltt».  1,  c.  5,  sec.  7. 

(a)  Dig.  8&  1. 16;  id.  34.1. 18;  id.  6a  17.80;  Code,  &  4.  0,  and 22. 

(6)  Ca  Litt.  88,  a. 
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without  cohabitation,  or  if  made  per  verba  defuturo,  and  be  fol- 
lowed by  consummation,  it  amounts  to  a  valid  marriage  in  the 
absence  of  all  civil  regulations  to  the  contrary,  and  which  the 
parties  (being  competent  as  to  age  and  consent)  cannot  dissolve, 
and  it  is  equally  binding  as  if  made  in  facie  eccle»ioe.  (c)^    There 

(c)  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Jewell  v.  Jewell,  1  How.  219, 
were  equally  divided  in  respect  to  the  above  paragraph  or  proposition  in  the  text, 
and  gave  no  opinion.  The  case  came  up  on  error  from  the  Circuit  Court  in  South 
CaroUna.  So,  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Millis,  10  CI.  &  F.  534,  on  appeal  from 
Ireland  to  tlie  House  of  Lords,  the  lords  were  equally  divided  on  the  same  question  ; 
Lord  Brougham,  Lord  Denman,  Ch.  J.,  and  Lord  Campbell  being  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  the  marriage  at  common  law,  and  Lord  Ch.  Lyndhurst,  Lord  Cottenham, 
and  Lord  Abinger  against  it  The  question  had  been  referred  by  the  lords  to  the 
judges,  and  Lord  Ch.  Tindal,  in  behalf  of  the  judges,  gave  their  unanimous  opinioa 
against  the  validity  of  the  marriage,  and  held  that,  by  the  law  of  England,  as  it 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  Marriage  Act,  a  contract  of  marriage  per  verba  de  prctsenti 
was  indissoluble  between  the  parties  themselves,  and  afforded  to  either  of  them,  by 
application  to  the  spiritual  court,  the  power  of  compelling  the  solemnization  of  an 
actual  marriage ;  but  that  such  contract  never  constituted  a  full  and  complete  mar- 
riage in  itself,  unless  made  in  the  presence  and  with  the  intervention  of  a  minister  in 
holy  orders.  The  civil  contract  and  the  religious  ceremony  were  both  necessary  to 
a  perfect  marriage  by  the  common  law.  The  question  was  most  elaborately  and 
learnedly  discussed.    Catherwood  v.  Caslon,  13  M.  &  W.  261,  8.  r. 


1  Form  and  Evidence, —  (a)  The  text  is 
supported  by  Cheney  v.  Arnold,  15  N.  Y. 
845,  351 ;  BisseU  v.  BUsell,  55  Barb.  825; 
Comm.  V.  Stump,  53  Penn.  St.  132 ;  O'Gara 
V.  Eisenlohr,  38  N.  Y.  296,  298;  Hallett 
r.  Collins,  10  How.  174, 181 ;  Patterson  v. 
Gaines,  6  How.  550.  x^  But  it  has  often 
been  laid  down  in  this  country  that  a  con- 
tract per  verba  de  futuro  is  not  sufficient, 
although  followed  by  cohabitation.  Che- 
ney V.  Arnold,  15  N.  Y.  845 ;  Duncan  i;. 
Duncan,  10  Ohio,  n.  8.  181 ;  see  Holmes 
r.  Holmes,  1  Abb.  U.  S.  525,  589.  The 
question  would  seem  to  depend  on  the 
actual  intent  of  the  parties  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  where  solemnities  are  not  re- 
quu*ed.  At  least  a  promise  must  not  only 
have  been  made  but  accepted,  and  the 
copula  must  be  connected  with  the  prom- 


xt  Floyd  r.  Calvert,  58  Miss.  87.  And 
this  though  there  may  be  forms  of  mar- 
riage fixed  by  statute,  if  the  statute  does 
not  expressly  declare  common-law  mar- 
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ise.  Morrison  v.  Dobson,  Cases  decided 
in  Court  of  Sess.  3d  ser.  viii.  347 ;  Yelvei^ 
ton  V,  Longworih,  2  id.  49 ;  [Port  v.  Port, 
70  III.  484;  Peck  v.  Peck,  12  R.  L  485.] 
Li  England  it  is  settled  that  to  constitute 
a  valid  marriage  by  the  common  law,  it 
must  have  been  celebrated  by  a  clergy- 
man in  holy  orders,  and  it  is  not  enough 
tliat  the  bridegroom  is  himself  one,  and 
performs  the  ceremony.  Beamish  v. 
Beamish,  9  H.  L.  C.  274 ;  reversing  8.  c. 
5  Irish  C.  L.  130;  Du  Moulin  v.  Druitt» 
13  Ir.  Com.  Law,  212  (the  marriage  of  a 
British  soldier  on  board  ship  on  the  high 
seas,  with  all  the  forms,  but  no  clergy- 
man). Of  course,  when  the  ceremony  is 
understood  by  all  parties  to  be  a  jest» 
although  performed  by  the  proper  officer, 
the  marriage  is  void,  and  may  be  declared 


riages  void.  Meister  o.  Moore,  96  U.  8. 
76;  Port  v.  Port,  70  111.  484.  But  see 
Commonwealth  v.  Munson,  127  Mass. 
459,  contra. 
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is  no  recognition  of  any  ecclesiastical  authority  in  forming  the 
connection,  and  it  is  considered  entirely  in  the  light  of  a  civil 
contract.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law,  and  also  of 
the  canon  law,  which  governed  marriages  in  England  prior  to  the 
Marriage  Act  of  26  Geo.  II. ;  and  the  canon  law  is  also  the  gen- 
eral law  throughout  Europe  as  to  marriages,  except  where  it  has 
been   altered  by  the  local  municipal  law.  ((2)     The  only  doubt 

(</)  Bunting  v.  I^pingwel,  4  Co.  29;  b.  c.  Moore,  169;  Jesson  v.  Collins,  6  Mod. 
165;  2  Salk.  437,  8.  c. ;  Dalrymple  v.  Dairy niple,  2  Hagg.  Cons.  64,  64;  Laatoor 
T.  Teesdale,  8  Taunt  890 ;  Fen  ton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns.  52 ;  Londonderry  v.  Chester^ 
2  y.  H.  268;  Rose  r.  Clark,  8  Paige,  574;  State  v.  Patterson,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  346; 
Swinburne  on  Espousals,  sec.  4,  cited  by  iSir  Wm.  Scott,  in  Lindo  v.  Belisario, 
1  Hagg.  Cons.  232,  and  see  also  Swinburne  on  Wilis,  part  1,  c.  10,  sec.  12,  and  Sir 
Wm.  Scott's  opinion  in  the  above  case ;  and  in  Dairy mple  v.  Dairy mple,  $upra,  to 
the  point  in  the  text,  that  by  the  canon  law,  prior  to  or  in  the  absence  of  any  civil 
regulations  to  the  contrary,  a  private  marriage,  without  solemnity,  duly  attested,  and 
by  mutual  engagement  or  betrothment,  was  good  and  valid  in  law  without  confir- 
mation, and  without  the  intervention  of  a  priest ;  and  by  the  late  statute  of  6  &  7 
Wm.  IV.  c.  85,  sec.  20,  marriages  may  be  solemnized  in  places  registered  for  the  pur- 
pose, in  the  presence  of  some  registrar  and  two  witnesses,  according  to  any  forms 
and  ceremonies  at  the  pleasure  of  the  parties.  So  the  English  Marriage  Act  of  1653 
treated  marriages  as  a  civil  contract,  to  be  solemnized  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.    It 


so  by  the  court.    McClurg  v.  Terry,  6  C. 
E.  Green  (21  N.  J.  Eq),  225. 

(6)  Cohabitation  and  repute  are  evi- 
dence of  marriage.  [Betsinger  v.  Chap- 
man, 88  y.  Y.  487.  See  especially  Badger 
V.  Badger,  ib.  546 ;  Dysart  Peerage  Case, 
6  App.  Cas.  489 ;]  O'Gara  v.  Eisenlohr, 
88  N.  Y.  296.  In  the  Breadalbane  Case, 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  So.  182,  it  was  held  that 
cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife,  with 
habit  and  repute,  sufficiently  proved  the 
fact  that  the  parties  had  consented  to 
contract  that  relation  inter  u,  although 
their  connection  was  adulterous  in  the 
first  instance,  x^  O'Gara  v,  Eisenlohr,  38 
N.  Y.  296,  300.  See  CaiijoUe  v.  Ferri^. 
23  N.  Y.  00 ;  26  Barb.  177 ;  4  Bradf.  28, 
where  there  was  not  even  repute,  but 
legitimacy  was  presumed.  Bnt  see  Black- 
bam  V,  Crawfords.  3  Wall.  175.    When 


parties  whose  marriage  was  void  for  want 
of  a  license  have  lived  together  more  than 
twenty  years,  believing  themselves  to  be 
lawfully  married,  and  having  the  reputa- 
tion of  being  so,  it  has  been  thought  that 
a  lawful  marriage  should  be  presumed 
for  all  civil  purposes.  Johnson  v.  John- 
son, 1  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  626.  See  Hicks  v, 
Cochran,  4  Edw.  Ch.  107 ;  Donnelly  w. 
Donnelly,  8  B.  Mon.  118.  But  cohabita- 
tion and  repute  are  evidence  only,  even 
in  Scotland.  Breadalbane  Case,  sapra; 
Clayton  v.  Wardell,  4  Corast.  230; 
Weatherford  v,  Weatherford,  20  Ala. 
648.  And  when  the  contract  proved 
does  not  amount  to  a  marriage,  reputa- 
tion as  well  as  cohabitation  must  be 
shown  to  raise  a  presumption  that  one 
has  taken  place.  Comm.  v.  Stump,  53 
Penn.  St.  182. 


z*  De  Thoren  v.  Attorney  General,  1 
App.  Cas.  686.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has 
been  held  frequently  that  a  connection 
illicit  in  its  origin  is  presumed  to  con- 
tinue so  until  the  contrary  is  proved. 


Bamum  v.  Bamum.  42  Md.  251;  Wil- 
liams V.  Williams,  AQ  Wis.  464 ;  Hunt's 
Appeal,  86  Pa.  St.  294;  Floyd  u,  Calvert, 
68  Miss.  37. 
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entertained  by  the  common  law  was^  wfaeiher  coliabitation  was 
also  necessary  to  give  validity  to  the  eontract.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  a  clergyman  ^ould  be  present  to  give  validity  to  the 
marriage,  though  it  is  doubtless  a  very  becoming  practice,  and 
suitable  to  the  solemnity  of  the  occasion.  The  consent  of  the 
parties  may  be  declared  before  a  magistrate,  or  simply  before  wit- 
nesses, or  subsequently  confessed  or  acknowledged,  or  the  mar- 
riage may  even  be  inferred  from  continual  cohabitation,  and 
reputation  as  husband  and  wife,  except  in  cases  of  civil  actions 
for  adultery,  or  in  public  prosecutions  for  bigamy  or  adultery, 
when  actual  proof  of  the  marriage  is  required.  Illicit  intercourse 
or  concubinage  will  not  raise  any  such  legal  presumption  of 
*  88  marriage,  (e)     This  facility  in  forming  the  *  matrimonial 

U  very  clear  that  the  marriage  contract  is  Talid  and  binding,  if  made  by  words  tU 
prcuenti,  though  it  be  not  followed  by  cohabitation.  M'Adam  v.  Walker,  1  Dow,  148 ; 
Jackson  v.  Winne,  7  Wend.  47.  And  it  is  equally  clear  that  a  promise  to  marry, 
given  and  accepted,  with  subsequent  cohabitation -—siiftfe^iMNte  eopula  —  and  without 
any  circumstances  to  disconnect  the  mutual  promise  from  tlie  cohabitation,  and 
where  there  was  no  previous  illicit  connection,  and  marriage  was  really  Intended  by 
the  parUes,  is  a  valid  marriage,  if  .made  between  infants  of  the  respective  ages  of 
fourteen  and  twelve.  Shelf ord  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  29,  980,  ed.  London,  1841, 
and  the  authorities  there  cited.  This  is  the  rule  in  the  Scotch  law,  though  Lord 
Chancellor  Brougham,  in  a  case  on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  exceedingly 
regretted  it.  Honynian  v.  Campbell,  2  Dow  &  CI.  266.  The  Scotch  law  on  the 
formation  of  marriage  is  as  loose  as  the  common  law  on  the  subject.  Many  decisions 
in  Scotland  are  cited  to  the  point  in  Burge's  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws, 
i.  172, 173,  174.  See  also  Bell's  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  sec.  1506 ;  Lord 
Stair's  Institutions  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  ed.  by  More,  1832,  i.  26,  26,  and  note  B. 
13,  14;  id.  il.  444;  Evidence  of  David  Hume,  in  Dalrymple  v.  Dairy mple,  2  Hagg. 
Cons.,  App.,  64,  66;  [supra^  n.  1-1 

(<)  1  Salk.  119;  4  Burr.  2067;  1  Bl.  632;  Doug.  171 ;  The  King  v.  Stockland, 
Burr.  Sett.  Cases,  609;  Wilkinson  v.  Payne,  4  T.  K.  468;  Cunningham  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 2  Dow,  432;  M'Adam  v.  Walker,  1  Dow,  148;  Fenton  v.  Reed,  4  Johns.  62; 
Jackson  v.  Claw,  18  Johns.  846;  Ford,  J.,  6  Halsted,  18, 19;  Hantz  p.  Sealy,6  Bin- 
ncy,  405;  Doe  v,  Fleming,  12  J.  B.  Moore,  600 ;  Rose  v.  Clark,  8  Paige,  574.  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  in  Head  v.  Passer,  1  £sp.  213,  that  a  marriage  might  be  inferred  from 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the  text,  without  a  register,  as  well  since  as  before  the 
Marriage  Act  of  26  Geo.  IL  Leader  v,  Barry,  1  Esp.  863,  s.  p.  It  would  seem  to 
have  been  a  question  under  the  ecclesiastical  law,  prior  to  the  English  statute  of  26 
Geo.  II.,  whether  the  contract  of  marriage,  though  followed  by  cohabiution,  was  not 
essentially  imperfect,  unless  it  was  solemnized  by  the  intervention  of  a  priest.  There 
are  many  cases  and  dicta  pro  and  con,  in  the  English  books,  which  relate  to  a  validity 
of  civil  rights  of  marriage  not  so  solemnized.  They  are  collected  in  2  Roper  on 
Husband  and  Wife,  Addenda,  by  Jacob,  446-476,  and  in  Shelford  on  Marriage  and 
Divorce,  86-38.  Thus  it  was  said  that  a  marriage  not  duly  solemnized  would  not 
entitle  the  wife  to  Dower  (Perkins,  sec.  194,  306),  nor  entitle  the  husband  to  admin- 
ister on  his  wife's  estate.     Haydon  v,  Gould,  in  the  court  of  delegates,  1  Salk. 
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contract  bj  the  common  and  ecclesiastical  law,  exists  in  those 
American  states  where  the  common  lavr  has  not  been  altered  on 
this  point,  or  remains  in  force,  as  in  New  York,  South  Carolina, 
and  Kentucky.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes  had,  indeed, 
introduced  and  prescribed  regulations  for  the  due  solemniza- 
tion and  proof  of  marriage.  Marriages  were  directed  to  be  solem- 
nized only  by  a  minister  of  the  gospe]  or  priest,  or  by  a  major, 
recorder,  or  alderman  of  the  cities,  or  a  judge  of  the  county 
courts,  or  a  jostice  of  the  peace.  Marriage,  when  solemnized  by 
a  minister,  was  to  be  according  to  the  forms  of  his  church  ;  and 
ivhen  by  a  magistrate,  without  any  particular  form,  except  that 
the  parties  must  solemnly  declare  that  they  take  each  other  as 
husband  and  wife,  and  there  must  be  at  least  one  witness  present, 
besides  the  minister  or  magistrate.  The  minister  or  magistrate 
was  required  to  ascertain  the  names  and  residence  of  the  parties, 
and  their  competency  as  to  age,  and  the  name  and  residence  of 
the  witness  or  witnesses,  not  exceeding  two,  if  more  than  one  be 
present,  aad  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  identity  of  the  pai-ties.  It 
was  made  a  misdemeanor,  knowingly  to  marry  persons  when 
either  is  under  the  age  of  legal  consent,  or  under  any  legal  impedi- 
ment, or  w^ants  understanding.  The  minister  or  magistrate  was 
to  furnish,  on  request,  to  either  party,  a  certificate  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  of  the  above  facts  rendering  it  lawful.  The  certificate 
was  to  "be  filed  with  the  city  or  town  clerk  where  the  marriage 
was  had,  or  where  either  of  the  parties  resided  within  six  months, 
and  a  due  entry  thereof  made,  (a)  These  regulations  were  found 
to  be  so  ijlconvenient  that  they  had  scarcely  gone  into  operation 
when  the  legal  efficacy  of  them  was  destroyed,  and  the  loose  doc- 

119.  The  interrention  of  a  person  in  holy  orders  seems  to  hare  been  assumed  in 
the  cases  as  a  material  circumstance.  The  King  v.  The  Inliabitants  of  Brampton, 
10  East.  282;  Lautour  v,  Teesdale,  8  Taunt.  830.  The  interrention  of  a  priest  was 
required  by  the  Church  of  Borne  in  a  decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent.  Before  Pope 
Innocent  IIL,  marriage  was  totally  a  civil  contract.  The  interyention  of  a  priest  to 
solemnize  the  contract  was  merely /urn  posiiiui ;  and  these  private  contracts  of  mar- 
riage, as  Blacks  tone  observes  (1  Comm.  489),  were  "  vahd  marriages  to  many  pur- 
poses." In  North  Carolina,  in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Samuel,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  177, 
181,  it  was  held  that  a  contract  of  marriage  in  verbis  de  pnzaenti,  though  followed  by 
cohabitation,  was  not  a  legal  marriage  in  that  state,  unless  celebrated  by  some  person 
in  a  sacred  office,  or  entered  into  before  some  one  in  a  public  station  and  judicial 
Irnst.  Consequently  the  marriage  of  slaves,  as  usually  existing,  consisting  of  cohab- 
itation merely  by  the  permission  of  the  owners,  did  not  constitute  the  legal  relation 
of  husband  and  wife,  [^upra,  n.  1.] 
.  U)  New  York  Hevised  Statutes,  il  189,  140,  sec.  8-19. 
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trine  of  the  common  law  restored  by  the  statute  of  20th  April, 
1830,  declaring  that  the  solemnization  of  marriage  need  not 

*  89   *  be  in  the  manner  above  prescribed,  and  that  all  lawful 

marriages,  contracted  in  the  manner  in  use  before  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  should  be  as  valid  as  if  the  article  containing 
those  regulations  had  not  been  passed,  (a) 

By  the  Scots  law,  a  previous  publication  of  the  intention  of 
the  parties  is  required,  though  a  clandestine  marriage  without  such 
public  notice  is  still  valid  in  law,  and  only  subjects  the  pai*ties  to 
certain  penalties.  (5)  It  has  been  the  usual  practice  with  nations, 
to  prescribe  certain  forms  and  ceremonies,  and  generally  of  a 
religious  nature,  as  being  requisite  to  accompany  the  celebration 
of  tlie  marriage  solemnity,  (c)  In  the  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
marriage  is  elevated  to  the  dignit}^  of  a  sacrament,  and  clothed 
with  religious  solemnities.  But  in  France,  under  the  revolution- 
ary constitution  of  1791,  marriage  was  declared  to  be  regarded 
in  law  as  a  mere  civil  contract.  The  same  principle  was  adopted 
in  the  Code  Napoleon  ;  and  now,  says  Toullier,  (d)  the  law  sepa- 
rates the  civil  contract  entirely  from  the  sacrament  of  marriage, 
and  does  not  attend  to  the  laws  of  the  church  and  the  nuptial  bene- 
diction, which  bind  only  the  conscience  of  the  faithful.  The  stat- 
ute of  26  George  II.  required  all  marriages  in  England,  without 

special  license  to  the  contrary,  to  be  solemnized  with  pub- 

*  90    lication  of  banns  in  a  parish  church  or  public  chapel.     *  In 

most  cases,  the  observance  of  the  positive  municipal  regu- 
lations was  made  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  marriage ;  but 
the  painful  consequences  of  such  a  doctrine  recommended  a  less 

(a)  This  would  appear  to  amount  to  a  complete  repeal  of  the  above  regulations,  as 
a  matter  of  binding  obligation ;  and  yet  the  same  act  of  the  20th  of  April,  1830,  means 
to  retain  tliose  prescriptions,  for  it  makes  several  amendments  to  the  original  regula- 
tions, and  which  are  incorporated  into  the  abstract  of  them  given  in  the  text.  The 
regulations  amount,  therefore,  onlj  to  legislative  recommendation  and  advice,  Thej 
an;  not  laws,  because  thej  do  not  require  obedience  !  The  statutes  of  several  of  the 
states,  as  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  &c.,  direct  that  the  justice  or  minister,  before 
whom  marriages  shall  be  solemnized,  shaU  keep  a  record  thereof,  and  return  the 
same  to  the  town  clerk  to  be  recorded.  So  the  statute  of  New  York,  of  April  28, 
1847,  c.  162,  has  again  provided  for  the  registry  of  births,  marriages,  and  deaths 
within  the  state. 

(6)  1  Ersk.  Inst.  91,  93;  M'Douall's  Inst.  i.  112. 

(c)  Selden's  Uxor  Ebraica,  b.  2,  c.  1,  lib.  2,  passim;  2  Potter's  Greek  Antiq. 
279,  283;  Dr.  Taylor's  Elem.  276,  278;  Jewish  Antiquities,  by  Th.  Lewis,  ilL 
298-804. 

(rf)  Droit  Civil  Fran9ai8,  i.  n.  494. 
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severe  discipline,  in  respect  to  the  parties  themselves  and  their 
iasne.  The  statute  of  3  George  IV.  relaxed  the  rigor  of  the 
former  statute  in  some  particulars  ;  but  that  statute  was  repealed 
by  the  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  which  restored  much  of  the  former 
severity,  and  now  forms,  with  some  subsequent  variations,  the 
matrimonial  law  of  England.  By  that  statute  the  banns  of  matri- 
mony are  to  be  published  in  the  parish  church  or  chapel  upon 
three  preceding  Sundays,  and  the  marriage  is  to  be  solemnized  in 
Uie  same  place.  The  marriage  of  a  minor  against  the  consent  of 
parents  is  not  absolutely  void ;  (a)  but  a  wilful  marriage,  made 
knowingly  by  both  parties,  without  due  publication  of  banns,  or 
elsewhere  than  in  a  parish  church  or  chapel,  unless  under  special 
license,  or  celebrated  by  a  person  not  in  holy  orders,  renders  it 
void.  (&)  This  last  statute  underwent  some  modifications  by  the 
act  of  6  &  7  Wm.  IV.  c.  85,  relative  to  marriages  not  solemnized 
according  to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  for  relief  as 
to  marriage  of  dissenters  from  the  established  church,  (e) 

In  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  and  Massachusetts,  it 
is  requisite,  by  statute,  to  a  valid  marriage,  that  it  be  made  by 
publication  of  banns,  and  in  the  presence  and  with  the  assent  of 
a  magistrate  or  a  stated  or  ordained  minister  of  the  gospel ;  and 
if  the  parties  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  if  a  male,  or 
eighteen  if  a  female,  the  magistrate  or  minister  is  not  to  solemnize 

(a)  See  anU,  86,  n.  b. 

(6)  Dormer  o.  Williams,  1  CnrteiB,  870;  Rex  o.  Tibshelf,  1  B.  &  Ad.  195;  Rex  r. 
Wroxton,  4  B.  &  Ad.  640 ;  Stat.  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  sec.  22.  Both  parties  must  be  cog- 
nizant of  the  fraud  under  this  statute.  Clowes  v.  Clowes,  Arches  Court  of  Canter- 
bury, 1842. 

(e)  The  proyisions  alluded  to  in  the  text  are  more  specially  stated  as  follows :  By 
the  Marriage  Act  of  4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  a  marriage  is  absolutely  null  and  void  if  any 
perMO  shall  knowingly  and  wilfhlly  intermarry,  f»  any  other  place  than  a  church,  or  such 
public  chapel  wherein  banns  may  be  lawfully  published  (unless  by  special  license) ; 
or  shall  knowingly  or  wilfully  intermarry  without  due  publication  of  beams,  or  licenaB 
from  a  person  having  authority  to  grant  the  same,  first  obtained;  or  shall  knowingly 
and  wilfully  consent  to,  or  acquiesce  in,  the  solemnization  of  such  marriage  by  any 
penon  not  being  in  holy  orders.  But  the  subsequent  statutes  of  6  &  7  Wm.  IV.  c.  85, 
and  c.  88,  7  Wm.  IV.  and  1  Vict,  c  22,  and  8  &  4  Vict.  c.  92,  have  so  far  modified 
these  provisions  as  to  aUow  marriages  not  only  by  special  license,  by  the  surrogate's 
license,  and  by  banns,  but  also  by  the  superintendents  registrar's  oertijicate  without  license, 
or  by  his  certificate  with  license.  It  is  declared  further,  that  the  statutes  do  not  extend 
to  marriages  by  British  subjects  taking  place  out  of  England,  and  are  valid  if  made 
in  the  form  requisite  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  solemnization  is  had,  and  the 
law  is  understood  to  be  the  same,  though  the  parties  eloped  from  England  on  purpose 
to  evade  the  English  law  of  marriage. 
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the  marriage,  without  the  consent  of  the  parent  or  guardian,  if 
any  there  be.  But  though  a  marriage  without  publication  of 
baons,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardians,  will 
expose  the  officer  to  a  penalty  for  breach  of  the  statute,  yet  a 
marriage  so  had  would  seem  to  be  lawful  and  binding,  provided 
there  was  the  presence  and  assent  of  a  magistrate  or  minister,  and 
the  maniage  be  in  other  respects  lawful,  and  be  consummated 
with  a  belief  of  its  validity.  (<2)  ^  The  statute  law  of  Connecti- 
cut (e)  requires  the  marriage  to  be  celebrated  by  a  clergyman  or 
magistrate,  aud  requires  the  previous  publication  of  the  intention 
of  marriage,  and  the  consent  of  parents,  if  the  parties  be  under 
age,  aud  a  certificate  of  the  marriage  to  be  recorded,  and  it  inflicts 
a  penalty  on  those  who  disobey  the  regulation ;  but  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  author  of  the  Treatise  on  the  Domestic 
Relations,  (/)  that  the  marriage,  if  made  according  to  the  common 
law,  without  observing  any  of  those  statute  regulations,  would 
still  be  a  valid  marriage.     This  I  should  infer,  from  the  case 

•  91   of  *  Wyckoff  V.  Boggn^  (a)  to  be  the  rule  in  New  Jersey, 

where  the  marriage  contract  is  under  similar  legislative 
regulations.  It  is  the  doctrine  judicially  declared  in  New  Hamp- 
shire, Pennsylvania,  and  Kentucky,  and  by  statute  in  Alabama 
and  Vermont ;  and  the  marriage  is  held  valid  as  to  the  parties^ 
though  it  be  not  solemnized  in  form,  according  to  the  requisitions 
of  their  statute  law.  (6)  There  are  probably  statutory  provisions 
of  a  similar  import  in  other  states  of  the  union ;  and  wherever 

<</)  Milford  V.  Worcester,  7  Mftst.  4S;  Londonderry  v.  Chester,  2  N.  H.  2eS;  Mass. 
Reyised  Statutes,  1836,  p.  476 ;  Ligonia  v.  Buxton,  2  Greenl.  102.  By  the  early  laws 
of  the  colony  of  New  Jersey,  marriage  was  to  be  preceded  by  publication  of  banns, 
and  the  omission  subjected  the  party  in  default  to  a  penalty.  Leaming  and  Spicer's 
Collections,  p.  235.  In  Indiana,  marriages  are  required  to  be  solemnized  by  a  dergy- 
man,  judge,  or  justice,  under  the  authority  of  a  license  from  the  clerk  of  the  circutt 
court  of  the  county ;  and  if  the  parties  be  under  the  ages  of  21  and  12,  the  license 
must  not  be  granted  without  tlie  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardians.  R.  Statutes 
of  Indiana,  1838,  p.  410. 

(«)  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1S8S,  p.  412. 

(/)  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  196.  200,  200. 

(a)  2  Halst.  (N.  J.)  138.    See  also  the  opinion  of  Ford,  J.,  6  id.  20. 

(6)  2  N.  H.  268;  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  370 ;  2  Watts  (Penn.).  1 ;  Toulmin's  Dig.  of  tlie 
liaw  of  Alabama,  p.  676 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1839,  p.  318.  In  Pennsyl- 
vania, the  statute  imposes  a  penalty  on  a  magistrate  or  minister  for  marrying  a  aiinor 
or  an  apprentice  without  the  parent's  or  master's  consent.  * 

1  Parton  v.  Hervey,  1  Gray,  119 ;  Hiram  v.  Pierce,  46  Me.  867. 
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they  do  not  exist  and  specially  apply,  the  contract  ie,  everywhere 
in  ^s  country  ^except  in  Louisiana), •under  the  govemm^ut  of 
the  English  common  law.  (<?) 

7.  Forefsn  Marrim^oB. —  It  bag  been  a  point  much  discussed  in 
die  English  courts,  whether  a  clandestine  marriage  in  Scotland, 
of  English  parties,  who  resided  in  England,  and  resorted  to  Scot- 
land wit^  an  intent  to  evade  tike  operation  of  the  English  Mar- 
riage Act,  could  be  received  and  considered  in  England  as  valid. 
Though  we  may  not,  in  this  country,  have  at  present  any  great 
concern  with  that  question,  the  principle  is  nevertheless  extremely 
important  in  the  study  of  the  general  jurisprudence  applicable  to 
the  marriage  contract. 

As  the  law  of  marriage  is  a  part  of  the  jus  gentium^  the  general 
mle  undoubtedly  is,  that  a  marriage,  valid  or  void  by  the  law  of 
the  place  where  it  is  celebrated,  is  valid  or  void  everywhere,  (rf) 
An  exception  to  this  rule  is  stated  by  Huberus,  (e)  who  maintains 

(c)  The  statutory  regulation  of  roarriage  in  Ohio  is  essentially  the  same.  Statutes 
of  Ohio,  1831.  The  statute  in  that  state  regulating  marriages  provides  that  parties 
of  the  ages  of  18  and  14  may  marry ;  but  if  tlie  male  be  under  21,  and  the  female 
under  IS,  the  preyious  ooBsent  of  the  parent  or  guardian  is  requisite ;  and  there  must 
also  be  a  publication  of  banns  on  two  seyeral  days  of  public  worship,  in  the  presence 
of  the  congregation,  or  else  a  license  from  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  where  the 
female  resides ;  and  the  person  who  marries  the  parties,  without  such  publication 
and  license,  forfeits  a  heavy  peoalty.  In  North  Carolina,  a  succession  of  statutes,  in 
171fi^  1741, 1766,  and  1778,  regulated  marriages,  and  Tennessee  adopted  the  statute 
lav  of  her  parent  state;  and  it  has  been  adjudged,  that  if  a  marriage  be  celebrated 
without  the  license  prescribed  by  statute,  or,  in  its  absence,  without  a  lawful  certificate 
4if  the  publication  of  the  banns  of  marriage,  it  Is  an  illegal  and  void  marriage,  at  least 
is  respect  to  a  public  prosecution  for  bigamy.  Bashaw  v.  Tennessee,  1  Yerg.  177. 
To  marry  persons  without  a  license  from  the  clerks  of  the  court  of  ordinary,  or, 
instead  thereof,  without  a  publication  of  the  banns  of  marriage  three  times  in  some 
public  place  of  worship,  subjects  the  party  to  a  penalty  in  Georgia.  Prince's  Dig. 
1837, 231,  640;  Hotchkiss's  Dig.  1846,  829. 

{d)  Sciimshire  v.  Scrimshire,  2  Hagg.  Coos.  407,  419 ;  Harford  v,  Morris,  2  Hagg. 
Cons.  423-436;  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Lacon  v,  Higgins,  3  Starkie  N.  P.  178.  But  it 
is  not  unirersally  true,  without  exception,  that  a  marriage  not  valid  by  the  lex  loci  is 
also  invalid  everywhere,  for  this,  in  certain  cases  of  insuperable  difficulty,  might 
prevent  a  subject  from  marrying  ainroad.  Lord  Stowell,  in  2  Hagg.  Cons.  390,  391 ; 
Sheiford  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  p.  148.  An  exception  to  the  rule  that  a  marriage 
valid  at  the  jdaee  where  it  was  contracted  Is  valid  everywhere,  is  the  case  of  a 
marriage  involving  polygamy  or  iacest,  for  no  Christian  country  will  recognise  such 
marriages.  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  cited  in  a  note  to  §  114,  9  Bligh,  112 ;  Story  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws,  §§  113, 114. 

(e)  De  Conflictu  Legom,  see.  a  Bouhier,  Cout.  de  Bourg.  c.  ^8,  p.  657,  and  P. 
Voet,  de  Statntis,  p.  268,  are  dtsd  In  Story's  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws, 
[f  123^]  to  the  same  point.    B«i^,  in  hto  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  toI.  i. 
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that  if  two  personSf  in  order  to  evade  the  law  of  Holland,  which 
requires  the  consent  of  the  guardian  or  curator,  should  go  to 
Friesland,  or  elsewhere,  where  no  such  consent  is  necessary,  and 
there  marry,  and  return  to  Holland,  the  courts  of  Holland  would 
not  be  bound,  by  the  law  of  nations,  to  hold  the  marriage  valid, 
because  it  would  be  an  act  ad  eversionem  juris  nostri.  In  oppo- 
sition to  this  opinion,  we  have  the  decision  of  the  court  of 

*  92    delegates  in  England,  in  1768,  in  •  Compton  v.  Bearcroft^  (a) 

where  the  parties,  being  English  subjects,  and  one  of  them 
a  minor,  ran  away,  without  the  consent  of  the  guardian,  to  avoid 
the  English  law,  and  married  in  Scotland.  In  a  suit  in  the 
spiritual  court,  to  annul  the  marriage,  it  was  decided  that  the 
marriage  was  valid.  This  decision  of  the  spiritual  court  has  been 
since  frequently  and  gravely  questioned.  Lord  Mansfield,  a  few 
years  before  that  decision  of  the  delegates,  intimated  pretty 
strongly  (5)  his  opinion  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  in  Huberus, 
though  he  admitted  the  case  remained  undecided  in  England. 
The  settled  law  is  now  understood  to  be  that  which  was  decided 
in  the  spiritual  court.  It  was  assumed  and  declared  by  Sir  George 
Hay,  in  1776,  in  Harford  v.  Morris^  (c)  to  be  the  established  law. 
The  principle  is,  that,  in  respect  to  marriage,  the  lex  loci  contractus 
prevails  over  the  lex  domicilii^  as  being  the  safer  rule,  and  one 
dictated  by  just  and  enlightened  views  of  international  juris- 
prudence. This  rule  was  shown,  by  the  foreign  authorities 
referred  to  by  Sir  Edward  Simpson,  in  1752,  in  the  case  of  Scrim- 
shire  V.  Scrimshire^  ((2)  to  be  the  law  and  practice  in  all  civilized 
countries,  by  common  consent  and  general  adoption.     It  is  a  part 

194,  conriden  that  the  English  decisioiM  are  not  incoDBistent  with  the  doetrine  in 
Huher,  hecause  the  going  to  Scotland  to  avoid  the  restraints  of  the  English  Marriage 
Act,  and  marrying,  and  returning  forthwith  to  England,  is  not'an  eyasion  or  in  fraud 
of  the  Marriage  Act,  for  that  act  contains  no  express  prohibition  of  such  marriages, 
or  provision  rendering  them  void.  In  my  view  of  the  subject,  those  Scotch  marriages, 
between  English  fugitives  and  transient  parties,  are  palpable  evasions  of  the  English 
statute,  and  completely  within  the  complaint  and  the  censure  of  Huber,  and  the 
English  courts  carry  the  doctrine  in  support  of  such  fraudulent  marriages  as  far  aa 
any  of  the  Massachusetts  decisions  to  which  the  learned  author  refers. 

(a)  Buller's  N.  P.  114 ;  2  Hagg.  Cons.  448,  444,  a.  c. 

(h)  Robinson  v.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1077. 

(c)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  428-483 ;  Doe  v.  Vardill,  6  B.  &  C.  488,  8.  p. 

{d)  2  Hagg.  Cons.  412-416.  Bee  also  Story's  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws  [§  123  €t  aeq,]  \  and  Lord  Stowell,  in  Dalrymple  v.  Dalrymple,  2  Hagg.  Cons.  69; 
J.  Voet,  ad  Pand.  23.  2.  4 ;  Merim's  R^p.  tit  BCariage,  sec.  1. 
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of  the  yiM  ^mfe'um  of  Christian  Europe,  and  infinite  mischief  and 
confusion  would  ensue  with  respect  to  legitimacy,  succession,  and 
other  rights,  if  the  validity  of  tbe  marriage  contract  was  not  to 
be  tested  by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  it  was  made.  This 
doctrine  of  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts  was  recognized  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Medway  v.  Needham  ;  {e)  and 
though  the  parties,  in  that  case,  left  the  state  on  purpose  to  evade 
its  statute  law,  and  to  marry  in  opposition  to  it,  and,  being 
married,  returned  again,  it  was  held  that  the  *  marriage  must  *  93 
be  deemed  valid,  if  it  be  valid  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  it  was  contracted,  notwithstanding  the  parties  went 
into  the  other  state  with  an  intention  to  evade  the  laws  of  their 
own.  It  was  admitted  that  the  dootiine  was  repugnant  to  the 
general  principles  of  law  relating  to  other  contracts ;  but  it  was 
adopted  in  the  case  of  marriage,  on  grounds  of  policy,  with  a 
view  to  prevent  the  public  mischief  and  the  disastrous  conse- 
quences which  would  result  from  holding  such  marriages  void. 
It  was  hinted,  however,  that  this  comity,  giving  effect  to  the  lex 
hcit  might  not  be  applied  to  gross  cases,  such  as  incestuous  mar- 
riages, which  were  repugnant  to  the  morals  and  policy  of  all 
civilized  nations,  (a)  ^     This  comity  has  been  carried  so  far  as 

(e)  16  Mass.  157 ;  Putnam  v,  Putnam,  S  Pick.  433,  b.  p. 

(a)  See  also  Greenwood  v,  Curtis,  6  Maw.  368;  Huber.  de  Conf.  Leg.  Ub.  6,  tit 
B.  8 ;  Heinec.  £lem.  Jar.  Nat.  et  Gent.  Ub.  2,  c.  2,  sec.  41,  •.  p. 

1  Fm-eiffm  MoirtageM. — Medway  v.  Need-  to  be  fixed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 
ham  has  been  denied  in  an  EngUsh  case  it  was  solemnized,  the  English  law  {lea 
of  considerable  authority.  domicilii)  must  decide  whether  the  con- 
Two  British  subjects,  having  tliefar  tract  was  one  which  the  parties  to  i( 
domicile  in  England,  and  contemplating  might  lawfully  make.  Ik  was  though^ 
residence  there,  intermarried  while  in  Den-  that  it  would  Im  enough  to  inyalidate 
mark  on  a  risit.  The  man  was  a  widower,  such  a  marriage,  that,  whether  incestuous 
and  the  woman  was  a  sister  of  his  former  or  not,  it  was  shown  to  he  against  the 
wife)  and  while  such  a  marriage  was  policy  of  the  latter  law,  by  being  ex- 
allowed  by  the  Danish  law,  by  the  law  of  pressly  prohibited.  Brook  v.  Brook,  0 
England  it  was  within  the  prohibited  de-  H.  L.  C.  103. 

greet  (ante,  86,  n.  (a) ).    Moreover,  the         The  principle  of  this  case  was  extend- 

8l  6  4  6  WilL  IV.  c.  64,  made  all  mar-  ed  to  a  marriage  in  Frankfort.  Germany, 

riaget  within  the  prohibited  degrees  void,  between  a  woman   bom  and  domiciled 

and  not  merely  voidable.  After  the  death  there  and  another  German  by  birth,  who 

of  both  parties  the  marriage  was  drawn  in  was  domiciled  in  England,  and  had  been 

question  in  an  administration  suit.     It  naturalized  a  British  subject  since  his  firs$ 

was  held  to  be  void  on  the  ground  that  marriage.    The  second  marriage  is  stated 

although  the  forms  of  tbe  marriage  were  in  the  case  and  opinion  to  have  been  vali4 
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to  admit  the  legitimacy  of  the  issue  of  a  person  who  bad  been 
divorced  a  vinculo^  for  adultery,  and  who  was  declared  incompetent 
to  remarry,  and  who  had  gone  to  a  neighboring  state,  where  it 
was  lawful  for  him  to  remarry,  and  there  marry.  (6) 


(6)  West  Cambridge  p.  Lexington,  1  Pick.  606.  A  person  was  disabled  from 
remarrying  by  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  yet  his  marriage  in  Tennessee  was  held 
valid  there,  for  penal  laws  have  no  exterritorial  force/  Dickson  v.  Dickson,  1  Yerg. 
110.  But  in  Conway  v.  Beazley,  S  Hagg.  Eccl.  689,  the  Ux  loci' contrachu  as  to 
marriage  was  held  not  to  prevail  under  the  law  of  the  domicile,  when  either  of  the 
contracting  parties  were  under  a  legal  incapacity  to  contract  by  the  law  of  the 
domicile.  Huberus,  de  Conflictu  Legum,  lib.  1,  tit  8,  sec.  8,  also  admits  that  an 
incestuous  connection  formed  abroad  is  not  to  be  recognized ;  nor  will  the  English 
courts,  while  they  recognize  the  validity  of  foreign  marriages,  admit  the  legal  conse- 
quences abroad  of  a  foreign  marriage,  such  as  the  legitimation  of  antenuptial  off> 


(meaning,  probably,  not  within  the  pro- 
hibited degrees)  by  the  law  of  Frankfort, 
but  was  made  with  a  view  to  a  residence 
in  England.  Mette  v.  Mette,  1  Sw.  &  Tr. 
416.  But  see  Stevenson  v.  Gray,  17  B. 
Monroe,  188.  So  far  as  the  descent  of 
real  estate  is  concerned,  it  seems  that  a 
marriage  incestuous  by  the  lex  ret  tt'ta 
will  be  deemed  void  in  all  cases,  although 
valid  where  celebrated,  and  not  made  in 


fraud  of  the  former  law.  In  order  to 
take,  a  party  must  be  legitimate,  it  is 
said,  not  only  by  the  law  of  his  domicile 
(see  7  CI.  &  Fin.  988;  Smith  v.  Kelly,  23 
Miss.  167 ;  Shedden  v.  Patrick,  L.  R.  1 
H.  L.  Sc.  470,  472),  but  also  by  the  /er 
ret  site.  Fenton  v.  Livingstone,  8  Macq. 
497,  649.  But  see  Re  Don's  Estate,  4 
Drewry,  194,  196;  poet,  209  and  notes, 
459  (a).  «i 


x*  In  Sottomayer  v,  De  Barros,  8  P.  D. 
1, 8.  c.  2  P.  D.  81,  it  was  held  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  reversing  the  judgment  of 
Sir  Robert  Phillimore,  that  a  marriage  in 
England  of  first  cousins,  domiciled  in  Por- 
tugal, by  the  law  of  which  country  such 
a  marriage  is  void  by  reason  of  consan- 
guinity, was  void,  the  law  of  domicile 
governing  as  to  the  capacity  of  the  par- 
ties.  But  in  the  same  case,  before  Sir 
James  Hannen  (5  P.  D.  94),  it  appearing 
that  the  domicile  of  the  man  was  English, 
it  was  held  that  the  marriage  was  valid, 
and  the  language  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
is  criticise<1. 

That  the  place  of  contract  governs  as 
to  capacity  to  marry,  see  Ross  v.  Ross, 
129  Mass.  248,  247,  248;  Van  Voorhis  v, 
Brintnall,  86  N.  Y.  18;  McDowell  p. 
Sapp  (Ohio,  December,  1888),  17  Rep. 
117.  See  Campbell  v.  Crampton,  18 
BUtchf.  160. 
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That  the  law  of  domicile  governs,  see 
Kinney's  Case,  SO  Gratt.  868;  Sute  v. 
Kennedy,  76  N.  C.  261 ;  Story,  Confl.  of 
Laws,  8th  ed.  216  et  aeq.,  notes.  Comp. 
Westlake,  Int  Law,  62-64. 

The  sounder  rule  would  seem  to  be, 
that  a  status  legally  created  in  one  coun- 
try, and  not  being  one  generally  recog- 
nized as  contra  honm  mores,  is  to  be  held 
valid  everywhere,  and  for  all  purposes. 
There  seems  no  sound  reason  for  distin- 
guishing real  estate  in  this  regard.  Cases 
tupra, 

Ross  u.  Ross,  tupra,  was  the  case  of  a 
child  adopted  in  Pennsylvania  by  persons 
domiciled  there.  The  status  thus  created 
was  recognized  in  Massachusetts,  and  the 
laws  as  to  the  descent  both  of  realty  and 
personalty  were  applied  as  though  the 
adoption  had  been  In  Massachosetta. 
The  Judgment  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  reviews 
the  cases  at  length. 
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tprisg.  Doe  p.  Vardin,  6  B.  &  C.  428.  See  M/ra,  200.  The  Hauachosettt  Rerised 
Statutes  of  1836  have  altered  the  law  in  this  respect  in  that  state,  by  declaring  thai 
if  persons  retiderU  in  that  tiate  contract  marriage  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statnte  law,  and  tn  order  to  evade  them,  go  ont  of  the  state  and  nutrrjr,  and  return  and 
reside  there,  such  marriage  is  declared  void  witliin  the  state.  By  the  French  Ciyil 
Code,  n.  63,  publication  of  banns  is  to  precede  marriage ;  and  by  the  article  n.  170, 
if  a  Frenchman  marries  in  a  foreign  country,  the  same  regulation  is  still  to  be 
obseTTed ;  and  yet,  accorduig  to  Toullier,  Droit  Ciyil  Fran9ais,  i.  n.  578,  and  note, 
ibtd.,  the  omission  to  comply  with  the  prescribed  publication  does  not  render  the 
marriage  void,  whether  celebrated  at  home  or  abroad.  But  if  the  marriage  of  a 
Frenchman  abroad  be  within  the  age  of  consent  fixed  by  the  French  code,  though 
beyond  the  age  of  consent  fixed  by  our  law,  it  would  seem  that  the  marriage 
would  not  be  regarded  in  France  as  valid,  though  yalid  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  was  celebrated.  The  French  code,  n.  170,  requires  the  obseryance,  by 
Frenchmen,  of  the  ordinances  of  tliat  code,  though  the  marriage  be  abroad,  for  per- 
sonal laws  follow  Frenchmen  wherever  they  go.  Toullier,  Droit  Civil  Fran^ais,  i. 
DOS.  118  and  576 ;  Repertoire  de  Jarisprudence,  tit.  Loi,  sec.  6.  It  wss  testified  by  the 
French  consul  at  London,  in  Lacon  v.  Higgins,  2  Dowl.  &  By.  N.  P.  88,  that  a  mar^ 
riage  in  France,  contrary  to  the  prescribed  solemnities  in  arts.  68,  64, 74,  of  the  Code 
Napoleon,  would  be  absolutely  null  and  void.  Mr.  Jasti(;e  Story,  in  his  Comm.  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws  [§  124],  justly  questions  the  wisdom  of  these  stem  and  unre- 
lenting rules  of  the  French  code. 

The  incidents  to  marriage  respecting  rights  and  property,  under  the  operation  and 
collision  of  foreign  and  domestic  law,  have  been  a  fruitful  source  of  discussion  among 
foreign  jurists.    Their  refinements  and  speculations  have  been  examined  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story  (Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  c.  6),  and  be  draws  the  following  conclu- 
sions from  a  survey  of  the  writings  and  cases,  foreign  and  domestic,  relating  to  the 
subject:   (1.)  That  where  there  is  marriage  in  a  foreign  country,  and  an  express 
nuptial  contract  concerning  personal  property,  it  will   be  sustained  everywhere, 
unless  it  contravenes  some  positive  rule  of  law  or  policy.    But  as  to  real  property,  it 
will  be  made  subservient  to  the  lex  rei  ntcR,    (2.)  Where  such  a  contract  applies  to 
personal  property,  and  there  is  a  change  afterwards  of  the  matrimonial  domicile, 
the  law  of  the  actual  domicile  will  govern  as  to  future  acquisitions.    If  there  be 
no  such  contract,  the  matrimonial  domicile  governs  all  the  personal  property  every- 
where, but  not  the  real  property.    (4.)    The  matrimonial  domicile  governs  as  to 
sU  acquisitions,  present  and  future,  if  there  be  no  change  of  domicile.    If  there  be, 
then  tlie  law  of  the  actual  domicile  will  govern  as  to  future  acquisitions,  and  the  law 
reidta  as  to  real  property.    Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws  [§§  184-187]. 
The  English  law,  according  to  Lord  Eldon  (Lashley  v.  Hogg,  cited  in  Robertson's 
Appeal  Cases,  p.  4 ;  Selkrig  v.  Davies,  2  Rose  Bank.  Cases,  p.  09),  is,  that  if  there  be 
no  special  contract,  the  law  of  the  actual  domicile,  at  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage, 
governs  as  to  all  the  property,  whether  acquired  before  or  after  the  change  of  the 
matrimonial  domicile.    But  if  there  was  no  change  of  the  matrimonial  domicile,  the 
law  of  that  domicile  governed  the  personal  property,  wherever  acquired  and  wherever 
situated.    This  is  also  the  law  in  Louisiana.    Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  17  Martin,  560, 
603-^05 ;  and  it  is  a  principle  which  best  harmonizes  with  the  analogies  of  the  common 
law.    Story's  Comm.  [§  171,  et  teq.]    The  foreign  jurists  do  not  generally  agree  to 
these  conclusions,  but  they  insist  that  the  change  of  domicile  after  marriage  does 
not  change  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  domicile,  as  to  past  or  future  acquisitions. 
(Story's  Comm.  [§§  160-170].)    But  it  is  agreed  that  nuptial  contracts  follow  the 
parties  into  foreign  countries,  and  bind  them.    Murphy  v.  Murphy,  5  Msrdn  [La.], 
83;  Decouche  o.  Savetier,  3  Johns.  Ch.  190;  Story's  Comm.  [§  189].    If,  however, 
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tlie  marriage  takea  place  in  a  foreign  conntiy  m  fremiti  and  wliere  the  partiet  ha«l 
no  intention  of  fixing  their  domicile,  the  law  of  the  actual  or  intended  domictie  of 
the  partiet  goTemt  the  case  at  to  the  ineidentt  of  marriage;  and  it  it  the  general 
mie,  that  if  the  hutband  and  wife  had  different  domiciles  when  they  married,  the 
domicile  of  the  huthand  became  the  true  and  only  matrimonial  domicile.  Le  Bretom 
m,  Nonchet,  8  Martin  [U.],  00;  Ford'i  Cnratort  v.  Ford,  14  id.  67i.  This  it  the 
opinion  of  all  tiie  foreign  Juristt.    Stor/a  Oomm.  [§§  19M09], 

[116] 


UKT.  zxvn.]         OP  ram  bwhib  of  Ipskohb.  ^M 


LECTURE    XXVn. 

OF  THE  LAW  OONCEBNINO  DIYOBCB. 

Whkn  a  marriage  is  duly  made*  it  becomes  of  peipetnal  obliga- 
tion, and  cannot  be  renounced  at  the  pleasure  of  either  or  both  ct 
the  parties.  It  continues,  until  dissolved  by  the  death  of  one 
of  the  parties,  or  by  divorce. 

1.  Of  Divorce  a  Vinoola — (1.)  For  Causes  rendering  the  Marriage 
void. — By  the  ecclesiastical  law,  a  marriage  may  be  dissolved 
and  declared  void  ab  initio,  for  canonical  causes  of  impedi- 
ment, existing  i»:eviou8  to  the  marriage.  Divorces  a  vinculo 
matrimonii^  said  Lord  Coke,  (a)  are  causa  prceeontractus^  causa 
metus^  causa  impotenticB  seu  frigiditatisy  causa  cffinitatisy  causa  con* 
sanguinitatis.  We  have  seen  how  far  a  marriage  may  be  adjudged 
void,  as  being  procured  by  fear  or  fraud,  or  contracted  within  the 
forbidden  degrees.  The  courts  in  Massachusetts,  Delaware,  Ohio, 
North  Carolina,  Alabama,  Illinois,  and  probably  in  other  states, 
are  authoria&ed  by  statute  to  grant  divorces  causa  impotentice  ;  and 
in  Connecticut,  imbecility  has  been  declared  suflScient  to  dissolve 
a  marriage  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  (5)  The  canonical  disabilities, 
such  as  consanguinity,  and  affinity,  and  corporeal  infirmity,  exist- 
ing prior  to  the  marriage,  render  it  voidable  only,  and  such  mar* 
riages  are  valid  for  all  civil  purposes,  unless  sentence  of  nullity 
be  declared  in  the  lifetime  of  the  parties ;  and  it  cannot  be  / 
declared  void  for  those  causes  after  the  death  of  either  / 

party,  (c)     *  But  the  civil  disabilities,  such  as  a  prior  mar-   •  98 
riage  or  idiocy,  make  the  contract  void,  ah  initio^  and  the 
union  meretricious,  (a)    In  New  York  it  was  adjudged,  in  Burtis 

(a)  Co.  Litt  236.  a. 

(6)  Benton  v.  Benton,  1  Dajr,  111 ;  Dane's  Abr.  of  American  Law,  a  46,  art  9 
■ec.  14;  Beyised  Laws  of  Ulinois,  1888. 

(e)  1  Bl.  Ckmim.  484,  436 ;  Butt's  Case,  6  Co.  08,  b ;  2  Phil.  19. 

ia)  Elliott  V.  Onrr,  2  Phil.  16 ;  Bex  v.  Inhabitanto  of  Wrox  ton,  4  B.  &  Ad.  640. 
By  the  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  1886,  all  marriages  prohibited  by  law  on 
account  of  consanguinity  or  affinity,  or  when  the  former  wife  or  husband  is  livmg,  or 
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Y.  Burtis^  (i)  that  corporeal  impotence  was  not,  under  the  existing 
laws,  a  cause  of  divorce,  and  that  the  English  law  of  divorce  on 
that  point  had  never  been  adopted.  The  new  French  code  will 
not  allow  Buch  an  allegation  by  the  husband  ;  (<;)  and  TouUier  (d) 
condemns  a  decree  of  divorce,  causa  impotenticB^  which  was  pro- 
nounced in  France,  in  1808,  as  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  codot 
and  leading  to  scandalous  inquiry. 

Since  the  New  York  decision  above  mentioned,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  this  subject  has  been  enlarged,  and 
the  New  York  Revised  Statutes  have  authorized  the  chancellor, 
on  a  suit  before  him  by  bill,  to  declare  void  the  marriage  contract : 
1.  If  either  of  the  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  had  not 
attained  the  age  of  legal  consent.  2.  If  the  former  husband  or 
wife  of  the  party  was  living,  and  the  marriage  in  force.  8.  If  one 
of  the  parties  was  an  idiot  or  lunatic.  4.  If  the  consent  of  one 
of  the  parties  was  obtained  by  force  or  fraud.  5.  If  one  of  the 
parties  was  physically  incapable  of  entering  into  the  marriage 
tttate.  All  issues  upon  the  legality  of  a  marriage,  except  where 
it  is  sought  to  be  annulled  on  the  ground  of  the  physical  incapacity 

ivhen  either  party  was  at  the  time  insane  or  an  idiot,  or  between  a  white  person  and 
a  negro,  Indian,  or  mulatto,  are  declared  to  be  absolutely  void,  without  a  decree  of 
divorce,  or  other  legal  process ;  tliough,  if  the  case  be  doubtful  in  point  of  fact,  a 
libel  for  a  divorce  may  be  filed  and  prosecuted.  8o,  if  persons  marry  under  the  age 
of  consent,  and  separate  during  such  nonage,  and  do  not  cohabit  afterwards,  the 
marriage  is  void  without  any  decree  of  divorce.  Divorce  a  vinculo  may  be  decreed 
for  adultery  or  impotency  in  either  party ;  or  wlien  either  [party  lias  separated  from 
the  other  without  his  or  her  consent,  and  united  witli  a  religious  society  that  pro- 
fesses to  believe  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  unlawful,  and  has  so  continued 
for  three  years,  refusing  during  that  time  to  cohabit  with  the  party  who  has  not 
united  with  such  society  ;  or  when  either]  is  sentenced  to  confinement  in  the  state 
prison.  The  issue  of  any  marriage  declared  null  by  decree,  on  account  of  consan- 
guinity or  affinity,  or  of  any  marriage  between  a  white  person  and  a  negro,  Indian, 
or  mulatto,  are  to  be  deemed  illegitimate.  It  is  otherwise  upon  the  dissolution  of  a 
marriage  on  account  of  nonage,  insanity,  or  idiocy.  So  the  issue  is  also  legitimate 
if  the  marriage  be  dissolved  for  bigamy,  provided  the  second  marriage  was  con- 
tracted in  good  faitli,  and  with  the  full  belief  that  the  former  husband  or  wife  was 
dead.  So,  in  Vermont,  marriages  prohibited  by  law.  on  account  of  consanguinity  or 
affinity,  or  on  account  of  a  former  wife  or  husband  living,  are  absolutely  void,  with- 
out legal  process  or  decree.  A  libel  for  the  purpose  may  be  filed  in  doubtful  cases. 
If  the  marriage  be  declared  void  on  account  of  consanguinity  or  affinity,  the  issue  to 
be  deemed  illegitimate.  See  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1839,  p.  8*22 ;  and  I  take 
the  occasion  to  observe,  that  this  new  revised  code  of  Vermont  does  credit  to  the 
learning,  judgment,  and  taste  with  which  it  was  prepared,  digested,  and  published. 

(h)  1  Hopk.  6r)7.  (e)  Code  Civil,  art  813. 

{d)  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  i.  n.  625. 
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of  one  of  tbe  parties,  are  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  upon  the  award  of 
a  feigned  issue.  Qe) 

It  is  further  provided,  that  a  marriage  shall  not  be  annulled  for 
the  fii-st  cause  above  mentioned,  on  the  application  of  a  party  who 
was  of  legal  suge  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  if  the  parties, 
after  they  had  attained  the  age  of  consent,  had  for  any  time 
freely  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife.  It  may  be  annulled 
for  tbe  second  cause  on  the  application  of  either  *  party  *  97 
during  the  life  of  the  other ;  but  if  it  was  contracted  in  good 
faith,  and  with  the  full  belief  of  the  parties  that  the  former  hus- 
band or  wife  was  dead,  the  issue  thereof  shall  be  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed to  the  estate  of  the  parent  equally  as  legitimate  children. 
It  may  be  annulled  for  the  third  cause,  on  the  application  of  any 
relative  of  the  idiot  or  lunatic  intefested  to  avoid  the  marriage,  or 
by  bis  next  friend.  But  any  free  cohabitation  of  husband  and 
wife,  after  -the  lunacy  has  ceased,  will  be  a  bar  to  the  divorce ; 
and  the  children  of  a  marriage  annulled  on  the  ground  of  lunacy 
or  idiocy  are  entitled  to  succeed  as  legitimate  children.  A  mar- 
riage may  be  annulled  for  the  fourth  cause  above  mentioned,  dur- 
ing the  life  of  the  parties,  on  the  application  of  the  party  whose 
consent  was  unduly  obtained,  provided  there  has  been  no  subse- 
quent voluntary  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife.  The  custody 
of  the  issue  of  such  a  marriage  is  to  be  given  to  the  innocent 
parent,  and  a  provision  for  their  education  and  maintenance  may 
be  made  out  of  the  estate  of  the  guilty  party.  A  marrii^e  is  to 
be  annulled  for  the  fifth  and  last  cause  above  mentioned,  only  on 
the  application  of  the  injured  party,  and  the  suit  must  be  brought 
within  two  years  from  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage,  (a) 

(2.)  For  Adultery.  —  These  cases  are  all  founded  on  the  ground 
of  the  nullity  of  the  marriage  contract,  for  causes  existing  at 
the  time  it  was  formed ;  but  there  is  one  other  case  in  which  the 
marriage  contract  may  be  dissolved  for  a  cause  accruing  subse- 
quently. During  the  period  of  our  colonial  government,  for 
more  than  one  hundred  years  preceding  the  Revolution,  no  divorce 
took  place  in  the  colony  of  New  York ;  and  for  many  years  after 
New  York  became  an  independent  state,  there  was  not  any  law- 

(e)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  142,  sec.  20;  ibid.  175.  sec.  46. 

(a)  N.  Y.  R.  S.  ii.  142,  148,  sees.  21-83.  The  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1889, 
pp.  322,  823.  contain  the  same  provisions  as  the  New  York  statute  relative  to  the 
above  causes  of  divorce,  and  the  jurisdiction  is  vested  in  the  Supreme  Court 
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fill  mode  oF  dissolving  a  marriage  in  the  lifetime  of  the  partieB, 
but  by  a  special  act  of  the  legislature.     This  strictness  was  pro^ 

ducdve  of  public  inconvenience,  and  often  forced  the  par- 
*  98   ties,  in  cases  which  rendered  a  separation  fit  *  and  necessary 

to  some  other  state«  to  avail  themselves  of  a  more  easy 
and  certain  remedy.  At  last  the  legislature,  in  1787,  authorized 
the  Court  of  Chancery  to  pronounce  divorces  a  vinculo^  in  the 
single  case  of  adultery,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  party  aggrieved. 
As  the  law  in  New  York  now  stands,  a  bill  for  a  divorce  for 
adultery,  committed  by  either  husband  or  wife,  can  be  sustained 
in  three  cases  only :  (1.)  If  the  married  parties  are  inhabitants 
of  the  state  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  adultery ;  (2.) 
If  the  maiTiage  took  place  in  the  state,  and  the  party  injured  be 
an  actual  resident  at  the  time  of  the  adultery  committed,  and  at 
the  time  of  filing  the  bill ;  (8.)  If  the  adultery  was  committed  in 
the  state,  and  the  injured  party,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  be 
an  actual  inhabitant  of  the  state,  (a)  If  the  defendant  answers 
the  bill,  and  denies  the  charge,  a  feigned  issue  is  to  be  awarded « 
under  the  direction  of  the  chancellor,  to  try  the  truth  of  the 
charge  before  a  jury,  in  a  court  of  law.  Upon  the  trial  of  the 
issue,  the  fact  must  be  sufficiently  proved  by  testimony  indepen- 
dent of  the  confession  of  the  party  ;  for,  to  guard  against  all 
kinds  of  improper  influence,  collusion,  and  fraud,  it  is  the  gen- 
eral policy  of  the  law  on  this  subject  not  to  proceed  solely  upon 
the  ground  of  the  confession  of  the  party  to  a  dissolution  of  the 
marriage  contract.  The  rule,  that  the  confession  of  the  party 
was  not  sufficient,  unless  supported  by  other  proof,  was  derived 
from  the  canon  law,  and  arose  from  the  jealousy  that  the  confession 
might  be  extorted,  or  made  coUusively,  in  order  to  furnish  means 
to  effect  a  divorce,  (i) 

(a)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  144,  sec.  88,  89.  It  was  adjudged,  in  New  Jer- 
sey, in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Lash,  1  Harr.  880,  that  a  married  man  is  not  guiltj  of 
tnhJUry,  in  haring  carnal  connection  with  an  unmarried  woman.  In  Vermont,  an  act 
of  that  kind,  between  such  parties,  is  punished  by  fine  and  imprisonment,  as  in  cases 
of  adultery.  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1889,  p.  443.  So  in  Tennessee,  and  in 
some  of  the  other  states,  the  living  together  by  unmarried  persons,  in  illicit  connec- 
tion, is  an  indictable  offence. 

(6)  Bum's  Eccl.  Law,  tit.  Marriage,  sec.  11 ;  Traittf  dp  TAdult^re,  par  Foumel, 
p.  160 ;  Pothier,  Contrat  de  Manage,  nos.  617,  518 ;  Baxter  r.  Baxter,  1  Mass.  346 ; 
Betts  V.  Betts,  1  Johns.  Ch.  197.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  144.  sec.  86, 
and  the  Vermont  Revised  Statutes  of  1889,  p.  823,  provide  that  no  sentence  of  nullity 
of  marriage  can  be  pronounoed  solely  on  the  declarations  or  confessions  of  the 
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If  the  defendant  suffetB  the  bill  to  be  taken  pro  eonfe$$o 
*  or  admits  the  charge,  it  would  be  equally  dangerous  to  act  *  99 
upon  that  admission  of  the  bill,  and  the  statute  therefore 
directs  that  the  case  be  referred  to  a  master  in  chancery,  to  take 
proof  of  the  adultery,  and  to  report  the  same  with  his  opinion 
thereon.  If  the  report  of  the  master,  or  the  verdict  of  the  jury, 
as  the  case  may  be,  shall  satisfy  the  chancellor  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge  of  adultery^  he  may  then  decree  a  dissolution  of  the  mar- 
riage ;  but  this  dissolution  is  not,  under  certain  circumstances,  to 
affect  the  legitimacy  of  the  children.  If  the  wife  be  the  com- 
plainant, the  legitimacy  of  any  children  of  the  marriage,  bom  or 
begotten  of  her  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  are  not  to  be  affected 
by  the  decree ;  and  if  the  husband  be  the  complainant,  the  legiti« 
macy  of  children  bom  or  begotten  before  the  commission  of  the 
offence  charged,  are  not  affected  by  the  decree,  though  the  legiti* 
macy  of  other  children  of  the  wife  may  be  determined  by  the 
court  upon  the  proofs  in  the  cause,  (a)  The  defendant,  by  way 
of  punishment  for  the  guilt,  is  disabled  from  remarrying  during 
the  life  of  the  other  party.  (6) 

The  statute  further  provides,  that  if  the  wife  be  the  complain- 
ant, the  jcourt  is  to  make  a  suitable  allowance,  in  sound  discretion, 
out  of  the  defendant's  property,  for  the  maintenance  of  her  and 
her  children,  and  to  compel  the  defendant  to  abide  the  decree. 
The  chancellor  is  also  to  give  to  the  wife,  being  the  injured  party, 
the  absolute  enjoyment  of  any  real  estate  belonging  to  her,  or  of 
any  personal  property  derived  by  title  through  her,  or  acquired 
by  her  industry,  (c)     If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  husband  be  the 

pardet ;  but  other  Aatkfactorj  evidenoe  of  the  existence  of  the  facts  on  which  the 
iecne  is  to  be  founded  must  be  required. 

(a)  K.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  145,  sec.  40,  41,  48,  44.  (6)  Ibid.  sec.  40. 

(c)  Pending  a  suit  in  chancery  by  the  wife,  or  in  the  consistory  court  by  the 
huilMuid,  lor  a  dirorce,  it  is  a  general  rule  of  ecclesiastical  law  that  the  court  may, 
under  proper  circumstances,  and  in  its  discretion,  allow  the  wife,  by  an  order  on 
the  hosbttid,  a  sum  of  money  for  carrying  on  the  suit,  as  well  as  for  immediate 
sliniony.  2  Dickens,  40S,  682;  Oughton,  806,  tit.  206-209,  sec.  7;  Earl  of  Ports- 
mofiith  0.  Countess  of  Portsmouth,  3  Addams,  63 ;  Fournel,  Traits  de  1' Adult.  866 ; 
Burn,  tit.  Mairiage,  c.  1 1.  sec. 8 ;  2  Hagg.  Cons.  199, 201 ;  Mix  v.  Mix.  1  Johns.  Ch.  108 ; 
))enton  v.  Denton,  ib.  864.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  148,  sec.  68,  hare 
expressly  enforced  this  reasonable  doctrine,  by  declaring  that,  in  every  suit  for  a 
fivorce  or  separation,  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  require  the  husband  to  pay  any 
sum  necesaaty  to  enable  the  wife  to  carry  on  the  suit  daring  its  pendency.  But  if 
the  bill  for  divorce  be  filed  by  the  husband,  the  wife  will  not  be  allowed  alimony,  or 
aa  order  for  moueys  to  enable  her  to  defend  the  suit  until  she  has.  by  answer,  dis- 
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complainant,  then  he  is  entitled  to  retain  the  same  interest  in  his 
wife's  real  estate  which  he  would  have  had  if  the  marriage  had 
continued;  and  he  is  also  entitled  to  her  personal  estate  and 

choses  in  action,  which  she  possessed  at  the  time  of  the 
•  100    divorce,  equally  as  if  ♦  the  marriage  had  continued  ;  and 

the  wife  loses  her  title  to  dower,  and  to  a  distributive  share 
in  the  husband's  personal  estate,  (a) 

These  are  the  statute  provisions  in  New  York  on  the  subject  of 
a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  ;  and  it  is  requisite,  if  the  marriage 
was  solemnized  out  of  the  state,  distinctly  and  certainly  to  make 
it  appear  upon  the  bill,  that  both  parties  were  inhabitants  of  the 
state  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  adultery ;  or  that  the 
offence  was  committed  within  the  state,  and  the  injured  party  an 
actual  inhabitant  at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  bill.  It  must  also 
appear,  if  the  parties  were  married  within  the  state,  that  the 
complainant  was  an  actual  resident  at  the  time  of  the  offence 
and  of  bringing  the  suit ;  and  this  means  that  the  party's  domicile 
was  here,  or  that  he  had  fixed  his  residence  animo  manendi.  (&) 

closed  the  nature  of  her  defence.  LewiB  v.  Lewis,  8  Johns.  Ch.  619.  In  North  Caro- 
lina,  the  courts  have  no  power  to  assist  the  wife  in  the  above  cases,  pendente  L'te,  and 
Mr.  Justice  Gaston  questions  the  policy  of  giving  any  such  power.  Wilsofl  v.  Wilson, 
2  Dev.  &  Batt.  377.  I  am  entirely  convinced,  however,  from  my  own  judicial  expe- 
rience, that  such  a  discretion  is  properly  confided  to  the  courts.  Li  New  Hampshire, 
alimony  is  understood  to  be  a  provision  made  to  the  wife  upon  a  divorce  a  vinculo ; 
and  it  is  not  allowed  in  any  other  case.    Parsons  v.  Parsons,  0  N.  H.  300. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  145, 146,  sec.  45,  48.  Tlic  Revised  Statutes  of  Massa- 
chusetts of  1886.  part  2.  tit.  7,  c.  70,  sec.  27,  28,  and  of  Vermont,  1830,  pp.  325,  826, 
give  the  court  similar  discretion  on  divorce,  touching  the  care  and  maintenance  of 
the  minor  children,  and  the  restoration  to  the  wife  of  her  estate,  and  of  alimony,  if 
necessary,  if  she  be  the  innocent  party.  So,  in  New  Jersey,  the  jurisdiction  in  aU 
cases  of  divorce  is  hi  the  Court  of  Chancery,  proceeding  regularly  by  bill,  as  in  other 
cases.  The  bill  may  be  filed  if  either  party  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  state  at  the 
time  of  the  injury  complained  of ;  or  where  the  marriage  was  in  the  state,  and  tlie 
complainant  a  resident  therein  at  the  time  of  the  injury  and  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  or 
where  the  adultery  was  committed  in  the  state,  and  either  party  a  resident  when  the 
bill  was  filed.  Elmer's  Digest,  139.  In  the  case  of  Chamiaud  v.  Charruaud,  in 
Chancery,  before  the  assistant  V.  C,  in  1847  (New  York  Legal  Observer,  i.  134),  it 
was  adjudged  that,  upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  a  divorce  of  the  wife  a 
vinculo  for  adultery  annuls  every  provision  made  for  her  in  marriage  articles  or  a 
marriage  settlement,  in  the  nature  of  jointure  or  otherwise,  as  well  as  any  provision 
in  articles  executed  upon  a  separation. 

(b)  Mix  P.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  204;  Williamson  ».  Parisien,  ib.  389;  N.  Y.  Revised 
Statutes,  ii.  144,  sec.  38.  It  was  declared  in  Indiana,  by  law,  in  1829-1880,  that  the 
laws  concerning  divorce  applied  only  to  citizens  who  had  resided  a  year  witliin  the 
state.    In  Ohio,  no  petition  for  a  divorce  is  sustained,  unless  the  husband  or  wife 
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Though  the  fact  of  adultery  be  made  out,  it  does  not  follow,  as 
a  matter  of  course,  that  a  divorce  is  to  be  awarded ;  for  the  remedy 
by  divorce  is  purely  a  civil  and  private  prosecution,  under  the 
control  and  at  the  volition  of  tlie  party  aggrieved,  and  he  may 
bar  himself  of  the  remedy,  in  several  ways,  by  his  own  act. 
(1.)  Neither  party  can  obtain  a  divorce  for  adultery,  if  the  other 
party  recriminates,  and  can  prove  a  correspondent  infidelity. 
The  delictum^  in  that  case,  must  be  of  the  same  kind,  and  not  an 
offence  of  a  different  character.  ((?)  The  campennatio  eriminis  is 
the  standard  canon  law  of  England  in  questions  of  divorce,  and 
it  is  founded  on  the  principle  that  a  man  cannot  be  permitted  to 
complain  of  the  breach  of  a  contract  which  he  had  first  violated  ; 
and  the  same  principle,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  prevails  in  the 
United  States,  (d)     (2.)  So,  if  the  injured  *  party,  subse-    *  101 

appljing  has  been  a  bona  Jufe  resident  in  tlie  stste  for  two  yearB,  and  an  actual  resi- 
dent, at  the  time,  of  the  county  where  the  application  is  made.  In  that  case  the 
application  is  to  be  sustained,  whether  the  marriage  or  the  cause  of  dirorce  occurred 
within  the  state  or  elsewhere.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1824,  1827.  In  Michigan,  the 
petitioner  in  equity  for  a  dirorce  must  have  been  a  resident  of  three  years.  Act  of 
April  4, 1833.  So,  in  North  Carolina,  in  application  for  a  diyorce,  the  i>arty  applying 
must  haye  resided  within  the  state  for  three  years  immediately  preceding  the  filing 
of  the  petition  or  bill,  unless  it  be  in  the  case  of  a  divorce  a  rnmita  for  cruel  treatment. 
There  is  this  further  check,  that  the  facts  forming  the  ground  of  the  complaint  in 
every  case  must  hare  existed  to  the  knowledge  of  the  i>arty  at  least  six  montlis  prior 
to  the  suit.  1  N.  C.  Revised  Statutes,  1^37,  p.  240.  In  Missouri,  the  petitioner  for  a 
divorce  must  have  had  a  permanent  residence  of  one  year,  and  the  cause  for  it  must 
hare  happened  witliin  the  state.  R.  S.  of  Missouri,  1885,  p.  226.  In  Maine,  it  is  held 
not  to  be  necessary  as  a  foundation  of  jurisdiction  in  a  suit  for  a  divorce,  unless  made 
so  by  positiTe  statute,  that  the  fact  of  adultery  should  have  been  committed  within 
the  state  in  whose  tribunals  a  decree  of  divorce  is  sought  for  that  cause.  Harding 
V.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  R.  140.  The  Vermont  statute  has  wisely  guarded  against  impo- 
sition and  abuse  of  Jurisdiction  on  this  subject,  by  declaring  that  no  divorce  shall  he 
decreed  for  any  cause,  if  the  parties  had  never  lived  in  the  state  as  husband  and 
wife ;  nor  unless  the  libellant  had  resided  in  the  state  for  one  year  next  preceding 
the  suit ;  nor  if  the  cause  accrued  out  of  the  state,  unless  the  parties  had,  before  it 
occurred,  lived  as  husband  and  wife  in  the  state,  nor  unless  one  of  them  was  then 
living  in  the  state.  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1880,  p.  824.  So,  in  New  Hamp- 
shire, a  divorce  was  refused  where  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  divorce  resided  out 
of  the  sute.    Clark  t.  Clark,  8  N.  H.  21. 

(c)  Johnson  r.  Johnson,  4  Paige,  460.  In  Eldred  i;.  Eldred,  2  Curtcis,  876,  and 
Dillon  V,  Dillon,  8  id.  86,  it  was  held  that  the  wife  could  not  set  up  a  charge  of 
cruelty  in  bar  of  her  husband's  remedy  of  divorce  for  adultery,  nor  will  malicious 
desertion  be  a  bar,  said  Dr.  Lushington,  tAi  supra, 

{d)  Oughtoo's  Ordo  Judiciorum,  i.  tit.  214 ;  Forster  v.  Forster,  1  Hagg.  Cons. 
144 ;  Proctor  ».  Proctor,  2  id.  202 ;  Cimmbers  v.  Chanil)€r8,  1  id.  430 ;  Astley  v. 
Astley,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  714 ;  Beeby  v.  Beeby,  ib.  780 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108 ; 
Whittington  r.  Whittington,  2  Dev.  &  Batt.  04. 
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quenUy  to  the  adultery,  cohabits  with  the  other,  or  is  other- 
wise reconciled  to  the  other,  after  just  grounds  of  belief  in 
the  fact,  it  is,  in  judgment  of  law,  a  remission  of  the  offence,  and 
a  bar  to  the  divorce.  This  is  a  general  principle  everywhere  per- 
vading this  branch  of  jurisprudence,  (a)  ^  y^    (8.)  By  active  pro- 

(a)  Oughton's  Ordo,  vhi  tupra,  Burn's  Eccl.  Law,  tit.  Marriage,  sec.  11 ;  1  Ersk. 
Inst.  118,  114 ;  AnoD.»  6  Mass.  147 ;  Williamson  v.  Williamson,  1  Johns.  Ch.  492. 
Condonation  is  a  oonditionU  forgiyenets,  and  founded  on  a  fall  knowledge  of  ail 
antecedent  gailt.  Bramwell  v.  Bramwell,  d  Hagg.  Eccl.  029 ;  Ibid.  361 ;  Delliber  v. 
Pelliber,  0  Conn.  288.    See  also  Code  Napoleon,  art  272 ;  QtU  Code  of  Lonisiaiia. 


1  Ban  to  a  Divem.  —  Where  desertion 
for  a  certain  length  of  time  is  a  ca«se  for 
divorce  equally  with  adultery,  it  is  a  good 
defence  to  a  libel  for  divorce  on  the  latter 
ground.  Hall  v.  Hall,  4  Allen,  89.  See 
Dupont  V.  Dupont,  10  Iowa,  112 ;  Nagel 
V.  Nagel,  12  Mo.  68.  In  England,  adulteiy 
of  the  wife  is  a  bar  to  her  suit  for  disso- 
lution on  the  ground  of  cruelty.  Drum- 
mond  v.  Drummond,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  269. 
Contra,  Terhune  r.  Terhune,  40  How.  Pr. 
26a 

It  may  not  be  oat  of  place  to  mention 
here  that  there  have  been  opposing  deci- 
sions on  the  question  whether  in  a  suit  by 
a  wife  for  restitution  of  conjugal  rights, 
in  bar  of  which  is  pleaded  her  adultery, 
the  adultery  of  the  husband  is  a  good  rep- 


lication. It  is,  according  to  Seaver  mk 
Seaver,  2  Sw.  4  Tr.  666.  CmOm,  Hope 
V,  Hope,  1  Sw.  4  Tr.  94,  in  which  the 
former  case  was  not  cited.  See  Clapp  r. 
Ciapp,  97  Mass.  681,  632. 

There  can  be  no  condonation  whidi  is 
not  followed  by  conjugal  cohabitation. 
Keats  V,  Keats,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  834,  867 ; 
Cooke  V.  Cooke,  82  L.  J.  M.  s.  (Matr.  Cas.) 
81.  The  offence  condoned  (e.^.  cruelty) 
is  revived  by  a  subsequent  offence  which 
might  have  been  itself  the  ground  of 
divorce  a  fMiua  et  tkoro  {e,g.  adultery). 
Palmer  v.  Palmer,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  61.  See 
Fumess  v,  Fumess,  ib.  68;  Robbins  r. 
Bobbins,  100  Mass.  160 ;  Tomer  v.  Turner, 
44  Ala.  487, 449. 


yi  (a)  Ban  to  a  Divorce,  —  In  a  suit  for 
divorce  by  a  husband  for  desertion,  the 
wife  may  show  in  bar  cruelty  forcing  her 
to  leave  him,  though  it  did  not  amount  to 
that  extreme  cruelty  which  would  sustain 
a  libel  for  divorce  by  the  wife.  Lyster  p. 
Lyster,  HI  Mass.  827.  It  seems  the  rule 
would  be  different  in  a  suit  to  restore  con- 
jugal rights.  Ibid.  It  would  seem  that 
any  of  the  statutory  grounds  of  divorce 
may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  suit  brought  on 
the  same  or  any  other  of  those  grounds. 
Handy  o.  Handy,  124  Mass.  394 ;  Cum- 
mings  V.  Cummings,  infra,  A  separation 
agreement  was  held  a  good  bar  to  a  suit 
for  divorce  in  Squires  r.  Squires,  63  Vt 
208.  An  offence  which  has  been  condoned 
will  not  be  a  bar.    Cummings  v.  Cum- 
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mings,  186  Mass.  886.  And  see  Roae  r. 
Kose,  8  P.  D.  98.  Nor  will  one  which 
has  been  connived  at  by  plaintiff.  Bleck 
V.  Bleck,  27  Hun,  296. 

(b)  Condonation.  ^  As  to  what  will  be 
sufficient  evidence  of  condonation,  see 
Bums  V.  Bums,  60  Ind.  269;  Rogers  v. 
Bogers,  122  Mass.  423;  Phillips  v,  Phillips, 
1  111.  App.  246. 

The  subsequent  conduct  which  will 
constitute  a  breach  of  the  condition  to 
which  condonation  is  subject  need  not  be 
such  as  will  afford  ground  for  a  divorce, 
even  a  menita  el  thoro,  Ridgway  v.  Ridg- 
way,  29  W.  R,  612 ;  Warner  t- .  Warner, 
81  N.  J.  Eq.  226 ;  Faraham  o.  Famham, 
73  III.  497.  As  to  the  Scotch  law,  see 
Collins  V.  Collins,  9  App.  Cas.  205. 
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caiement  or  passiTe  and  oonseioas  toleration  of  his  wife*8  guiltj 
eondact.  (i)  It  is  also  well  established,  that  though  mere  time 
is  no  bar  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  {c)  yet  that  lapse  of  time,  or  a 
long  tacit  acquiescence  of  the  husband  in  his  wife's  infidelity, 
even  without  cohabitation,  but  without  any  disability  on  his  part 
to  proeecnte,  will  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a  candonatio  iT^urice^ 
and  bar  a  prosecution  for  a  divorce,  iinless  the  delay  be  satisfac- 
torily accounted  for.  The  husband  is  not  to  be  permitted,  at  any 
distance  of  time,  to  agitate  such  inquiries,  and  especially  where 
his  tacit  acquiescence  continued  after  his  wife  had  formed  another 
matrimonial  connection,  and  he  slumbered,  in  uncomplaining 
silence,  until  she  became  the  mother  of  a  new  race  of  ehil- 
dren.  (ef)  The  statute  law  of  New  York  has  declared  that  the 
court  may  refuse  to  decree  a  divorce,  though  the  fact  of  adultery 
be  established.  (1.)  If  the  offence  was  committed  by  the  pro* 
eurement  or  with  the  connivance  of  the  complainant.  (2.)  If  it 
has  been  forgiven,  and  the  forgiveness  proved  by  express  proof, 
or  by  the  voluntary  cohabitation  of  the  parties  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact.  (8.)  Where  the  suit  has  not  been  brought 
within  five  *  years  after  the  knowledge  of  the  adultery.    *  102 

art.  140 ;  Van  Leeuwen's  Comm.  on  the  Roman-Dutch  Law,  p.  S4,  to  the  same  point 
of  condonation.  Condonation,  or  the  forgiveness  of  the  offence,  is  of  two  kinds : 
L  Bj-  an  expreas  fmrgiveness  or  recondliation ;  2.  A  tadt  remission  of  the  offence  by 
a  retorn  to  connubial  intercourse.  Snow  v.  Snow,  Consist  Cour^  London,  1843, 
[6  Jur.  285.]  Condonation  is  not  presumed  as  a  bar  so  readilj  against  the  wife  as 
against  the  liusband,  for  she  has  not  the  same  controL  Condonation  is  accompanied 
with  lui  implied  condition  that  the  injury  shall  not  be  repeated ;  and  a  breach  of  the 
condition,  even  though  committed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  rerlres  the  right 
to  remedj  for  the  former  injury.  Durant  v.  Durant,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  733, 752, 761, 786, 
703 ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  4  Paige,  460 ;  Burr  v.  Burr,  10  Paige,  20.  Condonation  is 
accompanied  with  this  further  condition  in  the  English  law,  that  the  wife  shall  be 
treated  with  conjugal  kindness.  Durant  v.  Durant,  nipra;  Bramwell  p.  Bramwell, 
8  Hagg.  Ecd.  635 ;  Johnson  i;.  Johnson,  14  Wend.  637.  A  guilty  connivance  on  the 
part  of  the  wife  to  her  husband's  adultery  is  not  to  be  established  without  grave  and 
condnsive  proof.    3  Hagg.  Ecd.  851. 

(h)  To  oonstitnte  a  bar,  by  the  ecclesiastical  law,  to  the  husband's  complaint  of 
the  adultery  of  the  wife,  arising  from  his  presumed  consent,  there  must  be  corrupt 
connivance  on  his  part  He  must  intentionally  invite  or  encourage  licentious  conduct 
in  the  wife,  or  be  knowingly  accessory  or  privy  to  the  adultery.  Rogers  v.  Rogers, 
8  Hagg.  Ecd.  57 ;  Rix  r.  Rix,  ib.  74 ;  Timmings  e.  Ilmmings,  ib.  76 ;  Lovering  o. 
Lovering,  ib.  85;  Moorsom  v.  Moorsom,  ib.  87 ;  Crewe  v.  Crewe,  ib.  129, 131, 133; 
Hoar  V.  Hoar,  ib.  137  ;  Gilpin  v.  Gilpin,  ib.  100. 

(e)  Popkin  v.  Popkin,  1  Hagg.  Ecd.  765,  note. 

\d)  WiUlamson  p.  Williamson,  uHgupraf  Best  v.  Best,  2  Fhill.  161 ;  Mortimer  a 
Mortimer,  2  Hagg  Cons.  818;  Whittington  v.  Whittfaigton,  2  Dev.  &  Batt.  64. 
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(4.)  Or  where  the  complainant  has  been  guilty  of  the  same 
offence,  (a)  All  these  exceptions,  except  the  positive  limi- 
tation as  to  time,  were,  as  we  have  already  seen,  settled  and 
acknowledged  principles  of  general  jurisprudence  applicable  to 
the  subject. 

(3.)  History  of  the  Law  of  Divorce.  —  The  policy  of  New  York 
has  been  against  divorces  from  the  marriage  contract,  except  for 
adulteiy.  We  meet  with  a  great  variety  of  practice  and  opinion 
on  this  subject,  in  this  country  and  in  Europe,  and  among  ancient 
and  modern  nations ;  but  the  stronger  authority  and  the  better 
policy  are  in  favor  of  the  stability  of  the  marriage  union.  The 
ancient  Athenians  allowed  divorces  with  great  latitude ;  but  they 
were  placed  under  one  important  check,  for  the  party  suing  for  a 
divorce  was  obliged  to  appeal  to  the  magistrate,  state  the  grounds 
of  complaint,  and  submit  to  his  judgment.  It  was  a  regular 
action,  analogous  in  substance  to  a  bill  in  chancery ;  and  if  the 
wife  was  the  prosecutor,  she  was  obliged  to  appear  in  person,  and 
not  by  a  proctor.  (J)  The  Greeks  were,  comparativelj',  exemplary 
in  their  domestic  relations;  but  the  graver  Romans  permitted  the 
liberty  of  divorce  to  a  most  injurious  and  shameful  degree,  (c) 
The  maxim  of  the  civil  law  was,  that  matrimonia  debent  esse  libera. 
Either  party  might  renounce  the  marriage  union  at  pleasure.  It 
was  termed  divortium  sine  causa^  or  sine  ulla  querela;  and  the 
principle  is  solemnly  laid  down  in  the  Pandects,  that  bona  gratia 
matrimonium  dissolvitur.  (i)  We  find  the  Roman  lawyers  dis- 
cussing questions  of  property  depending  Bpon  these  voluntary 
divorces,  or  in  which  Titia  divortium  a  Seio  fecit;  Moevia  THtio 
repudium  misit.  (e)     This  facility  of  separation  tended  to  destroy 

all  mutual  confidence,  and  to  inflame  every  trifling  dispute. 
*  108    The  abuse  of  divorce  prevailed  *  in  the  most  polished 

ages  of  the  Roman  republic,  and  it  was  unknown  in  its 
early  history.  Though  the  twelve  tables  gave  to  the  husband 
the  freedom  of  divorce,  yet  the  republic  had  existed  500  years 

(a)  N.  Y.  Kevited  Statutes,  ii.  145,  sec.  42. 

(6)  Plutarch's  Life  of  Alcibiades;  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  296,  297;  Taylor's  Ele- 
ments of  the  Civil  Law,  352, 858. 

(r)  It  is  understood  that  Solon  at  Athens,  as  well  as  Augustus  at  Borne,  made 
adulterj  a  public  crime,  and  triable  by  a  public  prosecution. 

(d)  Dig.  24. 1.  57,  52.  and  64. 

{e)  Dig.  24. 8.  84,  and  38.  See  also  Heinec  Antiq  Rom.  App.  lib.  1,  Nos.  44  to  40^ 
where  the  learning  on  the  subject  is  abundant. 
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when  the  first  instance  of  a  divorce  occurred.  (<z)  The  Emperor 
Augustus  endeavored  by  law  to  put  some  restraint  upon  the 
facility  of  divorce ;  (6)  but  the  check  was  overpowered  by  the 
influence  and  corruption  of  mannei-s.  Voluntary  divorces  were 
abolished  by  one  of  the  novels  of  Justinian,  and  they  were  after- 
wards revived  by  another  novel  of  the  Emperor  Justin,  (c)  In 
the  novel  restoring  the  unlimited  freedom  of  divorce,  the  reasons 
for  it  are  assigned ;  and  while  it  was  admitted  that  nothing  ought 
to  be  held  so  sacred  in  civil  society  as  marriage,  it  was  declared 
that  the  hatred,  misery,  and  crimes  which  often  flowed  from 
indissoluble  connections,  required,  as  a  necessary  remedy,  the 
restoration  of  the  old  law,  by  which  marriage  was  dissolved  by 
mutual  will  and  consent,  (d)  This  practice  of  divorce  is  under- 
stood to  have  continued  in  the  Byzantine  or  Eastern  empire  to 
the  9th  or  10th  century,  and  until  it  was  finally  subdued  by  the 
influence  of  Christianity. 

In  modern  Europe,  divorces  are  not  allowed  in  the  Roman 
Catholic    countries,    because    marriage    is   considered    a 
*  sacrament,  and  held  indissoluble  during  the  life  of  the    *  104 
parties.    This  was  formerly  the  case  in  France  ;  (a)  and  it 
was  the  general  doctrine  in  the  Latin,  though  not  so  either  in  the 
Greek  or  Protestant  churches,  (i)     But  the  French  revolution, 

(a)  The  institutions  of  Komnlus,  tending  to  render  the  marriage  union  indissoluble, 
were  very  much  praised  by  Dionysius  of  Halicamassus,  Antiq.  Rom.  lib.  2.  Accord- 
ing to  Plutarch,  Romulus  instituted  that  if  the  husband  abandoned  his  wife  without 
doe  cauae,  he  forfeited  one  half  of  his  goods  to  the  wife,  and  the  other  half  to  the 
goddess  Ceres.  How  beautifully  Horace  recommended  the  value  and  continuance  of 
the  marriage  union,  must  be  familiar  to  eveiy  classical  scholar :  — - 

Felices  ter  et  amplias, 

Quos  imipta  tenet  copula;  nee  malis 

Diviil9U8  querimoniis, 

Saprema  citius  solvet  amor  die.    Lib.  13,  Car.  14. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Roman  philosophers,  poets,  and  satirists  held  up  to  public 
scorn  and  indignation  the  wanton  and  extreme  abuse  of  the  liberty  of  divorce.  Seneca 
de  Benef .  uL  16 ;  Martial,  vL  7 ;  ibid.  lib.  9 ;  Epig.  16 ;  Juvenal,  Sat.  6,  t.  228. 

(6)  Suet,  ad  Aug.  34. 

(c)  Diet,  du  Dig.  tit.  Divorce,  nos.  617,  618;  Nor.  117,  c.  8,  9. 

{d)  Nov.  140. 

(a)  2  Domat,  661;  Traits  de  TAdult..  par  Foumel,  360,  870;  Traits  du  Contrat 
dm  Mariage,  par  Pothier,  sec.  462,  466,  467. 

(6)  The  Canon  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  de  sacrammto  matrimonii.  In  1568,  recognized 
the  indissolubility  of  the  marriage  tie.  The  facility  of  divorces  in  Protestant  Germany 
is  deemed  by  a  late  well-informed  traveller  (Russel's  Tour  in  Germany)  to  be  no  less 
uijarioQS  than  the  absolute  indissolubility  of  that  relation  in  Catholic  countries.    In 
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like  a  mighty  inundation,  swept  away  at  once  the  laws  and  usages 
of  ages ;  and,  at  one  period,  the  French  government  seemed  to 
have  declared  war  against  the  marriage  contract,  and  six  thousand 
divorces  are  said  to  have  taken  place  in  the  city  of  Paris  in  the 
space  of  two  years  and  three  months,  (c)  The  Code  Napoleon 
regards  mai'riage  only  as  a  civil  contract,  and  allows  divorces  not 
only  for  several  reasonable  causes,  such  as  adultery  and  grievous 
injuries,  to  be  submitted  to  a  judicial  tribunal,  but  also  without 
cause,  and  founded  merely  upon  mutual  consent,  according  to 
the  usage  of  the  ancient  Romans.  This  consent  is  subjected  to 
aeyeral  restraints,  which  do  in  fact  create  very  great  and  serious 
checks  upon  the  abuse  of  the  privilege.  ((2)  By  the  Dutch  law, 
there  are  but  two  just  causes  of  divorce  a  vinculo^  viz.,  adultery 
and  malicious  desertion ;  (e)  and,  by  the  English  law,  a  marriage, 
valid  in  its  commencement,  cannot  be  dissolved  for  any  cause, 
without  an  act  of  Parliament.  (/)  ^  This  was  not  the  case  in 
England  anciently ;  (^)  and  until  the  44th  Eliz.,  divorces  a 

*  105   vinculo  were  allowed  for  adultery.   But  in  FoliamV%  *  ea«e, 

44  Eliz.,  it  was  held,  in  the  Star  Chamber,  that  adultery 
was  only  a  cause  of  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro^  (a)  and  the  Arch- 
bishop  of  Canterbury  said  in  that  case,  it  had  been  so  settled 
beforo  him,  on  appeal,  by  many  divines  and  civilians. 

1817,  3,000  marrUget  were  diisolyed  in  Prussia !  The  Prussian  code  of  1794,  pre- 
pared and  published  under  Frederick  Wm.  III.,  gave  great  and  dangerous  facility  to 
diyorce,  by  allowing  it  for  many  causes  fatal  to  the  stability  and  sanctity  of  the  con- 
tract. In  Austria,  dirorces  between  Protestants  may  be  had,  not  only  for  several 
•ubstantial  causes,  but  at  the  request  of  both  parties,  on  the  ground  of  unoQii^erobU 
aversion,    Tumbuirs  Austria,  ii.  609. 

(c)  Quarterly  Review,  No.  66.  p.  509. 

(d)  Code  Napoleon,  nos.  233, 275-297.  TouUier,  in  his  commentaries  on  the  code, 
cannot  withhold  his  astonishment  at  the  perversion  of  moral  sentiment  which  pre- 
vailed, even  among  the  enlightened  and  exalted  jurisconsults  of  ancient  Rome,  on  the 
subject  of  the  right  of  divorce.  Droit  Civil  Fran^ais,  tom.  vi.  nos.  294-298.  Since  the 
restoration  of  the  Bourbon  dynasty,  the  law  of  divorce  in  France  has  been  changed, 
and  in  1810  it  was  confhied  to  a  judicial  sentence  of  separation  from  bed  and  board. 

(«)  Voet  de  Divortiis  et  Repudiis,  sec.  5,  lib.  24,  tit.  2.  So,  by  the  Scots'  law, 
there  are  two  admissible  causes  of  divorce,  adultery  and  wilful  desertion  by  either 
party.    Bell's  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  419,  420. 

(/)  1  Bl.  Comm.  441.  I  observe  that  in  the  session  of  Parliament,  in  1844,  four 
different  private  acts  of  Parliament  were  passed  in  favor  of  divorces  a  vinculo  in  indi- 
vidual cases,  and  allowing  the  husband  to  marry  again. 

(g)  Bracton,  fol.  92.  (a)  Moore,  688,  pL  942;  3  Salk.  188L 

1  But  see  now  St.  20  &  21  Yict  c.  86,  conatituting  a  divorce  court  and  establishing 
the  causes  of  divorce. 
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(4.)  Diversity  of  the  Law  in  the  United  Statee.  —  In  some  of  the 
United  States,  (i)  divorces  are  restrained,  even  by  constitutional 
provisions,  which  require  to  every  valid  divorce  the  assent  of 
two  thirds  of  each  branch  of  the  legislature,  founded  on  a  previous 
judicial  investigation  and  decision.  The  policy  of  other  states  is 
exceedingly  various  on  this  subject.  In  several  of  them  (<?)  no  di- 
vorce is  granted,  but  by  a  special  act  of  the  legislature,  according 
to  the  English  practice  ;  and  in  others  {d)  the  legislature  itself  is 
restrained  from  granting  them,  but  it  may  confer  the  power  on 
the  courts  of  justice.  So  strict  and  scrupulous  has  been  the 
policy  of  South  Carolina,  that  there  is  no  instance  in  that  state, 
since  the  Revolution,  of  a  divorce  of  any  kind,  either  by  the 
sentence  of  a  court  of  justice,  or  by  act  of  the  legislature,  (ji)  In 
all  the  other  states,  divorces  a  vinculo  may  be  granted  by  the 
courts  of  justice  for  adultery.  (/)    In  New  York,  the  jurisdiction 

(5)  Georgia,  Mississippi,  and  Alabama.  In  Georgia,  two  concurring  verdictt  of 
special  juries  are  conclusive  on  the  subject  of  dirorce,  whetlier  absolute  or  only 
tinrited.  There  had  been,  from  1800  to  1837,  291  legislatire  diyorces.  Prince's  Dig. 
2d  ed.  p.  187. 

(c)  Virginia  and  South  Carolina.  In  Virginia  and  Kentucky,  the  legislatures 
hare  always  referred  the  judicial  investigation  of  the  facts  constituting  a  ground  for 
divorce  a  vinculo  in  any  given  case,  to  the  courts  of  justice.  8  B.  Mon.  91.  In  some 
of  the  states,  divorces  by  special  acts  of  the  legislature  are  very  common.  In 
1836,  divorces  a  mnculo  were  granted  by  the  legislature  of  Illinois,  without  any  cause 
assigned,  and  in  1837  by  that  of  Missouri ;  but  in  the  latter  state  the  equity  side 
of  the  circuit  courts  has  regular  jurisdiction,  confened  by  statute  over  cases  of 
divorce.  R.  S.  of  Missouri,  1835,  p.  225.  In  the  states  genevally  the  legislatures 
may,  in  their  discretion,  grant  divorces  in  extraordinary  cases,  and  they  occasionally 
exercise  the  power.  In  1840,  the  governor  of  Pennsylvania,  in  his  message,  strongly 
condemned  the  practice  of  granting  legislative  divorces. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States,  by  an  act  of  the  15th  of  May,  1826,  c.  46, 
annulled  several  acts  passed  by  the  governor  and  legislative  council  of  the  Territory 
of  Florida,  granting  divorces.  This  is  an  instance  of  a  strong  national  condemnation 
of  the  practice  of  granting  legislative  divorces. 

((f)  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  Arkansas,  Michigan,  New  Jersey,  Florida,  and 
New  York.  [The  Massachusetts  legislature  has  no  such  power.  Sparhawk  v. 
Sparhawk,  116  Mass.  315.  But  it  may  change  the  remedy.  Wales  v.  Wales,  110 
ib.  89.] 

(e)  [Desauss.]  South  Carolfaia  Equity  Keports,  i.  Int.  54 ;  ii.  646. 

(/)  In  Louisiana,  by  statute  in  1827,  a  divorce  a  vinatlo  for  adultery  may  be 
obtained  by  judicial  decree.  Adams  v.  Hurst,  9  La.  248.  The  Civil  Code  of  Louisi- 
ana, art.  133,  says  that  the  marriage  may  be  dissolved  by  a  divorce  iegally  obtained, 
but  it  does  not  define  the  causes  that  will  authorize  it.  If  the  action  for  a  divorce  be 
founded  on  the  abandonment  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  proof  of  the  abandonment 
for  five  years  is  requisite,  and  also  a  decree  of  separation  from  bed  and  board  ren- 
dered two  years  previously.    Harman  v.  M'Leland,  16  La.  (Curry)  26. 
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of  the  court  as  to  absolute  divorces,  for  causes  subsequent  to  the 
marriage,  is  confined  to  the  single  case  of  adultery  ;  but  in  moat 
of  the  other  states,  (^)   in  addition   to  adultery,  intolerable  ill 

(g)  Maine,  New  Hampthire,  MaMachnsetts,  Conoecticut,  Vermont,  New  Jeney, 
Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  Oiiio,  Indiana,  Michigan,  Kentucky,  Ulinois,  Miggissippi, 
Misftonri,  North  Carolina,  Georgia,  Alabama,  &c.  In  1809,  wilf  al  desertion  withoni 
cause,  for  five  years,  was  made  the  ground  for  a  decree  of  diyorce  in  the  state  of 
Maine ;  but  the  divorce  was  not  to  bar  the  issue  from  inheriting ;  and  if  the  wife 
was  the  libellant,  she  was  to  be  entitled  to  her  dower.  In  Massachusetts,  by  act  of 
1888,  and  In  New  Jersey,  by  act  of  1820,  the  like  wilful  desertion  for  five  years, 
without  consent,  was  made  a  ground  of  divorce.  In  Kentucky,  an  abandonment  bj 
the  wife  for  one  year  is  good  cause  of  divorce  to  the  husband.  Act  March  2,  lS4a. 
In  North  Carolina,  by  statute,  in  1814,  the  superior  courts  were  authorized  to  grant 
divorces  in  two  cases  only.  (1.)  For  impotency  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and 
continuing.  (2.)  For  adultery.  But  the  act  of  1827  gave  the  courts  an  nnlimited 
discretion  to  grant  divorces  either  a  vitiatio  or  a  menta  et  thoro,  wlienever  the  court 
should  be  satisfied  that  Justice  required  it.  North  Carolina  Revised  Statutes,  1837, 
i.  289.  This  vast  power  and  discretion  were  found  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
exceedingly  embarrassing  and  painful  in  the  exercise,  and  of  which  we  have  a 
striking  instance  in  the  case  of  Scroggins  o.  Scroggins,  8  Dev.  [N.  C]  640.  Adul- 
tery and  fornication  between  parties  living  together  in  that  condition  are  indictable 
offences  in  North  Carolina  and  Alabama.  1  Revised  Statutes  of  North  Carolina^ 
1887,  p.  202;  Laws  of  AUbama,  224;  Griffith's  Law  Register,  h.  t. ;  1  N.  H.  198; 
Beeve's  Domestic  Relations,  206;  Breckenridge's  Law  Miscellanies,  421 ;  Laws  of  Ver- 
mont, ed.  1826,  p.  868 ;  Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  1888 ;  Reavis  v.  Reavis,  I  Scamm. 
(111.)  242 ;  Walker's  Mich.  Ch.  68.  By  an  act  of  4th  of  December,  1888,  in  Illlnoft, 
the  courts  of  chancery  were  authorised,  in  addition  to  the  already  assigned  causies 
for  a  divorce,  upon  pleadings  and  proofs,  to  decree  divorces  a  vinaJo,  "  if  they  should 
be  satisfied  of  the  expediency  of  making  such  a  decree." 

In  Indiana  and  Missouri,  divorces  a  vinculo  are  granted  for  impotency,  former 
subsisting  marriage,  adultery,  abandonment  by  either  party  for  two  years,  condem- 
nation for  a  felony,  barbarous  and  inhuman  treatment  by  the  husband,  or  his  habitual 
drunkenness  for  two  years,  and  also  "  in  any  other  case  where  the  oourt,  in  their 
discretion,  shall  consider  it  reasonable  and  proper  that  a  divorce  should  be  gnated." 
2  Blaekf.  Ind.  Rep.  408 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1888,  p.  242 ;  R.  S.  of  Missouri, 
1886,  p.  226.  In  Tennessee,  under  the  act  of  1799,  a  divorce  a  vinculo  was  sustahici 
for  adultery  and  malicious  absence,  though  the  marriage  was  in  another  state;  but 
the  party  entitled  must  be  a  citizen  of  the  state,  and  resident  for  one  year  frame- 
diately  preceding  the  bill.  Fickle  r.  Fickle,  6  Terger,  208.  The  consatution  of  Ten- 
messee,  of  1836,  enables  the  legislature  to  authorize  the  courts,  by  laws  of  general 
and  uniform  operation,  to  grant  divorces  for  causes  to  be  specified ;  and  by  statute, 
in  1886,  adultery,  malicious  desertion,  or  wilful  absence  for  two  years,  or  comrictioa 
of  an  infamous  crime,  were  declared  to  be  causes  for  Judicial  divorce.  Statute  Laws 
-ef  Tennessee,  1888,  p.  267. 

In  New  Hampshire,  desertion  by  the  husband  for  three  years,  without  proTlsioa 
for  the  wife's  support,  or  joining  the  religious  society  of  the  Shakers,  who  hold  oe- 
liabitation  unlawful,  and  continuing  in  that  society  for  three  years,  is  a  sufiteievt 
cause  for  a  divorce.  Dyer  v.  Dyer,  6  N.  H.  271 ;  Qark  v.  Clark.  10  id.  888.  Union 
with  any  such  sect  is  also  ground  for  divorce  in  Kentucky.  In  Connecticut^  dirofOB 
a  vinculo  applies  to  cases  of  adultery  and  hitolerable  cruelty,  and  habitual  intenpsf- 
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■i«gL|  or  wilful  dc9B«rtioD,  or  anb«srd-of  AbMnce,  or  habitual 
ArsnkeDDeM»  or  some  of  tbem,  will  authorize  a  decree  for  ft 

wuom,  and  frmndulefil  oontract,  And  wilful  desertion  for  three  years,  with  total  neglect 
of  daty,  or  aeven  years'  absence,  and  being  unheard  of  durhig  the  time.  Statute 
Cbde,  1702;  ib.  1784;  ib.  1821, 178;  SUtntes  of  Connectioat,  1838, 185;  Statute  of 
Coonecticat,  184SL  This  last  statute  requires  a  residence  ^f  tbtee  yean  after  nm&ni, 
imm  aaochcr  stale  cr  nadoo  before  a  petition  for  a  dlToroe  oan  be  allowed,  unless 
tbe  cause  of  dWoroe  arose  since  the  remoral  of  a  party  to  a  sUte.  The  statute  of 
Wft  has  renuuned  the  same  in  substance  down  to  this  day,  though,  during  all  that 
perto^,  lb«  legislature  has  oecaeionslly  passed  special  acts  of  divorce  a  vineuU>,  Daf- 
0SI;  J.,  in  Star  v^  Pease,  8  Coon.  641.  Tbe  power  of  gnmting  divorces  in  Conneotioaf 
Is  conferred  upon  tbe  superior  court,  and  it  is  declared  that  no  petition  or  memorial 
•ban  be  preferred  to  tbe  General  Assembly,  but  in  cases  where  no  judichkl  court  is, 
by  law.  competent  to  grant  relief.  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  18S8, 186,  824 ;  Shaw  #. 
flbaw,  17  Cbaa.  189;  ao  the  fvestion  of  omelty.  Divoroes  in  Maine  are  placed  undlrt* 
sinilar  regulations.  16  Me.  479,  App.  This  legislative  provision  must  now  put  an 
end  to  the  former  irregular  practice.  In  Maryland,  by  act  of  10th  of  March,  1S42, 
llie  chancellor  and  the  county  court,  as  courts  of  equity,  have  Jurisdiction  in  cases  6f 
divnree,  nndl  tf  the  defendant  has  ahnrndon^d  the  eompUlnant,  and  has  remained  absent 
fram  the  atate  for  five  years,  a  divorce  a  vimduU  may  be  had.  A  subsequent  statute 
of  10th  of  March,  1846,  has  shortened  the  period  of  abandonment  to  three  years, 
provided  the  abandonment  has  continued  uninterruptedly,  and  is  deliberate  and 
ftial,  without  any  reasonable  ezpectatiott  of  reconciliation.  But  by  tbe  statute  M 
9th  March,  1844,  no  application  for  a  divorce  is  to  be  sustained,  when  the  cause  of 
tbe  diTorce  occoned  out  of  the  aiate,  unless  the  complainant  has  resided  in  the  stste 
for  two  years  next  preceding  the  application. 

In  Ohio,  the  supreme  court  is  authorized  to  grant  a  divorce  if  either  party  had  a 
former  husband  or  wife  living  at  the  time  of  tbe  second  marriage,  or  where  either 
party  is  wilfully  absent  from  the  other  for  three  years ;  and  in  cases  of  adultery  or 
impotency  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  in  case  of  extreme  cruelty,  or  where  either 
party  is  imprisoned  in  the  penitentiary  for  a  crime,  and  application  is  made  for  tbe 
divorce  pending  tbe  imprisonment.  Statute  of  Ohio,  1824 ;  and  also  in  all  classes  of 
fraudolent  contracts,  and  of  habitual  drunkenness  for  three  years ;  and  for  a  total 
and  gross  neglect  of  duty.  Act.  1884.  For  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts, 
1886,  on  the  subject,  vide  tupra,  96,  note  (o).  In  Vermont,  imprisonment  in  the  state 
prison  for  three  years  or  more,  and  being  actually  confined,  is  ground  for  a  divorce. 
Bevised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1839.  In  Massachusetts,  by  tbe  statute  of  17th  April, 
1838,  wilful  and  utter  desertion  by  either  party  from  the  other  for  five  years  consecu- 
tively, and  without  consent,  is  a  ground  for  divorce.  This  statute  of  1838  introduced 
a  great  change  in  the  law  of  divorce,  and  in  addition  to  adultery,  confined  the  dirorce 
a  meelo  to  this  case  of  wilful  and  utter  desertion,  leaving  the  cAses  of  extreme 
cmelty,  and  gross  and  wilful  neglect  of  a  suitable  maintenance,  to  be  redressed  by  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board.  Pidge  v.  Pidge,  3  Met.  267.  In  Maine,  by  statute, 
1888,  a  confirmed  and  common  drunkard  for  three  years  may  be  divorced.  In  Penn- 
sylvania, fanpotency,  adultery,  wilful  and  malicious  desertion  for  two  years,  bartwiT- 
ous  treatment  by  husband,  &c.,  are  grounds  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo  or  a  mentta  ^it  thafo 
hi  the  ktter  case.  Pnrdon's  Dig.  268, 270.  The  statute  of  New  Hampshire,  1889, 
c.  457,  antboriaes  divorce  for  hicest,  bigamy,  hnpotency,  adultery,  absence  for  three 
years  unheard  of,  extreme  cruelty  hi  either  party,  or  wilful  absence  of  either  party 
for  three  years. 
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divorce  a  vinculo^  or  from  bed  and  board,  under  different 

*  106  modifications  *  and  restrictions.^    The  question  of  divorce 

involves  investigations  which  are  properly  of  a  judicial 
nature,  and  the  jurisdiction  over  divorces  ought  to  be  confined 
exclusively  to  the  judicial  tribunals,  under  the  limitations  to  be 
prescribed  by  law.  (a) 

It  is  very  questionable  whether  the  facility  with  which  divorces 
can  be  procured  in  some  of  the  states,  be  not  productive  of  more 
evil  than  good.  It  is  doubtful  whetlier  even  divorces  for  adultery* 
do  not  lead  to  much  fraud  and  corruption,  {b)  Some  of  the  jurists 
are  of  opinion  that  the  adultery  of  the  husband  ought  not  to  be 
noticed,  or  made  subject  to  the  same  animadversion  as  that  of 
the  wife  ;  because  it  is  not  evidence  of  such  entire  depravity,  nor 
equally  injurious  in  its  effects  upon  the  morals,  and  good  order, 
and  happiness  of  domestic  life.  Montesquieu,  (<?)  Pothier,  (d) 
and  Dr.  Taylor  (e)  all  insist  that  the  case  of  husband  and 
wife  ought  to  be  distinguished,  and  that  the  violation  of  the 
marriage  vow  on  the  part  of  the  wife  is  the  most  mischievous, 
and  the  prosecution  ought  to  be  confiued  to  the  offence  on  her 
part,  (f) 

2.  Of  Foreign  Divorces.  —  It  may  become  a  question  of  some 

.  (a)  The  legislature  of  Maine,  in  1838,  hy  concurrent  resolution,  declared,  that  to 
dissolve  the  marriage  contract  was  rightfully  a  judicial  and  not  a  legislative  power. 
The  law  of  Mississippi  required  every  judicial  decree  of  a  divorce  a  vinculo  to  he 
sanctioned  hy  a  law  or  resolution  of  two  thirds  of  hoth  hranches  of  the  legislature. 
R.  C.  of  Mississippi,  1824, 280.  But  hy  the  constitution  and  sUtute  law  of  Mississippi, 
as  they  existed  in  1843,  jurisdiction  is  conferred  equally  upon  the  chancery  and  cir- 
cuit courts  in  cases  of  divorce  and  alimony.  Shotwell  v,  Shotwell,  1  Smedes  &  Marsh. 
Ch.  51. 

(b)  I  have  had  occasion  to  helieve,  in  the  exercise  of  a  judicial  cognizance  over 
numerous  cases  of  divorce,  that  the  sin  of  adultery  was  someUmes  committed  on  the 
part  of  the  hushand  for  the  very  purpose  of  the  divorce. 
(e)  Esprit  des  Lois,  iii.  186. 

(d)  Traits  du  Contra*  de  Mariage,  no.  616. 

(e)  Elem.  of  the  Civil  Law,  254.  The  early  settlers  in  Massachusetts  made  the 
distinction,  and  male  adultery  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  cause  for  a  divorce. 
Hutchinson's  Hist.  i.  445. 

if)  In  1801  the  question  was  discussed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  whether  a  parliar 
mentary  divorce  ought  to  be  granted  on  the  application  of  the  wife  against  the  husband 
who  had  been  guilty  of  incest  with  her  sister.  The  divorce  was  granted  by  act  of 
Parliament,  and  eloquently  sustained  by  Lord  Thurlow,  and  the  precedent  has  been 
followed  since  in  other  cases  of  similar  atrocity.  CampbeU's  Lives  of  the  Lord 
Chanoellon,  v.  474. 

1  See  128,  n.  I. 
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difficulty  with  us,  how  far  a  divorce  in  one  state  is  to  be  received 
as  valid  in  another.  The  first  inquiry  is,  how  far  has  the  legis- 
lature of  a  state  the  right,  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  to  interfere  *  with  the  marriage  contract,  *  107 
and  allow  of  divorces  between  its  own  citizens,  and  within 
its  own  jurisdiction?  The  question  has  never  been  judicially 
raised  and  determined  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  it 
has  generally  been  considered  that  the  state  governments  have 
'  complete  control  and  discretion  in  the  case.  In  the  case  of  DarU 
mouth  College  v.  Woodward^  (a)  the  point  was  incidentally  alluded 
to ;  and  the  chief  justice  observed,  that  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  had  never  been  understood  to  restrict  the  general 
right  of  the  legislatures  of  the  states  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of 
divorces ;  and  the  object  of  state  laws  of  divorce  was  to  enable 
some  tribunal,  not  to  impair  a  maniage  contract,  but  to  liberate 
one  of  the  parties,  because  it  had  been  broken  by  the  other.  It 
would  be  in  time  to  inquire  into  the  constitutionality  of  their 
acts,  when  the  state  legislatures  should  undertake  to  annul  all 
marriage  contracts,  or  allow  either  party  to  annul  it  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  other.  Another  of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  (&) 
spoke  to  the  same  effect.  He  said  that  a  general  law  regulating 
divorces  was  not  necessarily  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of 
such  a  contract.  A  law  punishing  a  breach  of  a  contract  by  im- 
posing a  forfeiture  of  the  rights  acquired  under  it,  or  dissolving 
it,  because  the  mutual  obligations  were  no  longer  observed,  was 
not  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  But  he  was  not 
prepared  to  admit  a  power  in  the  state  legislatures  to  dissolve  a 
marriage  contract  without  any  cause  or  default,  and  against  the 
wish  of  the  parties,  and  without  a  judicial  inquiry  to  ascertain 
the  breach  of  the  contract.^ 

(a)  4  Wh€aton,  618.  (6)  Mr.  Justice  Storj. 

^  ConttimUmal   Zflw.  —  Marriage,    al-  Hence,  a  legi»latiYe  divorce  has  been  held 

tfaongh  beginning  in  contract,  is  a  legal  constitntional,  16  Maine,  479;  Adams  9. 

•tatns  which  may  be  modified  from  time  Palmer,  supra;  Wright  v.  Wright,  2  Md. 

to  time  by  law.    Adams  v.  Palmer,  51  429;  see  Simonds  v.  Simonds,  108  Mass. 

Maine,  480;  Ditson  v.  Ditsoo,  4  R.  L  87,  672 ;  but  see  Teft  v.  Teft,  8  Mich.  67 ; 

JOl ;  Noel  v.  Ewing,  9  Ind.  87 ;  Magee  v.  Bryson  v.  Bryson,  17  Mo.  590 ;  Richeson 

Toimg,  40  Miss.  164, 170 ;  White  v.  White,  v.  Simmons,  47  Mo.  20 ;  Jones  v,  Jones, 

6  Barb.  474;  Shaw  v,  Gould,  L.  R.  8  H.  12  Penn.  St.  860;   Gaines  v,  Gaines,  9 

L.  66,  92,  93;  Hyde  v,  Hyde,  L.  R.  1  P.  Monr.  (Ky.)  296 ;  or  a  law  authorizing 

4  D.  ISO,  188;   7  Am.  Law  Her.  62.  diyorces  for  causes  which  accrued  before 
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Assuming,  therefore,  thmt  in  ordinary  cMe0  the  eonatitutioQ.- 
ility  of  the  laws  of  div<M*oe  in  the  respective  states  ia  not  to  !»» 
questioned,  (c)  the  embarrassing  point  is,  to  deten»ine  how  far  a 
divorce  in  one  state  haa  a  valid  operation  in  another.  Ther^ 
*  108  can  be  no  doubt  thai  a  divorce  of  the  parti^ss  *  who  wera 
married,  and  regularly  domiciled  at  the  time,  in  the  state 
srhose  courts  pronounced  the  divorce,  would  be  valid  everywhere. 
The  difficulty  is,  when  the  husband  and  wife  were  married,  and 
reside  in  a  state  where  divorces  are  not  permitted  at  all  by  the 
policy  of  its  law,  or  not  permitted  to  the  extent  and  for  the 
causes  allowed  to  operate  in  other  states;  and  they,  or  one  of 
Uiem,  remove  into  another  state  for  the  sole  and  express  purpose 
0(  procuring  a  divorce,  Mid,  having  obtained  it,  retui'u  into  their 
native  state,  and  contract  other  matrimonial  ties.  How  are  the 
eourts  of  the  state  where  the  parties  had  their  home  to  deal  with 
such  a  divorce  ?  When  a  divorce  was  sought  in  auch  a  case,  tho 
eourts  in  Massachusetts  very  properly  refused  to  suatain  a  libel 
for  a  divorce,  and  sent  the  parties  back  to  seek  such  relief  as  the 
laws  of  their  own  domicile  afforded,  (a)  The  Supreme  Court  ef 
New  York  has  refused  to  assist  a  party  who  had  thus  gone  into 
IMiother  state,  and  obtained  a  divorce  on  grounds  not  admissible 

(c)  In  Starr  v.  Pease,  8  Conn.  641,  it  was  adjudged  that  legislatiTe  dlrorces  a  vm- 
ctdo  for  cause  were  constitutional  and  valid. 

<a)  Hopkins  V.Hopkins,  8  Mass.  156;  Carter  V.Carter,  OMaat.  MS.  BytheMMMr 
^ueetts  R^BTised  Statutes,  1836,  no  divorce  is  to  be  granted  for  a  oiuae  ooourring  oal 
of  tlie  stfkte,  unless  the  parties,  before  such  etuse  oecurred,  lived  together  as  husband 
and  wife  in  the  state ;  nor  unless  one  of  the  parties  at  the  time  be  living  in  the  state. 
And  if  an  inhabitant  of  the  state  goes  out  of  it  in  order  to  obtaiil  a  divoree  for  a  cauat 
occurring  within  ii,  while  the  parties  reside  within  it,  or  for  any  cause  which  woaU 
aot  authorize  i^  divorce  b^  the  laws  of  Massachusetts,  a  divorce  so  obtained  is  of  no 
force  in  the  state.  But  in  all  other  cases,  a  divorce  decreed  in  any  other  state  or 
country,  according  to  the  law  of  the  place,  by  a  court  having  Jurisdiction  of  the  cause 
and  of  the  parties,  would  be  valid  in  Massachusetts.  This,  as  the  revisers  justly 
observed,  is  founded  on  the  rule  established  by  the  comity  of  all  civilized  nations.  In 
barber  v.  Root,  10  Mass.  260,  the  decision  was  to  that  eilect.  A  divorce  in  VenDont» 
gi  pi^rtiee  bona  Jide  domiciled  there,  from  a  marriage  contracted  in  Ma^waehusetti^ 
and  for  a  cause  which  would  not  have  dissolved  the  rnvrisge  in  Msssschusetta,  wst 
cecognised  as  vsUd. 

the  passage  of  the  act,  Carson  «.  Carson,  to  many  again,  was  held  to  be  in  coafliflt 

40  Miss.  349;  oontra,  Clark  v.  Clark,  10  with  the  state  oonsUtttUon  in  White  «l 

R  H.  880.    An  act  declaring  A.  and  B.  VIThite,  106  Mass.  aSft.    [The  eebjecl  h 

to  be  "husband  and  wife  to  all  legal  iii»  of  oourse  entirely  under  state  eoatroi 

tents  and  purposes,"  after  A.  had  been  di*  Bewail  v.  Sewall,  122  Mass.  106;  Pe» 

▼orced  from  a  former  wife,  wilhoat  leave  noyer  «.  Nefl,  95  U.  S.  714, 784^] 
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in  New  York,  and  procured  in  evasion  of  its  lawa.  Tbej  wonld 
not  sustain  an  action  for  alimony  founded  on  such  a  divorce,  (by 
Afterwards,  in  Borden  v.  Fiteh^  {e)  the  same  court  held  a  divorce 
in  another  state,  obtained  by  the  husband  when  the  wife  resided 
oot  of  the  state,  and  had  no  notice  of  the  proceeding,  to  be  null 
and  void;  because  the  court  pronouncing  the  divorce  had  no 
lawful  jurisdiction  of  the  case  when  they  had  none  over  the 
absent  wife.  They  considered  it  to  be  a  judgment  obtained 
upon  false  and  fraudulent  suggestions.  So,  also,  in  Hanover  v. 
Turner^  ((2)  the  Supreme  Court  in  Massachusetts  held  a  divorce 
in  another  state  to  be  null  and  void,  as  having  been  fraudulently 
procured  by  one  of  their  citizens  without  a  change  of  domi- 
cile. *  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  rule,  that  the  allegation  *  109 
that  a  foreign  judgment  was  obtained  by  fraud  is  admis- 
nble,  and,  if  true,  it  will  destroy  its  effect.  All  judgments 
rendered  anywhere  against  a  party  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
proceeding  are  rendered  in  violation  of  the  first  principles  of 
justice,  and  are  null  and  void,  (a)  Sentences  obtained  by  collu* 
sion  are  mere  nullities,  and  all  other  courts  may  examine  into 
facts  upon  which  a  judgment  has  been  obtained  by  fraud.  Every 
party  is  at  liberty  to  show  that  another  court  was  imposed  on  by 
collusion.  (&}  ^  The  question  is,  whether,  if  such  a  divorce  be 
procured  in  another  state,  by  parties  submitting  to  the  jurisdic*- 
tion,  and  after  a  fur  investigation  of  the  merits  of  the  all^ations 
upon  which  the  decree  was  founded,  such  a  decree  is  entitled  to 
be  received  as  valid  and  binding  upon  the  courts  of  the  native 
state  of  the  parties.  A  graver  question  cannot  arise  under  this 
title  in  our  law. 

The  locue  delicti  may  not  be  important  in  the  jurisprudence  of 
the  states.  It  is  not  material  in  New  York,  provided  the  mar- 
riage was  solemnized  there.  The  effect  that  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  Iiave  on  the  question  has  not  been 

(6)  Jacluon  v.  Jackson,  I  JoIiob.  424. 

(e)  15  Johns.  112;  b.  p.  in  Bradshaw  v.  Heath,  13  Wend.  407. 
(d)  14  Mass.  227. 

(a)  Sisher  v.  Lane,  3  Wils.  297;  Kilburn  p.  Woodworth,  6  Johns.  87 ;  Thurber  v. 
Blackboonie,  1  N.  H.  242;  Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  380. 

(5)  Duchess  of  Kingston's  Case,  Harg.  St  TrL  zi.  282 ;  1  Hagg.  Cons.  290. 

1  Bat  as  to  impeaching  the  Judgment  for  fraud  in  a  state  court,  see  Christmas 
of  another  stote  between  the  same  parties    v.  Russell,  6  Wail  200;  an/«,  i.  261,  n.  1. 
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judicially  decided  ;  but  it  is  settled  that  a  judgment  of  the  state 
court  is  to  have  the  same  faith  and  credit  in  every  other  court  in 
the  United  States,  which  it  has  in  the  courts  of  the  state  in  which 
it  was  pronounced.  (<?)  According  to  the  doctrine  of  the  deci- 
sions in  the  federal  courts,  it  may  be  contended  that  a  divorce  in 
one  state,  judicially  conducted  and  declared,  and  procured  under 
circumstances  which  gave  the  court  full  jurisdiction  of  the 

*  110  cause  *  and  of  the  parties,  and  sufficient  to  render  the  di- 

vorce valid  and  binding  there,  would  be  good  and  binding 
in  every  other  state ;  and  yet  it  is  evident  that  the  domestic 
policy  of  one  state  on  this  very  interesting  subject  of  divorce  may 
in  this  way  be  exposed  to  be  greatly  disturbed  by  a  different  policy 
in  another  state.  It  may  be  proper  in  this  work  to  leave  the  ques- 
tion as  I  find  it ;  but  if  such  a  decree  will  operate  and  conclude 
the  question  in  every  state,  we  are  at  least  relieved  from  that 
alarming  and  distressing  collision  which  exists  between  the  judi- 
catures of  England  and  Scotland  on  this  subject ;  and  the  appeal 
must  be  made  to  the  mutual  comity,  moderation,  and  forbearance 
of  the  legislatures  of  the  several  states,  in  their  respective  regula- 
tions on  the  subject  of  divorce.  The  twelve  judges  of  England 
decided,  in  1812,  in  LoUey*9  ease^  that,  as  by  the  English  law  a 
marriage  was  indissoluble,  a  marriage  contract  in  England  could 
not  be  dissolved  by  the  judicial  tribunals  of  any  other  country,  or 
in  any  way  except  by  act  of  Parliament,  (a)  The  party  in  that 
case  was  convicted  of  bigamy  for  marrying  again  after  a  Scotch 

(c)  See  i.  260, 261. 

(a)  1  Dow,  124,  136;  Buss.  &  Ry.  C.  C.  286.  See  also  Conway  v.  Beailey, 
8  Hagg.  Eccl.  642.  But  see  infra,  117,  n.  a,  where  the  case  of  LoUcy  is  shaken.  A 
similar  decision  to  that  in  LoUey's  case  is  stated  to  hare  been  made  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Brougham,  in  M'Carthy  v,  Decaix,  where  it  was  held  that  an  English  marriage 
could  not  be  annulled  by  the  Danish  law.  3  Hagg.  Eccl.  642,  note ;  2  Russ.  &  M. 
614.  But  in  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140,  it  was  held,  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  in  Maine,  that  a  decree  of  divorce  did  not  fall  within  the  rule  that  a  judgment 
rendered  against  one  not  within  the  state,  nor  bound  by  its  laws,  nor  amenable  to  its 
jurisdiction,  was  not  entitled  to  credit  against  the  defendant  in  another  state ;  and  that 
dirorces  pronounced  according  to  the  law  of  one  jurisdiction,  and  the  new  relations 
thereupon  formed,  ought  to  be  recognized,  in  the  absence  of  all  fraud,  as  operative 
and  binding  everywhere,  to  frxr  as  related  to  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage^  though  not 
as  to  other  parts  of  the  decree,  such  as  an  order  for  the  payment  of  money  by  the  hus- 
band. This  is  an  important  and  valuable  decision,  and  settles  the  question,  so  far  ito 
the  judicial  authority  of  a  single  state  can  do  it,  against  the  English  rule,  and  places  it 
upon  the  same  principles  of  justice,  good  morals,  and  policy,  which  render  a  marriage^ 
Talid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  was  solemnized,  valid  everywhere. 
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divorce ;  and,  consequently,  all  foreign  divorces  of  English  mar- 
riages  wei*e  held  to  be  null  and  void.  I  presume  that  such  a 
decision  will  not  be  considered  as  law  here,  as  between  the  several 
states.  But  supposing  a  marriage  here  is  dissolved  abroad,  as  in 
Scotland  or  France,  for  instance,  for  causes  not  admissible  with 
us,  how  would  such  a  divorce  affect  a  marriage  solemnized  here  ? 
A  short  examination  of  some  of  the  cases  discussed  in  England 
and  Scotland,  on  this  litigious  question,  may  be  useful  and  instruc- 
tive. The  confiietui  legum  is  the  most  perplexing  and  difficult 
title  of  any  in  the  jurisprudence  of  public  law. 

In  Utterton  v.  Tewah^  (&)  the  marriage  was  in  England,  and  the 
husband  afterwards  committed  adultery  and  abandoned 
*  his  wife,  and  went  to  Scotland  and  resided  there  about  *  111 
forty  days,  living  in  adultery.  The  wife  sued  for  a  divorce 
a  vinculo^  in  the  consistorial  court  of  Scotland,  in  1811,  and  the 
court  dismissed  the  bill  on  the  ground  tliat  the  husband  had  not 
formed  a  real  and  permanent  domicile  in  Scotland,  so  as  to  give 
the  court  jurisdiction.  Here  was  an  English  marriage  by  Eng- 
lish parties,  who  had  not  changed  their  original  English  domicile  ; 
and,  if  they  had,  the  judges  doubted  whether,  according  to  the 
jtu  gentium^  the  lex  loci  contractus  ought  not  to  be  preferred. 
There  was  great  danger  of  collusion  of  English  parties  to  obtain 
a  divorce  a  vinculo  in  Scotland,  in  opposition  to  the  English  law, 
which  does  not  allow  such  divorces ;  and  if  decrees  might  be 
obtained  in  Scotland,  which  would  be  invalid  in  England,  a  dis- 
ti-essing  collision  would  arise,  and  dangerous  questions  touching 
Uie  legitimacy  of  children  by  a  second  marriage,  and  the  rights 
of  succession,  and  the  crime  of  bigamy.  But  the  decree  of  the 
consistorial  court  was  reversed  on  appeal,  and  the  cause  was 
remanded  to  that  court,  and  they  accordingly  proceeded  upon 
the  bill  for  a  divorce,  and  pronounced  a  divorce  a  vinculo  for  the 
adultery  charged.  Lord  Meadowbank,  in  pronouncing  the  decree 
of  reversal,  in  the  supreme  court  of  review,  delivered  a  learned 
and  powerful  opinion.  He  observed  that  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife  was  acknowledged  ^ur^  gentium^  and  the  right  to  redress 
wrongs  incident  to  that  relation  attached  on  all  persons  living 
within  the  territory,  though  the  marriage  was  celebrated  else- 
where.    It  was  not  necessary  that  the  foreigners  should  have 

(ft)  Fergasflon's  Reports  of  Deciciont  In  the  coDaUtorial  courts  of  Scotland  in 
tctioos  of  diyorce»  28. 
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acquired  a  domicAle  animo  remmiendi;  and  if  the  law  refuaed  to 
apply  its  rules  to  these  domeetio  relations  reeognized  by  all  civil- 
ised  nations,  Scotland  oould  not  be  deemed  a  civilized  countij  ; 
as  thereby  it  would  permit  a  numerous  description  of  persona 
to  traverse  it,  and  violate  with  impunity  all  the  obligations  of 
domestic  life.  If  it  aesumed  jurisdiction,  and  applied  not  its 
own  rules,  but  the  law  of  the  foreign  country  where  the  relation 
had  been  created,  the  supremacy  of  the  law  of  Scotland, 

*  112  *  within  its  territory,  would  be  compromised,  and  powen 

of  foreign  courts,  unknown  to  the  law,  usurped  and  exop- 
eiaed.  A  domicile  was  of  no  consequence,  if  the  foreigner  was 
to  be  personally  cited,  or  hie  residence  sufficientiy  ascertained. 
If  the  wife  who  prosecuted  was  innocent  of  any  collusion,  it  was 
no  bar  to  the  remedy  that  the  husband  came  to  Scotland  and  coo^ 
mitted  adultery,  with  a  calculation  that  it  would  be  detected  by 
the  wife,  or  that  he  came  to  Scotland  with  the  criminal  intent  of 
instigating  his  innocent  wife  to  divorce  him* 

In  the  next  case  that  came  before  the  consistorial  court,  in 
1816,  (a)  the  parties  married  and  lived  in  England,  and  the  hu»> 
band  deserted  his  wife,  committed  adultery,  and  domiciled  him- 
self in  Scotland.  The  judges  did  not  concur  in  their  views  of 
the  subject.  Two  of  them  held  that  the  husband  was  sufficiently 
domiciled  in  Scotland  to  give  jurisdiction,  but  that  the  law  of 
England,  which  was  the  loeui  cantraetuM^  ought  to  govern  upon 
principles  of  comity  and  international  law,  and  not  the  lex  domi- 
cilii. They  wei*e,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  divorce  for  the 
adultery  should  be  only  a  mensa  et  tharo.  The  other  two  judges 
thought  that  the  domicile  was  not  changed,  and  therefore  a 
divorce  a  vinculo  could  not  be  pronounced.  On  appeal,  the  Court 
of  Session  remanded  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry  into 
the  fact  of  domicile.  The  consistorial  court  then  held  that  the 
real  English  domicile  of  the  husband  was  not  changed  by  being 
a  weekly  lodger  in  Scotland  for  eighteen  mouths,  and  that  a 
change  of  the  real  domicile,  made  bona  fide  et  animo  remanendi^ 
at  the  date  of  the  action,  was  necessary  for  the  purpose,  not 
indeed  of  jurisdiction,  but  to  determine  whether  the  rule  of  the 
Ux  loci^  upon  principles  of  international  law,  did  or  did  not  ap- 
ply. The  rule  of  judgment  must  be  the  Ux  loci,  as  there  was  no 
change  of  the  real  English  domicile,  and,  therefore,  a  divorce  « 

(a)  Duntze  v.  Leyett,  Fergusson,  68. 
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mema  U  tharo^  and  none  other,  wm  *  prououneed.    But  *  113 
on  appeal,  this  decree  was  also  roTenied  by  the  Ck>urt  of 
Sessions,  and  the  court   below  ordered  to  render:  a  decree  of 
divoree  a  vitunilo. 

A  third  ease  was  decided  in  1816.  (a)  The  marriage  was  in 
England  ;  bat  the  parties  lived  and  cohabited  togetlier  in  Scob> 
land  for  ^ght  years,  and  the  adultery  was  committed  there.  The 
question  was  not  one  of  domicile,  for  that  was  too  clear  to  be 
questioned,  but  it  was  the  general  and  broad  question,  whether 
the  lex  loci  contractu^  or  the  law  of  the  domicile,  was  to  govern 
in  pronouncing  the'  divorce.  Two  of  the  judges  were  for  fol- 
lowing the  law  of  the  domioile,  and  rendering  a  divorce  a  vm* 
eulo,  and  the  other  two  were  for  the  leas  loei^  and  granting  only 
a  divorce  a  mensa.  But  the  oourt  of  review  reversed  this 
decree  also,  and  directed  the  eau0e  to  proceed  upon  the  law  of 
Scotia  nd« 

In  Butler  y.  Fwhe$^  decided  in  1817,  (A)  the  marriage  was  in 
Seotland  ;  but  tiie  real  domicile  of  the  parties  was  in  Irelandt 
The  adnltery  was  committed  in  Scotland,  during  a  transient  visit 
there.  The  consistory  court  held  that  the  law  of  the  real  domi* 
eile  must  prevail  oyer  the  law  of  the  contract.  The  locuu  ddicii 
was  immaterial,  bat  the  law  of  the  reel  d(»nicile  was  the  govern* 
ing  principle,  and  they  refused  any  other  than  a  divorce  a  men$a* 
The  court  of  review  reversed  tbb  deoiee,  also,  and  directed  n 
divorce  a  vinculo. 

In  KibUeufhUe  v.  RowUmdt  in  1816,  (e)  the  parties  were  Eng* 
lish,  and  married  and  domiciled  in  England;  but  the  defend- 
ant had  committed  adultery  on  a  visit  to  Scotland,  and  his  wife 
sned  him  for  a  divorce.  The  eonsistorial  court  held  that  both 
the  law  of  the  contract  and  the  law  of  the  domicile  were 
against  a  divorce  a  pinevlc^  and  they  refused  it.  This  *  de-  *  114 
cree  was  also  reversed,  aud  the  ueual  divorce  a  vinculo 
directed. 

I  will  cite  but  one  mote  of  those  Scotch  decisions,  in  which 
the  subject  was  discussed  in  a  masterly  manner.  The  case  of 
Oordan  v.  Pye  was  decided  in  the  eonsistorial  court,  in  1815.  (a) 
The  parties  were  English,  and  married  in  England,  and  resided 

(a)  Edmondstone  v.  Lockluui,  Fergiufon,  168. 

(6)  Pergiuson,  909L  (c)  Jh,  2S6. 

{a)  ih.  trre. 
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there  during  the  whole  period  of  cohabitation.  The  husband 
deserted  his  wife,  and  transiently  transferred  his  domicile  to  Scot- 
land, and  committed  adultery  there.  The  court  dismissed  the 
bill,  on  the  principle  that  the  lex  loci  contractus  must  govern,  as 
the  permanent  domicile  was  still  in  England,  and  a  divorce  a  vin- 
culo could  not  be  obtained.  The  court  insisted,  that,  by  the  Jus 
gentium^  courts  in  one  country  cannot  set  aside  contracts  valid  in 
another  country  where  thfey  were  made.  A  temporary  residence, 
raised  for  the  purpose  of  jurisdiction,  would  be  in  fraudem  legis. 
The  lex  loci  is  the  sound  rale  of  decision  in  respect  to  marriage 
contracts ;  and  the  courts  of  one  country  ought  not  to  be  con* 
verted  into  engines  for  either  eluding  the  laws  of  another,  or 
determining  matters  foreign  to  their  territory.  The  lex  loci  ought 
to  prevail  over  the  lex  domicilii  on  just  principles  of  international 
policy,  as  the  marriage  contract  is  jure  gentium.  All  Christian 
states  favor  the  perpetuity  of  marriage,  and  suspicion  and  alamk 
watch  eveiy  step  to  dissolve  it ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  ex 
comitate^  and  upon  principles  of  international  law,  to  the  same 
measure  of  redress  she  would  be  entitled  to  in  England,  and 
especially  when  the  lex  loci  contractus  and  the  lex  domicilii  both 
concurred.  To  grant  such  divorces  contrary  to  the  lex  loci  would 
be  to  invite  foreigners  to  come  to  Scotland  and  commit  adultery 
for  the  sake  of  the  divorce ;  and  this  would  hurt  the  public 
morals,  and  pollute  a  jurisdiction  constituted  to  act  in  evident 
hostility  to  the  laws  and  the  policy  of  other  states. 

♦  115        *  But  the  Court  of  Sessions  reversed  the  decree,  in  oppo- 

sition to  all  this  reasoning  and  doctrine  ;  and  they  insisted 
that  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  wherever  originally  consti* 
tuted,  was  entitled  to  the  same  protection  and  redress,  as  to 
wrongs  committed  in  Scotland,  that  belong  of  right  to  that  rela* 
tion  by  the  law  of  Scotland.  By  marrying  in  England,  the 
parties  do  not  become  bound  to  reside  for  ever  in  England,  or 
to  treat  one  another  in  every  other  country  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  of  England.  To  redress  the  violation  of  the 
duties  and  abuse  of  the  powers  of  the  marriage  state,  belongs  to 
the  law  of  the  country  where  the  parties  reside,  and  to  which 
they  contract  the  duties  of  obedience,  whenever  they  enter  its 
territories.  There  is  nothing  in  the  will  of  the  parties  that 
gives  the  lex  loci  any  particular  force  over  the  mariiage  contract, 
or  that  impedes  the  course  of  the  jus  publicum^  in  relation  to  it ; 
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and  it  would  be  no  objection  to  a  divorce  at  the  instance  of  a 
Roman  Catholic,  that  his  marriage  was,  as  to  him,  a  sacrament, 
and  by  its  own  nature  indissoluble.  Other  contracts  are  modi- 
fied by  the  will  of  the  parties,  and  the  lex  loci  becomes  essential ; 
but  not  so  with  matrimonial  rights  and  duties.  Unlike  other 
contracts,  mamage  cannot  be  dissolved  by  mutual  consent ;  and 
it  subsists  in  full  force,  though  one  of  the  parties  should  be  for 
ever  rendered  incapable,  as  in  the  case  of  incurable  insanity, 
from  performing  his  part  of  the  mutual  contract.  Matrimonial 
obligations  are  jurU  gentium^  and  admit  of  no  modification  by 
the  will  of  the  parties ;  and  foreign  courts  are  not  bound  to 
inquire  after  that  will,  or  after  the  municipal  law  to  which  it  may 
correspond.  They  are  bound  to  look  to  their  own  law,  and  to 
hold  it  paramount,  especially  in  the  administration  of  that  depart- 
ment of  internal  jurisprudence  which  operates  directly  on  public 
morals  and  domestic  manners.  The  consequences  would  be  em- 
barrassing, and  probably  inextricable,  if  the  personal  capacities 
of  individuals,  as  of  majors  and  minors,  the  competency  to  con- 
tract marriages,  and  infringe  matrimonial  obligations,  and 
the  rights  of  domestic  *  authority  and  service,  were  to  be  *116 
regulated  by  foreign  laws  and  customs,  with  which  the 
mass  of  the  population  must  be  utterly  unacquainted.  The 
whole  order  of  society  would  be  disjointed,  were  the  positive 
institutions  of  foreign  nations  concerning  the  domestic  relations 
admitted  to  operate  universally,  and  form  privileged  castes,  leav- 
ing each  under  separate  laws.  Though  marriage,  contracted 
according  to  the  lex  lod,  be  valid  all  the  world  over,  yet  many  of 
its  rights  and  duties  are  regulated  and  enforced  by  public  law, 
which  is  imperative  on  all  who  are  domiciled  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion. The  laws  of  divorce  are  considered  as  of  the  utmost  impor- 
tance as  public  laws,  affecting  the  dearest  interest  of  society  ;  and 
they  are  not  to  be  relaxed  as  to  a  person  domiciled  in  Scotland, 
because  his  marriage  was  contracted  out  of  it.  If  two  natives  of 
Scotland  were  married  in  France  or  Prussia,  the  marriage  would 
be  valid  in  Scotland ;  but  would  the  parties  be  entitled  to  come 
into  court  and  insist  on  a  divorce  a  vinculo^  because  their  tempers 
were  not  suitable,  or  for  any  of  the  great  variety  of  whimsical 
and  absurd  grounds  for  a  divorce  allowed  by  the  Prussian  code  of 
1795  ?  Certainly  not ;  and  the  conclusion  was,  that  the  law  of 
divorce  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  whenever  the 
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party  was  gnffioiently  domiciled  Uier»  to  enaUd  the  court  to  si» 
tain  jarisdiotion  of  the  canse. 

I  have  thus  given,  for  the  benefit  of  the  student,  a  pret^ 
enlarged  view  of  the  discussions  in  Scotland,  on  this  great  ques^ 
tkm,  touching  the  power  of  divorce  in  one  oonnUy  upon  marriage 
in  another.  The  same  question  was  broi]^t  up,  on  appeal  from 
Scotland,  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  England,  in  1813,  in  the  case 
of  Tovey  v.  Lindsay  ;  (a)  and  Lord  Eldon  there  stated  the  deei« 
sion  of  the  twelve  judges  to  have  been,  that  no  English  marriage 
eould  be  dissolved  but  bj  Parliament.    The  question  in  the  case 

was,  whether  an  English  marriage  could  be  dissolved  by  a 
•117    Scotch  court,  even  ♦  if  the  parties  were  sufficiently  domi'^ 

eiled  there  to  found  a  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  The  lord 
chancellor  admitted  it  to  be  a  question  of  the  highest  importance; 
and  Lord  Redesdale  intimated,  that  it  could  not  be  just  that  oii<s 
party  should  be  able,  at  his  option,  to  dissolve  a  contract  by  a  law 
different  from  that  under  which  it  was  formed,  and  by  which  the 
other  party  understood  it  to  be  governed.  The  case  was  remitted 
back  for  review,  without  any  final  decision  in  the  English  House 
of  Lords ;  but  the  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Redesdale 
evidently  agreed  with  the  decision  of  the  twelve  judges  at  West- 
minster, and  went  to  deny  the  competency  of  any  court  to  pro- 
nounce a  decree  of  divorce  a  vinculo  of  English  marriages,  or  to 
pronounce  any  other  decree  in  the  case  than  such  as  would  be 
warranted  by  the  lex  loci  contractm.  (a)  ^y* 

(a)  1  Dow,  117. 

(«)  In  Conway  i;.  Beazley,  8  Hagg.  Eccl.  639,  in  the  consiatoiy  court  of  London, 
Dr.  Lttshington  considered  it  to  be  itill  an  uAsetUed  qaesti<m,  whether  a  ScoCck 

^Foreign   A'iwcm.  —  In    Dolphins,  ^e  domicaed  there.    So  in  Pitt  ».  Pitt,  4 

Robins,  7  H.  L.  C.  390,  it  was  decided  Macq.  (H.  L.  Sc.)  627,  it  was  admitted 

that  the  Scotch  courts  couH  not  entertain  that  a  Scotch  dirorce  could  not  be  upheld 

•  suit  for  divorce  between  the  partiee  to  unless  It  couM  be  shown  that  the  party 

an  English  marriage,  who  went  to  Scot-  obtaining  it  was  permanently  domiciled 

Imid  for  the  purpose  of  founding  juris-  in  Scotland  before  and  during  the  suit, 

diction,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not  bona  The  next  case  went  farther.  In  that,  after 

l»  JurisdictiM.  ^li  is  clear  that  a  however,  rtich  absolute  power.     They 

•orereign  has  the  power  to  annul  foreign  must  canry  out  the  wiU  of  the  soyereigB, 

marriages  on  such  conditions  as  it  sees  fit,  either  expressed  or  presumed.    The  ex- 

and  such  marriages  must  be  treated  as  tent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  has 

Toid  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  sover-  been  more  or  less  clearty  defined  by  statnfe 

eign.    Thecoiiff«of  a  sovereign  hare  not,  fai  England,  and  in  moat  or  aU  of  the 
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Upon  prioeipleB  of  the  Eogligh  law,  a  marriage  eontracted  in 
Mew  York  cannot  be  dissolTed,  except  for  adultery,  by  any  for- 

dhnoroe  of  a  maniage  in  England  would  be  neceMarilf ,  and  under  all  circumstanoei, 
faralid  in  England,  if  the  parties  were  at  the  time  actually  and  honajidk  domiciM  la 
Scotland.  But  he  followed  the  decisiott  in  Loner's  caee  (Mqm»»  110),  and  held  that 
a  Scotch  divorce  a  vinado  from  an  English  marriage,  between  parties  4omficilad  la 
bglaiid  at  the  time  of  such  marriage,  was  null.  Mr.  Prater,  in  his  Treatise  on  the 
"Cases  illuatratiTe  of  the  Conflict  between  the  Laws  of  England  and  Scotland,  with 
legird  to  Marriage,  Dirorce,  and  Legitimacy'*  (London,  1836),  eondodes  that  the 
laws  of  England  and  Scothmd  onght  to  be  assimilated,  by  enaUing  the  English 
eoeleaaasttcal  conrts  to  dissolre  marriages  for  adnltery,  and  to  disallow  the  plea  of 
f^oknination  as  a  bar  to  the  suit,  and  not  to  permit  deeertion  to  be  a  cause  of  divorce 
in  Scotland.  He  farther  proposes  to  abolidi  the  law  of  legitimation  in  ScotUnd. 
The  eonclualon  on  this  rezed  subject  to  which  Mr.  Barge  anrlYes,  after  an  able  con- 
sideration of  the  question  in  his  Commeataiiea  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  L  fSO^ 


aa  Knjiuth  marriage  between  two  English 
persons,  which  was  brought  about  by  the 
fraud  of  the  husband,  and  never  oonsum- 
■latedy  the  hosband  coramittod  adultery 
la  England.  Some  years  later  he  went 
to  Scotland  for  the  purpose  of  founding 
Jurisdiction,  and  after  he  had  resided  there 
festy  days,  a  divorce  a  vinado  was  obtained 
against  him  there.  This  was  followed  by 
a  Scotch  noarriage  between  tlie  wife  and 
an  BngUshman  who  was  then  living  and 
was  thenceforth  domiciled  la  Scotland. 
After  the  death  of  all  parties,  a  question 
asose  whetlier  the  children  of  the  second 
marriage  were  "  lawfully  begotten,"  so  as 
to  take  English  property  under  an  English 
wilL     It  was  held  that  they  were  not, 


states.  Where  it  has  not  been  so  defined, 
it  doubtless  will  be  presumed  to  depend 
upon  tlte  ordinary  common-law  prineipleB 
of  Jurisdiction.  Thus,  in  Niboyet  t, 
Nibojet.  4  P.  D.  1,  it  was  held  that  an 
Bngltsh  conrt  could  grant  a  divorce  for 
an  offence  committed  in  Englaod,  the 
parties  being  resident  but  not  domiciled 
fai  England.  But  see  Judgment  of  Sir 
Bobert  Philfimore  in  the  court  below, 
and  Assenting  opinion  of  Breft,  L^  J.,  on 
■ppeaL  It  would  seem,  moreover,  on 
prindple,  that  the  place  where  the  offence 
l»  eommifted  Is  immateriar.  The  sCofiis 
of  hnlMmd  and  wife,  once  erected,  travels 
^vft  lae  person,  and  the  oourli  of  whait' 


mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  divorce 
was  not  one  which  the  English  courts 
would  recognize.  Lord  Colonsay  ex- 
pressed a  very  intelligible  doubt,  how- 
ever, whetlier  it  was  consistent  with  prin- 
ciple, when  there  was  a  valid  divorce  and 
a  capacity  to  marry  in  the  territory,  and 
when  the  marriage  had  resulted  in  children 
having  the  status  of  legitimate  children  by 
tlie  law  of  their  own  country,  to  inquire, 
at  any  distance  of  time,  into  the  motives 
of  the  first  husband's  resort  to  Scotland. 
Shaw  V.  Gould,  L.  R.  8  H.  L.  55.  (It 
would  seem  the  second  husband  was  dom- 
iciled in  Scotland,  and  the  marriage  was 
valid  there.  Cf.  93,  n.  1.)  Lolley*s  case 
was  upheld  hi  Shaw  v.  Gould,  and  ex- 


ever  countiy  the  parties  come  into  hare 
Jurisdiction  over  such  status,  where  the 
municipal  law  so  provides.  Strictly,  the 
only  indispensable  requisite  would  seem 
lo'  be  Jurisdiction  over  the  party  whose 
statvis  is  to  be  determined.  People  e. 
Baker,  76  N.  T.  78 ;  ante,  107,  n.  1,  udfin. 

But  aetual  Jurisdiction  over  the  person 
of  the  defendant,  or  some  statutory  svbsti- 
tvte  therefor,  is  required  for  the  validity 
of  the  divorce  oat  of  the  jurisdiction. 
See  Le  Laeur  v,  Le  Lueur,  1  P.  D.  189 ; 
Ctamer  v.  Gamer,  56  Md.  127 ;  Hont  9. 
Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217,  2S7. 

la  Blumesthal  v.  Tannenhota,  81  N.  J. 
fifb  195^  it  iqn^earing  that  neither  faor^ 
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eign  tribunal  oat  of  the  United  States ;  because  the  lex  loci  eon- 
tractuB  ought  to  govern ;  and  if  a  divorce  by  a  judicial  proceeding 

091,  is,  that  the  lex  loci  contractus  ought  to  be  inroked,  when  the  question  is  whether 
•  marriage  was  in  the  first  instance  valid  in  law,  and  that  the  appropriate  law,  b/ 
which  the  dissolubility  of  the  marriage  ia  to  be  determined,  ought  to  be  that  of  the 
actual  domicile. 

This  great  question  has  at  last  been  settled  in  the  English  House  of  Lords,  in  con- 
formity with  the  principle  of  the  Scotch  decisions.  In  Warrender  v.  Warrender 
(2  Shaw  &  Maclean,  189;  9  Bligh,  89),  decided  in  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland, 
the  husband  was  a  native  of  Scotland,  where  he  continued  to  retain  his  domicile.  He 
married  in  England  an  English  woman,  and  for  adultery,  committed  by  the  wife  in 
France,  he  sued  in  the  Scotch  court  for  a  divorce,  and  the  court  held  that  they  had 
Jurisdiction  over  the  case,  and  dissolved  the  marriage,  and  the  decision  was  affirmed, 
on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  in  1887.  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham,  in  his  opinion 
delivered  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  that  case,  observed  that  LoUey's  case  only  settled 


plained  to  stand  on  the  same  principle  as 
Dolphin  V.  Robins,  and  Pitt  t;.  Pitt.  Shaw 
V.  Attorney  General,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  156, 
161.  The  English  court  has,  accordingly, 
declined  jurisdiction  of  a  petition  by  an 
Irishman,  on  tlie  gpround  that  he  was  not 
bona  fide  domiciled  in  England.  Manning 
V,  Manning,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  223.  See 
Ditson  V.  Ditson,  4  R.  I.  87,  93. 

In  America,  a  married  woman  may 
acquire  a  domicile  different  from  that  of 
her  husband  for  the  purpose  of  founding 
Jurisdiction  for  proceedings  for  a  divorce. 
Thus,  a  divorce  which  was  decreed  by 
the  courts  of  Indiana,  on  the  petition  of 
a.  wifie  domiciled  there,  after  the  husband 
had  appeared  and  answered,  and  which 
was  valid  in  that  state,  was  held  to  be 


was  domiciled,  and  only  the  plaintiff  re- 
sided within  the  state,  the  court  refused 
to  take  Jurisdiction,  there  being  no  statute 
providing  for  the  case. 

In  Watkins  v,  Watkins,  136  Mass.  88, 
it  was  held  that  the  wife  might  be  re- 
garded as  having  a  separate  domicile  in 
a  suit  for  divorce  by  a  husband  who  had 
changed  his  domicile  to  another  state,  and 
that  the  domicile  of  the  wife  in  that  state 
gave  tlie  court  jurisdiction,  the  offence 
having  been  committed  within  the  state. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  is  not  the 
same  when  the  decree  goes  beyond  merely 
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valid  in  other  states,  although  the  hus- 
band was  domiciled  elsewhere.  Cheever 
V.  Wilson,  9  Wall.  108.  See  Ditson  v. 
Ditson.  4  B.  I.  87 ;  Turner  v.  Turner,  44 
Ala.  487  ;  Shreck  ».  Shreck,  82  Tex.  67a 
But  see  Reel  v.  Elder,  62  Penn.  St  806; 
Colvin  V,  Reed,  66  Penn.  St.  376 ;  Yel- 
verton  t;.  Yelverton,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  674. 
See  further,  on  the  subject  of  this  note, 
Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  682;  Birt  v. 
Boutinez,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  487 ;  Lelth  o. 
Leith,  39  N.  H.  20 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  18 
Gray,  209 ;  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  2  Gray,  367 ; 
McGiffert  v.  McGififert,  31  Bnrb.  69; 
Vischer  v.  Vischer,  12  Barb.  640 ;  Thomp- 
son V,  State,  28  Ala.  12;  Harrison  v. 
Harrison,  20  Ala.  629 ;  19  Ala.  499;  Shaw 
V.  Shaw,  98  Mass.  16a 


dissolving  the  marriage.  Garner  o.  Gar- 
ner, iupra;  Kline  v.  Kline,  67  Iowa, 
386. 

Foreign  Divorces.  —  The  law  is  still  no- 
settled  as  to  how  far  foreign  divorces  are 
to  be  recognized.  Admitting  that  a  sov- 
ereign is  under  no  absolute  obligation  to 
recognize  such  divorces,  it  still  may  be 
doubted  whether  it  would  not  have  been 
wiser  for  the  courts  to  apply  the  ordinaiy 
rule,  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  to  stand, 
unless  impeached  for  want  of  jurisdio- 
tion  or  other  cause,  leaving  it  to  the  leg^ 
islative  power  to  impose  such  conditioni 
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in  one  of  these  United  States  be  entitled  to  a  dififeront  considera- 
tion in  others,  it  is  owing  to  the  force  which  the  national  oompact, 

that  an  English  marriage  could  not  be  dissolred  for  English  purpoaeSf  by  any  proceed- 
iag  In  a  foreign  jnrifidiction,  and  that  the  divorced  party  would  still  he  entitled  to  the 
rights  and  subject  to  the  disabilities  of  a  married  person  in  England.  Bat  he  held 
that  Lollej's  case  was  not  founded  on  sound  principles*  and  that  there  was  an  hre- 
ooocilable  inconsistency  in  the  proposition  tliat  the  Scotch  law  was  all-powerful  to 
make  a  valid  marriage,  and  utterly  incompetent  to  dissolve  it ;  and  that  if  the  courts 
could  recognize  the  foreign  law  as  to  the  creation,  they  ouglit  equally  as  to  the  rescis- 
sion, of  the  contract  of  marriage.  The  dedsioo  of  the  lords  in  this  case  essentiatiy 
overruled  liolley's  case,  and  settled  that  Scotch  courts  have  Jurisdiction  in  divorce, 
when  tine  domicile  has  been  acquired,  without  having  regard  to  the  native  country 
of  the  i>arties,  or  of  tlieir  marriage.  The  decision  and  the  order  for  reargument,  in 
the  case  of  Birtwhistle  v.  Vardill,  infra,  200,  n.  (rf),  have  gone  far  to  disembarrass 
the  collision  between  English  and  foreiga  law  from  some  of  its  most  distressing 
results. 

In  Dorsey  v.  Dorsey,  7  Watts,  S40,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsyl- 
vania that  the  law  of  the  actual  domicile  of  the  party,  at  the  time  of  committing  ike 
injury,  waa  the  rule  in  cases  of  divorce  for  everything  but  the  orighial  obligation  of 
maxriage ;  and  ^at,  although  the  original  domicile  and  marriage  of  the  parties  were 


as  wisdom  might  suggest  In  fact,  this 
principle  has  been  departed  from,  and  no 
other  has  been  substituted. 

It  is  now  settled  that  the  mere  fact 
that  a  marriage  was  English  will  not 
preclude  the  court  of  the  domicile  from 
granting  a  divorce  wliich  will  be  recog- 
nized an  England.  Harvie  v.  Famie,  8 
App.  Gas.  43,  and  8.  o.  in  lower  courts. 
In  this  case,  the  husband  was  Scotch, 
and  married  in  England  an  English  lady, 
and  returned  to  Scotland  to  live.  His 
domicile  throughout  was  in  Scotland.  A 
Scotch  court  granted  a  divorce  for  an 
offence  committed  in  Scotland,  hut  which 
was  not  a  cause  of  divorce  hi  England. 
The  divorce  was  held  valid  in  England. 
The  casos  are  reviewed  at  some  length, 
but  no  general  principle  is  laid  down. 
In  Briggs  IX  Briggs,  5  P.  D.  168,  the 
English  court  refused  to  recognize  a  di- 
vorce granted  in  Kansas  to  a  husband 
who,  as  the  court  held,  had  not  changed 
his  domicile,  having  left  his  wife  in  Eng- 
land only  a  year  before. 

In  this  country,  in  spite  of  the  pro- 
vision of  the  federal  Constitution  that 
each  state  shall  give  full  faith  and  credit 
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to  the  judgments  of  every  other  state,  it 
is  held  that  a  divorce  granted  in  a  state 
in  which  neither  of  the  parties  was  domi- 
ciled at  the  time,  will  not  be  recognized 
by  the  courts  of  the  domicile,  at  least 
where  one  of  the  parties  went  from  his 
domicile  so  as  to  obtain  the  divorce  on 
grounds  not  recognized  as  valid  in  his 
own  state.  It  is  said  that  thero  is  no 
jurisdiction  in  such  a  case.  Van  Fossen 
V.  The  State,  87  Ohio  St.  817;  Sewall  v, 
Sewall,  122  Mass.  166. 

For  the  convene  proposition,  that  a 
divorce  granted  by  the  courts  of  the  dom- 
icile will  be  recognized  hi  otlier  sUtes, 
see  Ross  v.  Ross,  129  Mass.  248,  248; 
Hunt  r.  Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217.  Where  only 
one  of  the  parties  was  domiciled  In  the 
stete  granting  the  divorce,  it  seems  that 
the  divorce  will  not  always  be  recognized 
hi  the  state  of  the  domicile  of  the  other 
party.  People  v.  Baker,  76  N .  T.  78. 
Comp.  Burlen  v.  Shannon,  115  Mass.  438L 
And  see  Loud  v.  Loud,  120  Mass.  14. 

See  further,  as  to  separate  domicile  of 
husband  and  wife  for  purposes  of  divorce, 
Mellen  v.  Mellen,  10  Ahb.  N.  C.  320,  and 
note;  Briggs  v.  Briggs,  6  P.  D.  168. 
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and  the  laws  made  in  pursuance  of  it,  give  to  the  records  and 
judicial  proceedings  of  other  states.  If,  however,  a  marriage  in 
New  York  should  be  dissolved,  not  by  a  regular  judicial  sentence, 
but  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  in  another  state,  passed  specially 
for  the  purpose,  and  for  such  a  cause  not  admissible  here,  would 
9uch  a  divorce  be  received  here  as  binding  ?  A  statute,  though 
not  in  the  nature  of  a  judicial  proceeding,  is,  however,  a  record 
of  the  highest  nature ;  and  in  some  of  the  states,  all  their  divorces 
are  by  special  statutes.  But  if  a  statute,  though  a  matter  of 
record,  was  to  have  the  same  effect  in  one  state  as  in  another, 
then  one  state  would  be  dictating  laws  for  another,  and  a  fearful 
collision  of  jurisdiction  would  instautly  follow.^  That  construction 
is  utterly  inadmissible.  While  it  is  conceded  to  be  a  principle  of 
public  law,  requisite  for  the  safe  intercourse  and  commerce 

*  118    of  mankind,  that  acts  valid  *  by  the  law  of  the  place  where 

they  arise,  are  valid  everywhere,  it  is,  at  the  same  time,  to 
be  understood  that  this  principle  relates  only  to  civil  acts  founded 
on  the  volition  of  the  parties,  and  not  to  such  as  proceed  from  the 
sovereign  power.  The  force  of  the  latter  cannot  be  peimitted  to 
operate  beyond  the  limits  of  the  territory,  without  affecting  the 
necessary  independence  of  nations.  And,  in  the  present  case,  it 
is  to  be  observed  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  26  th  of  May, 
1790,  c.  11,  prescribing  the  mode  of  authenticating  records,  only 
declares  the  faith  and  credit  to  be  given  to  the  records  and  judi- 
cial proceedings  of  the  courts  in  the  several  states ;  and  the  sup- 
plementary act  of  the  27th  of  March,  1804,  c.  56,  relates  only  to 
office  books  kept  in  the  public  offices,  and  has  no  bearing  on  this 
point.    But  if,  instead  of  a  divorce  by  statute  ex  director  the  act 

in  Pennsjlrania,  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  of  divorce  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  in  Ohio  by  the  husband,  while  his  domicile  was  in  the  State  of  Ohio. 
Ch.  J.  Gibson  briefly  but  forcibly  sustained  the  principle  of  the  decision.  So,  in  Ken- 
tucky, it  is  held  that  no  state  or  nation  has  power  to  dissolve  the  marriage  contract 
l)etween  citizens  of  any  other  state  or  nation,  not  resident  or  domiciled  within  its 
limits ;  for  no  nation  could  preserve  its  social  order,  if  any  other  foreign  state  could, 
without  its  consent,  dissolve  or  disturb  that  most  important  domestic  institution  of 
marriage.  The  principle  that  no  foreign  power  can  control  the  marriage  contracts  of 
foreigners,  not  domiciled  within  its  jurisdictional  limits,  was  clearly  illustrated  in  the 
opinion  of  Ch.  J.  Robertson,  and  it  rt'sts  upcm  the  soundest  basis  of  policy  and  sov- 
ereignty, and  a  decree  of  divorce  was  held  to  be  void  against  a  husband  who  was 
never  domiciled  in  the  state.    Maguire  v,  Maguire,  7  Dana,  181. 

*  But  statutes  of  this  class  are  in  sub-    Colonsay's  remarks  in  Shaw  v,  Gould, 
stance  judicial  proceedings.     See  Lord    L.  R.  8  H.  L.  65,  91. 
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should  refer  a  special  case  to  a  court  of  justice,  with  directions  to 
inquii'e  into  the  fact,  and  to  grant  a  divorce,  or  withhold  it,  as  the 
ease  might  require,  would  that  be  a  judicial  proceeding,  to  which 
full  effect  ought  to  be  given  ?  A  number  of  embarrassing  ques- 
tions of  this  kind  may  be  raised  on  this  subject  of  interfering 
jurisdictions,  and  some  of  them  may,  probably,  hereafter  exercise 
the  talents,  and  require  the  application  of  the  utmost  discretion 
and  wisdom,  of  the  courts  of  justice.  I  have  done  as  much  as 
becomes  the  duty  which  I  have  assumed,  in  bringing  into  view 
the  most  material  decisions  which  have  taken  place,  and  stating 
the  principles  which  have  been  judicially  recognized,  (a) 

a  BSect  of  Foreign  Judgments  and  Suite. —  (1.)  Foreign  Judgments, 
—  In  cases  not  governed  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States,  the  doctrine  of  the  English  law  generally,  and  with 
some  few  exceptions,  is  the  law  of  this  countr)%  as  to  the  force  and 
effect  to  be  given  to  foreign  judgments.  I  shall  probably  take 
occasion,  in  subsequent  parts  of  these  lectures,  to  consider  the 
effect  to  be  given  here  to  foreign  contracts,  foreign  assignments, 
foreign  official  acts,  and  other  various  transactions  in  the 
coui-se  of  business,  as  the  subjects  to  which  *  they  can  be  *  119 
applied  may  render  easy  and  pertinent  the  consideration  of 
this  branch  of  municipal  and  general  jurisprudence.  At  present 
it  will  be  sufficient  to  show,  in  connection  with  this  inquiry,  that 
the  English  law  is  exceedingly  if  not  peculiarly  liberal,  in  the 
respect  which  it  pays  to  foreign  judgments,  in  all  other  cases, 
except  the  case  of  a  foreign  divorce  of  an  English  marriage.  As 
early  as  the  reign  of  Charles  II.,  Lord  Chancellor  Nottingham 
maintained,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  CottingJianC b  case^  (a)  that 
a  foreign  decree  of  divorce,  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  marriage,  was 
conclusive,  and  could  not  be  opened,  or  the  merits  reexamined. 
It  was  against  the  law  of  nations,  he  observed,  not  to  give  credit 
to  the  judgments  and  sentences  of  foreign  countries,  till  they  be 

(a)  In  Tolen  v,  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  407,  a  divorce  a  vinculo  for  adultery  wag 
nutained  in  Indiana,  though  the  parties  were  married  in  another  state,  where  they 
resided^  and  the  cause  of  divorce  arose  there,  And  the  defendant  continued  to  reside 
there,  and  bad  constructive  notice  only  of  the  suit  of  iiis  wife  for  a  divorce  by  pub- 
lication ;  but  she  had  for  some  years  been  a  bona  fide  citizen  of  Indiana,  and  acquired 
a  domicile  atumo  manendi.  The  decision  was  founded  upon  the  authority  of  the 
statute  of  1831,  which  allowed  suits  for  a  divorce  for  just  cause  to  all  persons  who 
bad  resided  in  the  state  one  year,  and  as  against  non-residents,  on  giving  constructive 
notice  by  publication. 

(a)  Note  to  2  Swanst.  212,  from  Lord  Nottingham's  MSS. 
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reversed  by  the  law,  and  according  to  the  forms  of  those  countiies 
trherein  they  were  given.  He  referred  to  Wier'9  case^  5  Ja4*. 
I.,  (6)  wherein  « judgment  in  debt  having  been  rendered  in  Hol- 
land against  an  Englishman,  he  fled  from  execution  to  England, 
and  the  judgment  being  certified,  the  defendant  was  imprisoned  in 
the  admiralty  for  the  debt,  and  the  K.  B.,  upon  habeas  corpui,  held 
the  imprisonment  to  be  lawful,  and  that  "it  was  by  the  law  of 
nations  that  the  justice  of  one  nation  should  be  aiding  to  the  jus- 
tice of  another  nation,  and  the  one  to  execute  the  judgments  of 
the  other."  It  has  become  a  settled  principle  in  the  English 
courts,  that  where  a  debt  has  been  recovered  of  a  debtor,  under 
the  process  of  foreign  attachment,  fairly  and  not  coUusively,  the 
recovery  is  a  protection  to  the  garnishee  against  his  original  cred- 
itor, and  he  may  plead  it  in  bar.  (c) 

A  distinction  has  been  taken,  since  the  time  of  Lord 
*  120  Nottingham,  between  a  suit  *  brought  to  enforce  a  foreign 
judgment,  and  a  plea  of  a  foreign  judgment  in  bar  of  a 
fresh  suit  for  the  same  cause.  No  sovereign  is  obliged  to  execute, 
within  his  dominion^  a  sentence  rendered  out  of  it ;  and  if  execu- 
tion be  sought  by  a  suit  upon  the  judgment,  or  otherwise,  he  is  at 
liberty,  in  his  t^ourts  of  justice,  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  such 
judgment ;  for  the  effect  to  be  given  to  foreign  judgments  is  alto- 
gether a  matter  of  t^omity,  in  cases  where  it  is  not  regulated  by 
treaty.  In  the  former  case  of  a  suit  to  enforce  a  foreign  judg- 
ment, the  rule  is,  that  the  foreign  judgment  is  to  be  received,  in 
the  first  instance^  as  frima  facie  evidence  of  the  debt ;  and  it  lies 
on  the  defendant  to  impeach  the  justice  of  it,  or  to  show  that  it 
was  irregularly  and  unduly  obtained.  This  was  the  principle 
declared  and  settled  by  the  Home  of  Lords,  in  ITTl^  in  the  case 

{h)  1  Rol.  Abr.  680,  pL  12. 

(c)  Le  Cheyalier  v.  Lynch,  Doug.  170;  Cleve  v.  Mills,  Cooke's  B.  L.  243;  Allen 
V.  Dandas,  8  T.  R.  T25;  M^Danlel  v.  Hughes.  8  East,  867;  Huxham  v,  SmUh, 
2  Camp.  19 ;  Embree  v.  Hanna,  6  Johns.  101 ;  Holmes  v.  Ilemsen,  4  Johns.  Ch.  400. 
Where  proceedings  *re  w  rem^  all  persons  who  could  have  asserted  a  right  to  the 
property  become  parties  bj  the  monition;  and  all  judgments  founded  upon  such 
proceedings,  whether  ihey  regard  real  or  personal  property,  being  within  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  court,  are  held  valid  and  binding,  as  being  res  Judicata  in  every  other 
country,  in  respect  to  all  matters  of  right  and  title,  transfer  and  disposition  of  the 
property.  Rose  9.  Himely,  4  Cranch,  241 ;  7  id.  429,  b.  p.  ;  Grant  v.  M'Lachlin, 
4  Johns.  34 ;  Curia  Philipiea,  part  2,  sec.  22,  cited  and  proved  on  trial  as  containing 
the  same  and  the  true  Spanish  law  on  the  point;  8  Binney,  280,  note;  Baudnc  v. 
lAcholson,  4  La.  81. 
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of  Sinclair  Y.  IVa$er^  upon  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  (a)     But  if  the  foreign  judgment  has  been  pronounced 

(a)  Cited  in  the  case  of  the  Docheta  of  Kingstoo,  11  8t«te  Tr.  by  Harg.  222 ;  and 
also  in  Walker  v.  Witter,  Doug.  1 ;  and  in  Qalbraith  v..  NcYille,  ib.  6,  note.  See  also 
Lord  Kenyon's  opinion  in  thia  latter  case,  6  East,  475,  note ;  and  also  Lord  Mansfield's 
opinion  in  Walker  v.  Witter,  and  the  opinion  of  Boiler,  J.,  in  Galbraith  v.  Neville; 
and  the  opinioQ  of  Lord  Ch.  J.  Eyre,  in  Philips  v,  Honter,  9  H.  Bl.  410;  Hall  v. 
Odber,  11  East,  121  But  in  Martin  v.  NicoUs,  3  Sim.  468,  the  Vice-Chancellor  has 
undertaken  to  controvert  the  doctrine  in  Sinclair  v,  Fraser,  and  he  held  that  a  foreign 
judgment  conld  not  be  questioned,  not  merely  when  it  comes  in  collaterally,  or  by 
way  of  defence,  but  in  a  suit  brought  direct^  upon  it  to  enforce  it  It  is  requisite^ 
however,  in  order  to  recognize  and  give  effect  in  any  way  to  a  foreign  judgment,  that 
the  court  which  pronounced  it  was  competent  to  the  case,  and  had  due  and  lawful 
jurisdiction  over  the  cause  and  the  parlies,  and  that  there  had  been  regular  Judicial 
proceedings ;  and  this  is  the  case  whether  the  proceedings  ]^hich  led  to  the  Judgment 
be  in  rem  or  in  personam.  Sawyer  v.  The  Maine  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  12  Mass.  291 ; 
Bradstreet  v.  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumner,  COO ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws, 
l§3  586-dOO ;]  see  also  supra,  i.  261,  n.  6.  The  present  inclination  of  the  English 
courts  is  in  conformity  with  the  opinion  of  tlie  Vice-Cliancellor.  Lord  Ellenborough, 
in  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  S.  21 ;  Guinness  v.  Carroll,  1  B.  a  Ad.  469  ;  Becquet  v, 
McCarthy,  2  id.  951 ;  see  also  Starkie  on  Evidence,  L  206,  (pt  2,  c  2,  ii.]  The  argu- 
ments and  authorities  for  and  against  the  latter  doctrine  of  the  English  courts,  that 
a  foreign  judgment,  regularly  obtained,  is  conclusive  ex  comiiate  gentium,  as  well  where 
it  is  sought  to  be  enforced  as  when  it  is  interposed  by  way  of  plea,  are  fully  and 
ably  stated  and  considered  in  Soutbgate  v.  Montgomerie,  in  the  Scotch  court  at  Edin- 
burgh, in  1835.  The  lord  ordinary  (Jeffrey)  decided  that  foreign  judgments  were 
only  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  claim,  and  tlie  discussions  alluded  to  were  on  appeal 
from  that  decision.  It  would  seem,  from  the  case  of  Smith  r.  NicoUs,  5  Bing.  N.  C. 
206,  that  the  English  courts  are  returning  to  the  old  doctrine  of  Mansfield,  Eyre, 
and  Kenyon,  that  in  assumpsit  on  a  foreign  judgment,  the  judgment  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  debt.  In  Houlditch  v  Donegal  (8  BKgh,  801),  the  result  of  the 
judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  was,  that  there  were  cases  in  which  it  was  competent 
for  the  court  to  look  into  the  ground  and  reasons  of  the  foreign  judgment,  and  satisfy 
itself  as  to  the  law  of  the  country.  And  in  Koster  v,  Sapte  (1  Curteis,  601),  in  the 
prerogative  court  of  Canterbury,  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  admitted,  that  under  certain 
circumstances,  as  where  there  was  a  question  as  to  jurisdiction,  or  whether  the  party 
was  cited  according  to  law,  and  for  some  other  purpose,  a  foreign  decree  might  be 
examined,  but  that  it  could  not  be  opened,  in  order  to  examine  by  your  own  lights 
and  knowledge  whether  a  foreign  judgment  was  pronounced  on  good  ground  or  not 
See  also,  on  this  subject,  Bradstreet  r.  Neptune  Ins.  Cow,  8  Sumner,  600 ;  the  Law 
Reporter,  No.  2,  for  January,  1640;  Price  r.  Dewhurst,  6  Sim.  279.  Mr.  Justice 
Story  reasons  strongly  in  favor  of  the  latter  doctrine  of  the  absolute  conclusiveness 
of  foreign  judgments  (Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws  [{  607]) ;  and  that  is  certainly 
the  more  convenient  and  the  safest  rule,  and  the  most  consistent  with  sound  principle, 
except  in  cases  in  which  the  court  which  pronounced  the  judgment  has  not  due  juris- 
diction of  the  case,  or  of  the  defendant,  or  the  proceeding  was  in  fraud,  or  founded 
in  palpable  mistake  or  irregularity,  or  bad  by  the  law  of  the  rei  judicata ;  and  in  all 
such  cases  the  Justice  of  the  judgment  ought  to  be  impeached.  Not  only  Vattel,  but 
Huberus  and  other  civilians  cited  by  Henry  on  Foreign  Law,  maintain  the  entire 
validity  of  foreign  judgments  in  every  other  country.     Vattel,  b.  2,  c.  7,  sec.  84,  86; 
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by  a  court  possessed  of  competent  jurisdiction  over  the  cause  and 
the  parties,  and  carried  into  effect,  and  the  losing  parties  institute 
a  new  suit  upon  the  same  matter,  the  plea  of  the  former  judgment 
constitutes  an  absolute  bar,  provided  the  subject,  and  the  parties, 
and  grounds  of  the  judgment,  be  the  same.  It  is  a  res  jvdicata^ 
which  is  received  as  evidence  of  truth  ;  and  the  exceptio  ret  judi- 
catcBy  as  the  plea  is  termed  in  the  civil  law,  is  final  and  conclu- 
sive. (6)  This  is  a  principle  of  general  jurisprudence  founded 
on  public  convenience,  and  sanctioned  by  the  usage  and  cour- 
tesy of  nations,  (c)  ^    The  rule  of  the   English  law  has  been 


Hubenu,  de  Conflictu  Legum,  lib.  1,  tit.  3,  sec.  3,  6 ;  Henrj  on  Foreign  Law,  74,  75, 
76.     Id  Boston  India  Rubber  Factory  v.  Hoit,  14  Vermont,  92,  it  was  held  that 
assumpsit  was  not  the  proper  action  on  a  judgment  of  another  state,  but  it  should  be ' 
debt  on  the  record  of  the  judgment.    See  supra,  i.  260. 

(6)  Hughes  V.  Cornelius,  Kaym.  478  ;  s.  c.  2  Show.  282;  Burrows  v,  Jemlno,  Str. 
733 ;  Hamilton  v.  The  Dutch  East  India  Company,  8  Bro.  P.  C.  by  Tomluis,  264 ; 
Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  Bos.  &  P.  490 ;  Graham  v.  Maxwell,  2  Dow,  314  ;  Lord  Ch. 
J.  Eyre,  in  Philips  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  410;  Tarleton  v.  Tarleton,  4  M.  &  S.  20; 
Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Peters,  167 ;  Lalanne  t*.  Moreau,  13  La.  437. 

(c)  Vattel,  b.  2,  c  7,  sec.  84, 86 ;  Martens,  Law  of  Nations,  b.  3,  c.  3,  sec.  20 ;  Erska. 
Inst,  of  Scots*  Laws,  ii.  736;  Kame's  Pr.  of  Equity,  ii.  366 ;  or,  b.  3,  c.  8,  sec.  6;  notes 
to  vol.  i.  p.  6,  of  More's  ed.  of  Lord  Stair's  Institutions.  A  judgment,  while  it  stands, 
cannot  be  impeached  by  the  parties  or  privies  to  the  record,  in  a  collateral  action,  or 
in  another  court.  This  is  a  general  principle.  De  Medina  v.  Grove,  [10  Q.  B.  162 ; 
ib.  172.] 


1  Foreign  Judgments.  —  (a)  Jurisdiction, 
—  As  to  the  effect  of  judgments  of  one  of 
the  United  States  in  the  courts  of  anotlier, 
see  i.  262,  n.  1.  A  foreign  judgment  may 
be  impeached  for  want  of  jurisdiction  or 
notice,  notwithstanding  the  absent  de- 
fendant, not  being  a  subject,  was  served 
with  all  the  formalities  required  by  the 
foreign  law,  so  that  the  judgment  could 
not  be  impeached  there.  For  the  ground 
of  enforcing  it  is,  that  it  imposes  a  duty, 
which  the  domestic  court  recognizes,  and 
it  would  not  recognize  the  power  of  a 
foreign  court  to  bind  persons  not  subject 
to  the  Jurisdiction.   Bischoff  ».  Wethered, 


x^  Pennoyer  v.  Neff.  95  U.  S.  714 ; 
McEwan  v.  Zimmer,  38  Mich.  766 ; 
Roussillon  v.  Rousillon,  14  Ch.  D.  361. 
Bat  this  rule  does  not  hold  if  the  defend- 
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9  Wall.  812;    Scliibsby  v,  Westenholz, 
L.R.  6Q.  B.  166.xi 

(h)  Fraud.  —  Foreign  judgments,  un- 
like the  judgments  of  one  of  the  United 
States  in  the  courts  of  another,  may 
be  impeached  for  fraud.  Ante,  109,  n.  1 ; 
Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Kias,  16  Q.  B.  717  ; 
Sliedden  v.  Patrick,  1  McQ.  636 ;  [Ochsen- 
bein  i;.  Papelier,  8  L.  B.  Ch.  696 ;]  Dobson 
V.  Pearce,  2  Keman,  166  (states  the  prin- 
ciple, but  it  was  an*  inter-state  case,  and 
seems  inconsistent  with  Christmas  r.  Rus- 
sell, 6  Wall.  290).  In  Perry  v.  Meddow- 
croft,  10  Beav.  122,  an  infant  who  was 
bastardized  by  a    sentence  of  nullity. 


ant  was  domiciled  in  the  foreign  jurisdio- 
tion,  though  resident  abroad.  Hunt  v. 
Hunt,  72  N.  Y.  217. 
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*  very  generally  recognized  in  the  courts  of  justice  in  this   *  121 

country,  in  cases  not  affected  by  the  Constitution  and  law 

of  the  United  States,  (a)     There  is  one  exception  in  the  juris- 

(a)  Hitchcock  &  Fitch  v,  Aicken,  1  Cahies,  460 ;  Goix  v.  Low,  1  Johns.  Cas.  841 ; 
Taylor  v.  Bryden,  S  Johns.  17S ;  Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Conn.  380 ;  BiaseU  p.  Briggs, 
0  Mass.  468 ;  Washington,  J.,  4  Cranch,  442 ;  Taylor  v.  Phelps,  1  Harr.  &  Gill,  492; 
Barney  v.  Patterson,  6  Harr.  &  Johns.  182 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws, 
[§  686  el  9eq.],  and  the  numerous  cases  there  collected.    A  judgment  on  a  trustee 


made  when  he  was  en  ventre  ta  mhv,  was 
allowed  to  attempt  to  impeach  it  in 
another  court  of  the  same  country  for 
collusion  between  the  parties,  it  being 
held  to  bind  him  unless  he  could  avoid 
its  effect.  See  Meddowcrof  t  r.  Huguenin, 
4  Moore,  P.  C.  886.  Perhaps,  however, 
fraud  in  obtaining  or  passing  a  foreign 
Judgment  in  rem  could  not  be  set  up 
against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  who  was 
quite  ignorant  of  it.  Castrique  p.  Imrie, 
L.  R.  4  H.  L.  414,  488. 

(c)  Merits. — A  foreign  judgment  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  under  which  the 
defendant  has  paid,  is  conclusive  on  the 
merits  when  pleaded  in  bar.  Barber  t*. 
Lamb,  8  C.  B.  k.  b.  95.  But  it  is  not  a 
bar  on  the  ground  that  it  has  merged  the 
original  cause  of  action,  Lyman  v.  Brown, 
2  Curtis,  &50;  and  where  the  foreign 
judgment  was  for  the  defendant,  it  was 
held  that  it  should  Iiave  been  alleged  to 
be  conclusive  between  the  parties  where 
obtained,  Frayes  r.  Worms,  10  C.  B. 
v.  8.  149.  A  foreign  judgment  is  equally 
conclusive  when  sued  upon.  Bank  of 
AustraUsia  v.  Nias,  16  Q.  B.  717;  KelsaU 
e.  MarshaU,  1  C.  B.  n.  s.  241.  So  it  is  as 
to  the  ttatus  of  a  person  domiciled  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  it. 
Doglioni  v.  Crispin,  L.  B.  1  H.  L.  SOL 
(But  9tatM»  is  a  conception  of  uncertain 
limits.  See  Austin  on  Jurisp.  8d  ed.  976, 
Table  IL  note  8,  C.  b ;  Spencer  v.  WU* 
lJams,L.B.2P.&D.230.)  PerhapsthisU 
the  reason  why  a  wife  by  a  previous  mar* 
riage  was  allowed  to  intervene  in  a  libel 
for  divorce  in  White  v.  White,  105  Mass. 
825.    Bee  7  Am.  Law  Bev.  169 ;  McClurg 


p.  Terry,  6  C.  B.  Green  (21  N.  J.  Eq.),  226, 
227.  So  an  adjudication  by  the  court  of 
another  state  granting  a  divorce,  that  the 
husband,  who  was  residing  within  the 
jurisdiction  at  the  time,  was  l>ona  fide 
domiciled  there,  has  been  considered  con- 
clusive against  a  second  husl>and  of  the 
divorced  wife,  in  a  cause  of  nullity,  alleg- 
ing that  the  former  marriage  was  still  in 
force.  And  it  was  further  held  that  he 
could  not  B^t  up  collusion  of  the  parties 
to  the  divorce,  as  the  court  would  not 
make  an  adjudication  as  to  the  sUdue  of 
the  defendant  and  of  the  former  husband, 
who  was  not  before  the  court,  contradic- 
tory to  that  already  made  in  the  other 
state.  Kinnier  v.  Kinnier,  45  N.  T.  586, 
540,  543.  And  generally  a  judgment  in 
rem  is  conclusive  against  all  the  worid  if 
the  subject-matter  was  so  situated  as  to 
be  within  the  lawful  control  of  the  state 
under  the  authority  of  which  the  court 
sits,  and  the  sovereign  authority  of  that 
state  had  conferred  on  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion to  decide  as  to  the  disposition  of  the 
thing,  and  the  court  acted  within  its 
jurisdiction.  This  was  so  held  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  an 
English  ship  decreed  by  a  French  court 
in  consequence  of  a  misapprehension  of 
the  English  law.  Castrique  v.  Imrie, 
L.R.4H.L.414,448.  Hobbs  r.  Henning. 
dted  in  the  last  case,  will  be  found  17 
C.  B.  K.  8. 791.  See  Godard  p.  Gray.  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  189.  [And  it  seems  such  judg- 
ment may  be  enforced  by  an  auxiliary 
proceeding  in  rem  in  the  foreign  court. 
The  City  of  Mecca,  6  P.  D.  28 ;  6  P.  D. 
106.] 
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prudence  of  some  of  the  States,  as  to  the  force  and  e£Fect  of  foreign 
sentences  in  the  prize  courts  of  admiralty,  bearing  upon  neutral 
rights.  While  those  sentences  are  regarded  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  as  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the  same  ques- 
tions, (i)  there  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion,  and  some 
collisions  on  this  point,  in  the  decisions  in  the  state  courts,  (^c) 
The  weight  of  judicial  authority  appeal's,  however,  to  be  decidedly 
in  favor  of  the  binding  force  and  universal  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  English  law.  (^) 


process  in  one  state  wiU  protect  the  trustee  in  a  suit  in  another  state  for  the 
debt.    Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v,  Portsmouth  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Met.  41K). 

{b)  Croudson  v.  Leonard,  4  Cranch,  434 ;  Rose  v.  Himelj,  ib.  241 ;  Hudson  9- 
Ouestier,  lb.  293 ;  Bradstreet  v.  The  Neptune  Ins.  Co.,  8  Sumner,  600. 

(c)  They  wore  declared  to  be  conciosiye,  according  to  the  English  rale,  upon  the 
question  of  neutral  property,  in  a  subsequent  suit  upon  the  policy  of  insurance,  bj 
the  courts  of  law  in  New  York.  Ludlows  v.  Dale,  1  Johns.  Cas.  16 ;  Vandenheuvel  v. 
United  Insurance  Company,  2  id.  127.  But  the  doctrine  in  those  cases  was  rerersed 
in  the  Court  of  Errors,  2  id.  451.  They  were  declared  to  be  oondusiye  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylyania,  in  1  Binn.  299,  note ;  but  the  legislature  of  tliat  state, 
by  an  act  passed  in  March.  1809,  declared  that  they  should  not  be  held  condusiye. 
They  were  held  to  be  binding  in  South  Carolina,  2  Bay,  242;  in  Connecticut,  1  Day, 
142 ;  in  Massachusetts,  6  Mass.  277 ;  in  Maryland,  Gray  v.  Swan,  1  Harr.  &  Johns. 
142 ;  but  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Maryland,  in  1813,  c.  164,  reduced  the  sentences 
of  condemnation  of  foreign  prize  courts  to  the  character  of  prima  facie  proof.  They 
were  held  conclusive  in  Cuculla  v.  Louisiana  Ins.  Co.,  17  Martin  (La.),  464. 

{d)  Admiralty  courts  being  courts  of  the  law  of  nations,  their  seal  is  judicially 
taken  notice  of  in  the  courts  of  other  countries,  without  positive  proof  of  its  authen- 
ticity, Yeaton  v.  Fry,  6  Cranch,  836,  843 ;  Thompson  v.  Stewart,  8  Conn.  171 ; 
though  the  rule  is  different  as  to  the  seal  of  other  foreign  courts,  and  it  must  be 
proved,  like  any  other  fact.  Delafield  v.  Hand,  3  Johns.  310 ;  De  Sobry  v.  De  Laistre, 
2  Harr.  &  Johns.  192  ;  Henry  i\  Adey,  3  East,  221.  The  question  touching  the  effect 
of  foreign  judgments  has  been  frequently  and  very  extensively  and  profoundly  dis- 
cussed before  the  French  tribunals ;  and  it  is  surprising  to  observe  the  very  little 
respect  or  comity  which  has  hitherto  been  afforded  to  the  judicial  decisions  of  foreign 
nations,  in  so  enlightened,  so  polished,  and  so  commercial  a  country  as  France. 

The  French  jurisprudence  on  this  subject  disclaimed  any  authority  derived  from 
ihejua  gentium,  and  it  was  placed  entirely  upon  the  basis  of  the  royal  ordinance  of 
1629.  That  ordinance  declared  that  foreign  judgments,  for  whatever  cause,  should 
not  be  deemed  to  create  any  lien,  or  have  any  execution  in  Fhince ;  and  that,  notwith- 
standing  the  judgments.  Frenchmen,  against  whom  they  might  have  been  rendered, 
rtiould  not  be  affected  by  them,  but  be  entitled  to  have  their  rights  discussed  cb  notv, 
equally  as  if  no  such  judgment  had  been  rendered.  Opinions  to  that  effect,  given  by 
several  celebrated  advocates  of  the  parliament  of  Paris,  as  early  as  1664,  are  pub- 
lished in  the  appendix  to  Henry's  Treatise  oo  Foreign  Law,  published  at  London, 
1823. 

Emerigon  (Traits  des  Ass.  c.  iv.  sec.  8,  c  xii.  sec.  20)  said  that  the  rule  api^ied 
equally  in  favor  of  strangers  domiciled  in  France,  and  it  applied  whether  the  French- 
man be  the  plaintiff  or  defendant;  but  as  to  foreign  judgments  between  strangers, 
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(2.)  Of  Li»  Pendens, — A  lis  pendens^helov^  the  tribunals  of 
another  jurisdiction,  has,  in  cases  of  proceedings  in  rem^  been 

they  might  be  executed  in  France,  without  any  examination  of  the  merits.  The  prin- 
ciple in  the  civil  and  French  law  is,  that  a  judgment  is  conclusive  only  between  the 
parties. 

It  has,  howeTer,  been  a  vexed  question,  whether  foTeign  judgments,  as  betweem 
strangers,  were  entitled  to  any  notice  whatever,  or  were  to  receive  a  blind  execution 
without  looking  into  their  merits.  There  seems  to  have  been  much  vibration  of 
opinion,  and  doubt  and  uncertainty,  on  this  point. 

In  the  elaborate  argument  which  M.  Merlin  delivered  before  the  court  of  cassation, 
in  the  case  of  Spohrer  t;.  Moe,  and  which  he  has  preserved  entire  in  his  Questions  de 
Droit,  tit.  Jugement,  sec.  14,  he  showed,  by  many  judicial  precedents,  that  the  French 
law  {Jurisprudence  des  arrets)  had  been  uniform  from  the  date  of  the  royal  ordinance 
down  to  this  day ;  that  nothing  which  had  been  judicially  decided  under  a  foreign 
jurisdiction  bad  any  effect  in  France,  and  did  not  afford  any  ground  or  color  even  for 
the  exeepiio  ret  judicata.  He  maintained  that  the  law  did  not  distinguish  between 
cases,  for  that  aU  foreign  judgments,  whoever  might  be  the  parties,  whether  in  favor 
or  against  a  Frenchman  with  a  stranger,  or  whether  between  strangers,  and  whether 
the  judgment  was  by  default,  or  upon  confession  or  trial,  were  of  no  avail  in  France, 
and  the  jwrisprudettce  de$  arrets  rejected  every  such  distinction.  Whenever  this  rule 
liad  been  suspended,  it  had  been  occasioned  by  the  force  of  special  treaties,  such  as 
that  between  France  and  the  Swiss  cantons,  in  1777 ;  or  accorded  by  way  of  reci- 
procity to  a  particular  power,  such  as  In  the  case  of  the  Duke  of  Lorraine,  in  1788. 
The  judgment  of  the  court  of  cassation,  on  appeal,  rendered  in  the  year  12  of  the 
French  republic,  was,  that  the  foreign  judgment,  in  that  case,  in  which  a  Frenchman 
was  one  of  the  parties  and  a  Norwegian  the  other,  was  of  no  effect  whatever.  ( Vide 
Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  tit.  Jugement,  sec.  6 ;  Questions  de  Droit,  h.  t.  sec.  14.) 
Afterward,  in  the  case  of  Holker  v.  Parker,  decided  m  the  court  of  cassation  in  1819, 
it  was  settled  upon  the  authority  of  the  new  Code  Civil,  nos.  2123  and  2128,  and  of  the 
Code  de  Procedure,  n.  546,  that  the  Ordinance  of  1629  no  longer  applied,  and  that  the 
codes  made  no  distinction  among  foreign  judgments,  and  rendered  them  all  executory, 
or  capable  of  execution  in  France,  after  being  subject  to  reexamination  ;  and  whoever 
sought  to  enforce  a  foreign  judgment  roust  show  the  reasons  on  which  it  is  founded. 
( Vide  Questions  de  Droit,  par  M.  Merlin,  tit.  Jugement,  sec.  14.)  In  that  very  case  it 
had  been  previously  decided,  by  the  court  of  the  first  instance,  at  Paris,  in  1815,  that 
a  foreign  judgment  was  to  be  regarded  as  definitive  between  strangers,  and  to  be 
executed  in  France,  without  their  courts  being  permitted  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
merits.  The  Royal  Court  of  Paris,  in  1816,  on  appeal,  decided  otherwise,  and  declared 
that  foreign  judgments  had  no  effect  in  France,  and  that  the  principle  was  unqualified 
and  absolute,  and  was  founded  on  the  sovereignty  and  independence  of  nations,  and 
could  be  invoked  by  all  persons,  subjects  and  strangers,  without  distinction.  The 
court  of  cassation,  on  a  further  appeal,  decided  that  they  were  to  be  regarded  sub 
modo;  they  were  not  to  be  of  any  force  without  a  new  investigation  of  the  merits  ; 
for  a  blind  submission  to  them  would  be  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  judicial  tribunals, 
aad  strike  at  the  right  of  sovereignty  within  every  independent  territory.  I  have 
said  that  the  rule  was  settled  in  that  case ;  but  it  seems  to  be  difficult  to  know  when  or 
bow  the  rule  on  this  subject  can  be  deemed  settled  in  France,  for  the  conflict  of  opin- 
ions between  their  various  tribunals,  and  at  different  periods  of  time,  is  extraordinary. 
This  very  question,  whether  a  foreign  judgment  between  two  strangers  could  receive 
execution  in  France, without  revision  or  discussion,  was  raised  in  January,  1824,  before 
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held  to  be  a  good  plea  in  abatement  of  a  suit.  Thos, 
•  123   where  a  creditor  of  A.,  a  *  bankrupt,  had,  bona  fide  and  by 

regular  process,  attached  in  another  state  a  debt  due  to  A. 
and  in  the  hands  of  B.,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  assignees  of  the 
bankrupt  could  not,  by  a  subsequent  suit,  recover  the  debt  of 
B.  (a)  The  pendency  of  the  foreign  attachment  is  a  good  plea 
in  abatement  of  the  suit.  (J)  ^    In  such  a  case,  the  equity  of  the 

a  tribunal  at  Paris,  between  Stackpoole  v.  Stackpoole  and  others,  and  it  was  decided 
in  the  negative,  after  a  discussion,  on  each  side,  distinguished  for  depth  of  learning  and 
a  lustre  of  eloquence  not  to  be  surpassed.  M.  Toullier  ventures  to  consider  the  French 
Jurisprudence,  or  the  dnnt  puUic,  of  France,  as  being  irrevocably  established  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  of  cassation,  in  1819,  and  he  considers  it  as  resting  on  sound 
foundations.  Foreign  judgments  are  no  longer  absolute  nullities,  since  they  can  be 
declared  executory,  after  the  French  courts  have  taken  cognizance  of  the  merits  of 
them,  and  have  acted,  in  respect  to  them,  in  the  nature  of  a  court  of  appeals.  The 
rule  applies  to  all  foreign  judgments  without  distinction,  and  the  French  courts  wiU 
admit  the  proofs  taken  in  the  foreign  courts  —  locus  regit  actum.  Vide  Toullier*s  Droit 
Civil  Fran9ais,  suivant  Tordre  du  Code,  x.  nos.  76-86.  The  French  and  the  English 
law  have  now,  at  last,  approached  very  near  to  each  other  on  this  interesting  head  of 
national  jurisprudence.  They  agree  perfectly  when  the  foreign  judgment  is  sought 
to  be  enforced ;  but  the  French  courts  will  not  permit,  as  they  certainly  ought,  a 
plea  of  a  foreign  judgment  in  bar  of  a  new  suit  for  the  same  cause,  to  be  conclusive, 
if  fairly  pronounced  by  a  foreign  court  having  a  jurisdiction  confessedly  competent 
for  the  case.  So  far  the  French  jurisprudence  still  wants  the  true  spirit  of  inter- 
national comity.  See  Merlin,  Repertoire,  tit.  Jugement,  sec.  6 ;  Pardessus,  Droit 
Commercial,  ▼.  1488. 

(a)  Le  Chevalier  r.  Lynch,  Doug.  170. 

{b)  Lord  Holt,  m  Brook  v.  Smith,  1  Salk.  280;  Embree  v.  Hanna,  5  Johns.  101; 
Carrol  v,  M'Donogh,  10  Martin  (La.),  600.    This  is  now  the  recognized  doctrine  in 

1  Li$  Pendens.  — r  The  text  is  confirmed  mond  v.  Bolm,  12  Ind.  607 ;  [Stanton  r. 
by  American  Bank  v.  RoUins,  99  Mass.  Embrey,  93  U.  S.  548;  Allen  v.  Watt,  69 
313;  Whipple  v.  Bobbins,  97  Mass.  107;  111.  665;]  nor  to  a  like  suit  in  the  United 
[Lawrence  v.  Remington,  6  Biss.  44.  See  States  courts  in  another  state,  White  v. 
Eddy  V.  O'Hara,  132  Mass.  56.]  It  is  Whitman.  1  Curtis,  494.  But  it  has  been 
well  settled  that  the  pendency  of  a  prior  held  otherwise  when  the  prior  suit  was 
suit  in  personam,  in  a  foreign  court,  be-  pending  in  the  court  of  the  state  in 
tween  the  same  parties,  for  the  same  which  the  United  States  court  afterwards 
cause  of  action,  is  not  a  bar.  Cox  t7.  sued  in  was  sitting.  The  decision  was 
Mitcliell,  7  C.  B.  n.  s.  55 ;  Scott  v.  Lord  put  on  general  grounds.  Earl  v.  Ray- 
Seymour,  1  H.  &  C.  219 ;  [McHenry  v.  roond,  4  McLean,  233.  Lis  pendens  is  no 
Lewis,  21  Ch.  D.  202.]  Neither  is  bar  if  the  second  suit  is  of  a  different 
the  pendency  of  such  a  suit  in  one  nature  from  the  first.  Thus,  a  pending 
state  of  the  Union  a  bar  to  a  like  suit  suit  in  personam  in  Scotland  does  not  pr&- 
in  another,  Seavers  v.  Clement,  28  Md.  vent  the  bringing  of  an  action  in  rem  in 
426;  Smith  v.  Lathrop,  44  Penn.  St.  England.  The  Bold  BuccUugh,  7  Moore^ 
326;  Yelverton  v.  Conant,  18  N.  H.  123 ;  P.  C.  267. 
Hatch  V.  Spofford,  22  Conn.  485;  De  Ar- 
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maxim.  Qui  prior  est  tempore^  potior  est  Jure^  forcibly  applies. 
Unless  the  plea  in  abatement  was  allowed  in  such  a  case,  the 
defendant  would  be  left  without  protection,  and  would  be  obliged 
to  pay  the  debt  twice ;  for  the  courts  which  had  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  cause,  by  the  priority  of  the  attachment,  would 
never  permit  the  proceeding  to  be  defeated  by  the  act  of  the  party 
going  abroad,  and  subjecting  himself  to  a  suit  and  recovery 
against  him  in  another  state ;  or  by  instituting  proceedings,  in 
order  to  avoid  or  aiTCst  the  course  of  the  suit  first  duly  com- 
menced i^ainst  him.  ((?)  But  generally  a  personal  arrest 
*  and  holding  to  bail  in  a  foreign  country  cannot  be  pleaded  •  125 
in  abatement ;  and  it  is  no  obstacle  to  a  new  arrest  and 
holding  to  bail  for  the  same  cause  in  the  English  courts,  and  they 
will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  an  arrest  in  a  foreign  country  or 
in  their  own  plantations ;  (a)  and  the  same  rule  of  law  has  beeu 
declared  in  this  country.  (6) 

the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  Wallace  u.  M'Connell,  13  Peters,  136.  The 
priorit/  of  suit  will  determine  the  right  See  Irvine  v.  Lumbermen's  Bank,  2  Watts 
&  S.  190 ;  Lowr/  v.  The  Same,  ib.  210.  But  in  West  v.  McConnell,  6  La.  424,  it 
was  held,  that  the  pendency  of  a  suit  by  foreign  attachment,  for  the  same  cause  of 
action,  in  another  state,  could  nut  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  action  instituted  in 
Louisiana;  though  it  might  tend  to  modify  the  relief,  so  as  to  stay  execution  until 
the  party  credits  and  accounts  for  the  proceeds  of  the  property  sehsed  abroad,  or  else 
dismisses  the  foreign  attachment. 

The  court  of  chancery  of  New  York  will  not  restrain,  by  injunction,  a  defendant 
from  prosecuting  a  foreign  suit  previously  commenced.  Mead  v.  Merritt,  2  Paige, 
402 ;  though  this  has  been  done  in  the  English  chancery  under  special  circumstances. 
Boshby  v.  Munday,  5  Afad.  297.  It  has  been  done  where  the  proceeding  in  a  foreign 
court  was  instituted  by  the  same  party  as  to  the  same  matter.    1  Sim.  &  Stu.  16. 

(e)  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  in  Tappan  o.  Poor,  15  Mass.  423 ;  8.  p.  in  Embree  v.  Hanna, 
5  Johns.  103,  104.    [Comp.  Eddy  v.  O'Hara,  132  Mass.  56.] 

(a)  Manle  v,  Murray,  7  T.  B.  470;  Imlay  v.  Ellefsen,  2  East,  453;  Bayley  o. 
Edwards,  3  Swanst.  703 ;  Salmon  v.  Wootton,  9  Dana,  423.  The  Court  of  Appeals 
in  Lower  Canada,  in  the  case  of  Russell  v.  Field  (1833),  followed  the  English  rule, 
and  held  that  the  plea  of  a  suit  pending  in  Vermont,  between  the  same  parties,  for 
the  same  cause  of  action,  was  no  bar  to  the  new  suit  in  the  Canadian  court  t 

{b)  Bowne  v.  Joy,  9  Johns.  221 ;  Mitchell  v.  Bunch,  2  Paige,  606.  Godfrey  v.  Hall, 
4  La.  158 ;  Peyroux  v.  Davis,  17  La.  479.  But  where  there  are  two  tribunals  under 
the  same  government,  of  concurrent  and  complete  jurisdiction,  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
tribunal  which  first  takes  cognizance,  by  process,  of  the  subjec^matter  of  controversy, 
is  conclusive.  Smith  v.  M'lver,  9  Wheat  532 ;  The  Ship  Robert  Fulton,  1  Pame  C.  C. 
620;  Slyhoof  v.  Flitcraft,  1  Ashmead,  171.  Whether  a  h's  pendens  in  another  state,  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  for  the  same  cause,  was  a  good  plea  in  abatement,  was  left  as  a 
doubtful  question,  in  Casey  v,  Harrison.  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  244;  Ch.  J.  Gibson,  in  Ralph 
9.  Brown,  3  Watts  &  Serg.  399,  assumes  that  such  a  plea  in  such  a  case  would  be  good. 
In  the  case  of  torts  or  joint  contracts,  a  plea  in  abatement  of  another  action  pending 
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4.  Of  Dlvoroa  a  Meiua  at  Thoro.  —  The  statute  of  New  York  (<?) 
authorized  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  allow  qualified  divorces  a 
tnensa  et  thoro  founded  on  the  complaint  of  the  wife,  of  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment,  or  such  conduct  as  renders  it  unsafe  and 
improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  her  husband;  or  for  wilful 
desertion  of  her,  and  refusal  and  neglect  to  provide  for  her.^ 
The  court  may  decree  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  for  ever, 
or  for  a  limited  time,  in  its  discretion ;  and  the  decree  may  be 
revoked  at  any  time  by  the  same  court  by  which  it  was  pro- 
nounced, under  such  regulations  and  i-estrictions  as  the  court  may 
impose,  upon  the  joint  application  of  the  parties,  and  upon  their 
producing  satisfactory  evidence  of  their  reconciliation,  (d) 

To  entitle  the  court  to  sustain  such  a  suit,  (1)  the  parties 
must  be  inhabitants  of  the  state  ;  (2)  or  the  marriage  must  have 
taken  place  in  the  state,  and  the  wife  must  be  an  actual  resident 
at  the  time  of  exhibiting  the  complaint ;  (8)  or  the  parties  must 
have  been  inhabitants  of  the  state  at  least  one  year,  and  the  wife 
an  actual  resident  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bilL  («) 

These  qualified  divorces  are  allowed  by  the  laws  of  almost  all 
countries,  and  it  is  assumed  that  they  prevail  generally  in  the 
United  States,  in  cases  of  extreme  cruelty,  though  they  are 
unknown  in  some  of  them,  as,  for  instance,  in  New  Hampshire, 
Connecticut,  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  South  Carolina.  (/)   In  England, 

for  the  same  cause,  against  a  ootrespasser  or  joint  contractor,  is  bad.  There  may  be 
several  recoveries,  but  only  one  satisfaction.     Henry  u.  Goldney,  [16  M.  &  W.  4di.] 

(c)  K.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  iL  146.  (d)  lb.  146, 147,  sec.  50,  51,  56i 

(e)  lb.  146,  sec.  50. 

(/)  In  Louisiana,  the  divorce  a  msnsa  leads  to  the  divorce  a  mnado,  if  the  parties 
be  not  reconciled  in  two  years,  Savoie  v.  Ignogoso,  7  La.  281 ;  and  in  Virginia  in 
seven  years,  Act  of  1841.  In  Massachusetts,  divorces  from  bed  and  board  are  allowed 
for  causes  of  extreme  cruelty  in  either  party,  and  in  favor  of  the  wife  when  the  hus- 
band shall  utterly  desert  her,  or  grossly  or  wantonly  and  cruelly  refuse  or  neglect  to 
provide  (if  able)  suitable  maintenance  for  her.  Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  1886.  In 
Vermont,  New  Jersey,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  and  Michigan, 
divorce  o  mejisa  el  thoro  may  be  granted  for  extreme  cruelty,  and  in  some  of  those 
states  for  wilful  desertion  for  two  years.  Act  of  Michigan,  April  4, 1833 ;  Lookridge 
V.  Lockridge,  8  Dana  (Ky.),  28;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  Walker  (Miss.),  474;  Elmer's 
Digest,  140;  Laws  of  Vermont,  964 ;  4  Aiken's  Ala.  Dig.  2d  ed.  131 ;  Statute  Laws 
of  Tennessee,  1836,  p.  261.  In  the  Dutch  law,  and  in  Scotland,  wilful  abandonment 
of  either  party  without  due  causes  for  a  long  time,  is  ground  for  a  decree  of  divorce. 
Van  Leeuwen's  Roman-Dutch  Law,  85;  Ersk.  Inst.  b.  1,  tlL  6,  sec.  14.  Divorces 
from  bed  and  board  were  unknown  to  the  ancient  church,  and  were  first  established 
by  the  decrees  of  the  CounoU  of  Trent 

1  See  128,  n.  L 
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they  are  allowed  only  propter  seevitiam  aut  adulterium ; 
and  where  there  is  a  separation  *  for  such  a  cause,  if  the   *  126 
parties  come  together  again,  the  same  cause  cannot  l^e 
revived,  (a) 

In  determining  what  is  ^cgvitia^  by  the  ecclesiastical  law,  we 
find  it  stated  in  Ev(m%  y.  Uvans^  (i)  ^  that  it  is  necessary  there 
should  be  a  reasonable  apprehension  of  bodily  hurt.  The  court 
keeps  the  rule  very  strict  The  causes  must  be  grave  and  weighty, 
and  show  such  a  state  of  personal  danger  as  that  the  duties  of  the 
married  life  cannot  be  discharged.  Mere  austerity  of  temper, 
petulance  of  manners,  rudeness  of  language,  a  want  of  civil  atten- 
tion, even  occasional  sallies  of  passion,  if  they  do  not  threaten 
bodily  harm,  do  not  amount  to  that  cruelty  against  which  the 
law  can  relieTe.  The  wife  must  disarm  such  a  disposition  in  the 
husband  by  the  weapons  of  kindness,  (c) 

This  being  the  rule  of  the  English  courts,  it  would  appear  that 
divorces  a  men^a  are  placed,  by  the  statute  of  New  York,  on 
rather  broader  ground.  They  are  not  only  for  cruelty,  but  gener- 
ally for  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  husband  toward  his  wife 
as  renders  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to  cohabit  with  him,  and 
be  under  hisdominion  and  control.  Probably  the  word  ^'  unsafe," 
in  our  statute,  may  mean  the  same  thing  as  the  reasonable  appre- 
hension of  bodily  hurt  in  the  English  cases,  (d)  It  was  considered 
in  l^e  case  of  Barrere  v.  Barrere^  («)  that  the  danger  or  injury 
must  be  serious,  and  the  slightest  assault  or  touch  in  anger  was 
not,  in  ordinary  cases,  sufficient.  It  was  likewise  held,  in  that 
case,  that  the  separation  need  not  be  declared  to  be  for  any 
specific  time,  but  may  be  left  general  and  indefinite,  with 
•  liberty  to  the  parties  to  be  reconciled  when  they  please,  *  127 
and  to  apply  to  be  discharged  from   the  decree.     The 

(a)  Lord  Eldon,  11  Vet.  632.  Cohabitation  is  not  always  a  condonation  for  cruelty 
on  the  part  of  the  hnabaDd  under  gross  circiunstances.  Snow  v.  Snow,  Consistory 
Conrt,  London,  HiL  1842 ;  2  Notes  of  Cases,  App.  i. ;  6  Jur.  285. 

(6)  1  Ha^.  Cods.  35. 

(c)  1  id.  864,409;  2  kL  148;  Neeld  v.  Neeld,  4  Hagg.  Eod.  363;  Pothier,  Trafttf 
da  ContnU  de  Mariage,  sec.  509;  2  Mass.  160 ;  S  id.  321,  note ;  4  id.  587 ;  Fmley  v. 
Finley,  9  Dana,  52.  Bat  it  is  cmeltj,  in  judgment  of  law,  if  the  wilful  conduct  of  the 
husband  exposes  the  wife  to  hocUy  haxard  and  intolerable  hardship.  D'Aguilar  «. 
IKAguilar,  1  Hagg.  Eocl.  773. 

(d)  It  has  been  so  imdierstood  in  Mason  o.  Mason,  1  Edw.  Ch.  292. 
(«)  4  Johns.  Ch.  187. 

I  8ee  128,  n.  1. 
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decree  of  divorce  is  always,  by  the  canou  law,  sui  spe  reconcUi- 
ationis.  (a) 

The  statute  above  referred  to  seems  to  have  considered  the 
wife  as  the  only  infirm  party  who  stauds  in  need  of  such  protec- 
tion, for  it  confines  the  divorce  a  menaa  for  cruelty,  desertion,  or 
other  improper  conduct  to  such  conduct  in  the  husband  ;  (6)  but 
the  English  ecclesiastical  law  makes  no  such  distinction,  and 
divorces  are  granted  on  a  bill  by  the  husband,  for  cruel  usage  by 
the  wife.  ((?)  Upon  these  separations  from  bed  and  board,  the 
children  that  the  wife  has  during  the  separation  are, bastards,  for 
due  obedience  to  the  decree  is  to  be  presumed,  unless  the  contrary 
be  shown,  (d)  If,  however,  cohabitation  between  the  husband 
and  wife  existed,  the  presumption  of  illegitimacy  is  destroyed. 
This  is  the  general  law;  and  when  the  New  York  Revised 
Statutes  (e)  declared  that  a  child  begotten  and  born  during  the 
separation  of  its  mother  from  her  husband,  pursuant  to  a  divorce 
a  mensa  et  tkoro,  shall  be  deemed  a  bastard,  it  is  to  be  taken,  as 
I  apprehend,  subject  to  the  same  qualifications  which  acccom- 
panied  the  general  rule. 

These  qualified  divorces  are  regarded  as  rather  hazardous  to  the 
morals  of  the  parties.     In  the  language  of  English  courts, 

*  128    it  is  throwing  the  parties  back  upon  society,  in  *  the  un- 

defined and  dangerous  characters  of  a  wife  without  a  hus- 
band, and  a  husband  without  a  wife.  The  ecclesiastical  law  has 
manifested  great  solicitude  on  this  subject,  by  requiring,  in  every 
degree  of  separation,  an  express  monition  to  the  parties  "  to  live 
chastely  and  continently,  and  not  during  each  other's  life  contract 
matrimony  with  any  other  person ; "  and  security  was  formerly 
requiied  from  the  party  suing  for  the  divorce,  to  obey  the  man- 
date, (a)  The  statute  allows  the  husband,  on  such  a  bill  by  the 
wife,  for  ill  conduct,  to  show,  in  his  defence,  and  in  bar  of  the 

(a)  Burn's  Eccl.  Law,  tit.  Marriage,  c.  11,  sec.  4 ;  Oughton's  Ordo  Jud.  tit.  215, 
sec.  8 ;  Bynk.  Q.  Jur.  Priv.  b.  2,  c.  8. 

(b)  Van  Veghten  v.  Van  Veghten,  4  Johns.  Ch.  501.  By  a  statute  of  New  York, 
of  April  10,  1824,  c.  205,  sec.  12,  the  court  of  chancery  was  authorized  to  decree  a 
divorce  a  meMa^  on  the  complaint  of  the  husband,  and  that  provision  is  deemed  to  be 
in  force,  notwithstanding  the  subsequent  general  provision  in  the  reuiBed  laws,  confin- 
ing that  remedy  to  the  wife.    Perry  w.  Perry,  2  Paige,  501. 

(c)  Kirkman  v,  Kirkman,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  400. 

(d)  St.  George  v.  St.  Margaret,  1  Salk.  123.  (e)  Vol.  i.  Oil. 

{a)  Burn's  Eccl.  Law,  tit.  Marriage,  c.  11,  sec.  4;  Barrere  o.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
196,  198;  Van  Veghten  v.  Van  Veghten,  ib.  501. 
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suit,  a  just  provocation  in  the  ill  behavior  of  the  wife,  and  this 
would  have  been  a  good  defence  even  without  the  aid  of  the 
statute.  (5}  And  on  these  separations  from  bed  and  board,  the 
courts  intrusted  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  will  make 
suitable  provision  for  the  support  of  the  wife  and  children,  out  of 
the  husband's  estate,  and  enforce  the  decree  by  sequestration; 
and  the  chancellor  in  New  York  may  exercise  his  discretion  in 
the  disposition  of  the  infant  children,  and  vary  or  annul  the  same 
from  time  to  time,  as  circumstances  may  require.  (<?)  I  apprehend 
there  is  not,  in  the  United  States,  ^ny  essential  difference  in  prin- 
ciple, or  departure  from  the  doctrines  of  the  English  law  on  the 
subject  of  divorces  a  mensa  et  thoro.  (d)  ^ 

(h)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  iL  147,  sec.  63;  Waring  v.  Waring,  2  Hagg.  Cons. 
151 

(c)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  147,  sec.  54,  55;  ib.  148,  sec.  59,60;  Barrere 
c.  Barrere,  4  Johns.  Ch.  197.  In  Shelford  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  692-607,  the 
cases  are  collected  on  the  exercise  of  the  equitable  and  discretionary  jurisdiction  of 
the  ecclesiastical  courts,  in  awarding  permanent  alimony  to  the  wife,  on  decrees  of 
divorce  a  mensa  a  thoro.  In  an  aggravated  case  a  moiety  of  the  husband's  property 
has  been  given. 

(rf)  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  c.  16;  Thompson  ».  Thompson,  2  Dallas,  128; 
Warren  u.  Warren,  3  Mass.  821 ;  Statutes  of  Delaware,  1832,  c.  144. 

1  Desertion.  —  Separation  by<  consent  is  his  refusal  to  do  so  have  been.  Htzgerald 
not  desertion.  Lea  v.  Lea,  8  Allen,  418 ;  v.  Fitxgerald,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  694 ;  see 
Ward  V.  Ward,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  185 ;  Fulton  Keech  v.  Keech,  ib.  641.  But  a  temporary 
0.  Fulton,  86  Miss.  517.  As  to  what  separation  for  other  causes  may  be  turned 
amounts  to  consent,  see  Buckmaster  v.  into  desertion,  by  the  husband's  making 
Backraaster,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  713 ;  Parkin-  up  his  mind  not  to  return  to  bis  wife, 
son  V.  Parkmson,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  25;  and  living  with  another  woman.  Gate- 
Thompson  r.  Thompson,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  231 ;  house  i'.  Gatehouse,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  331 ; 
Haviland  v.  Haviland,  82  L.  J.  v.  8.  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  2  Sw.  &  Tr.  575. 
(Matr.  Cas.)  65.  As  to  what  does  not,  see  See  Davis  v.  Davis,  37  N.  H.  191 ;  Hills  v, 
Crabb  v.  Crabb,  L.  R.  1  P.  &D.  601 ;  Nott  Hills,  6  Law  Reporter,  174.  So  when  the 
9.  Nott,  ib.  251 ;  Oliver  v.  Oliver,  5  Jur.  husband  intends  not  to  live  with  his  wife, 
V.  8.  606 ;  Cock  v.  Cock,  8  Sw.  &  Tr.  514.  and  causes  her  to  leave  the  house  by  his 
So  it  is  not  desertion  for  the  husband  to  conduct,  he  is  guilty  of  desertion.  Graves 
be  absent  on  his  ordinary  business.  Ex  v.  Graves,  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  350;  Levering  v. 
parte  Aldridge,  1  Sw.  &Tr.  88.  No  one  Levering,  16  Md.  218,  219;  but  see  Fera 
can  desert  who  does  not  wilfully  end  an  v.  Fera,  98  Mass.  155 ;  and  compare  Lynch 
existing  cohabitation.  Hence,  when  a  ».  Lynch,  33  Md.  328 ;  [Sower's  App.,  89 
wife  left  her  husband,  and  sought  for  a  Pa.  St.  173.]  So  if  he  refuses  to  receive 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  his  adultery,  but  back  his  wife,  who  has  been  absent,  with 
the  Jury  found  in  his  favor ;  his  Uking  out  cause,  for  a  few  months.  Fellows  v, 
no  steps  to  resume  cohabitation  was  held  Fellows,  31  Me.  342.  So  if  a  wife  refuses, 
not  to  be  desertion,  nor,  it  seems,  would  without  explanation,  to  accompany  her 
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hnsband  to  a  new  residence.  Harden- 
bergh  v.  Hardenbergh,  14  Cal.  654.  But 
see  Bishop  v.  Bishop,  80  Fenn.  St.  412 ; 
Powell  V.  Powell,  29  Vt.  148.  Absence 
for  the  statutory  time  is  not  prevented 
from  being  desertion  by  the  single  fact 
that  the  party  has  been  imprisoned  part 
of  the  time.  Hews  v.  Hews,  7  Gray,  279 ; 
Astrope  t;.  Astrope,  29  L.  J.  k.  8.  (Mafr. 
Cas.)  27;  nor  by  the  fact,  that  after 
desertion,  and  within  the  time,  the  hus* 
band  became  insane  and  could  not  re- 
turn, Douglass  V.  Douglass,  31  lowa^ 
421.  Keeping  a  separate  bed-chamber 
in  tlie  same  house,  and  refusing  to  have 
sexual  intercourse  for  the- statutory  time, 
is  not  desertion.  Southwick  v.  Sonthwick, 
07  Mass.  327;  Eshbach  v.  Eshbach,  28 


Penn.  St.  343;  see  PiUchards's  Dig.De- 
sertion,  n.  4.  x^ 

Cruelty.  —  The  rule  now  established  is, 
that  cruelty,  to  be  a  cause  of  divorce, must 
be  such  as  to  cause  at  least  a  reasonable 
apprehension  of  in  juiy  to  the  life,  limb,  or 
health  of  thelibellant,if  the  parties  should 
live  longer  together.  Tomkins  r.  Tom- 
kins,  1  Sw.  &  Tr.  168 ;  Milford  v.  Milford, 
L.  R.  1  P.  A  D.295;  Kelly  v.  Kelly,  L,  R. 
2  P.  &  D.  81,  59;  Chesnutt  v.  aiesnutt, 
1  Spinks,  Ad.  &  Ec.  196 ;  s.  c.  28  E.  L.  & 
Eq.  003 ;  Paterson  v.  Paterson,  3  H.  L.  C. 
308 ;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  97  Mass.  873;  Odom 
V.  Odom,  86  Ga.  286 ;  Thomas  v.  Thomas, 
5  C.  E.  Green,  97.  x^  As  to  "  gross  mis- 
behavior and  wickedness,"  see  Stevens  v. 
Stevens,  8  R.  I.  557. 


x"^  To  constitute  desertion,  there  must 
be  a  cessation  of  cohabitation  by  the  vol- 
untary act  of  one  party  with  the  intent 
to  put  an  end  to  the  performance  of  the 
marital  duties,  and  such  cessation  must 
be  against  the  will  of  the  complainant 
Sergent  v.  Sergent,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  204; 
Hankinson  v.  Hanklnson,  ib.  66 ;  Scfaanck 
V.  Schanck,  ib.  868 ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  35 
K.  J.  Eq.  20 ;  Latham  v.  Latham,  30  Qratt 
307 ;  McGowen  v.  McGowen,  52  Tex.  657 ; 
Townsend  v.  Townsend,  3  L.  R.  P.  &  D. 
129.  But  in  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  34  N.  J. 
Eq.  93,  it  was  held  that  a  deliberate  and 
continual  refusal  by  a  wife  to  return  to 
her  husband's  house,  which  she  had  left 
owing  to  his  fault,  was  desertion.  On 
the  other  hand,  where  the  separation  was 
partly  the  fault  of  each,  it  was  held  tluit 
refusal  by  the  wife  to  allow  the  husband 


to  return  to  her  was  not  desertion  on  her 
part.  Childs  v.  Childs,  49  Md.  509.  Liv- 
ing separate  under  authority  of  a  decree 
of  court  is  not  desertion.  Weld  r.  Weld, 
27  Minn.  330. 

x'^  M'Keever  ».  M'Keever,  11  Ir.  R.  K^, 
26 ;  Close  v.  Close,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  526 ;  I^tli- 
am  V.  Latham,  80  Gratt.  307 ;  Johns  v. 
Johns,  57  Miss.  530;  Beyer  v,  Beyer,  50 
Wis.  254 ;  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  73  N.  Y. 
369;  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  53  Iowa,  511. 
Publicly  accusing  of  unchastity  has  been 
held  sufikient.  Palmer  o.  Palmer,  46 
Mich.  160;  Graft  r.  Graft,  76  Ind.  186. 
So  imparting  venereal  disease.  Cook  v. 
Cook,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  475. 

Adultery  held  not  sufficient,  in  Miller 
V.  Miller,  78  N.C.  102.  So  of  utter  denial 
of  sexual  intercourse.  Cowles  v.  Cowles, 
112  Mass.  298. 
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LECTURE    XXVIII. 


OF  HUSBAND   AND  WIFE. 


The  legal  effects  of  marriage  are  generally  deducible  from  the 
principle  of  the  common  law,  by  which  the  husband  and  wife  are 
regarded  as  one  person,  and  her  legal  existence  and  authority  in 
a  degree  lost  or  suspended,  during  the  continuance  of  the  matri- 
monial union,  (a)  From  this  principle  it  follows,  that  at  law  no 
contracts  can  be  made  between  the  husband  and  wife,  without  the 
intervention  of  trustees  ;  for  she  is  considered  as  being  «wJ  potes- 
tote  otW,  and  incapable  of  contracting  with  him  ;  and  except  in 
special  cases,  within  the  cognizance  of  equity,  the  contracts, 
which  subsisted  between  them  prior  to  the  marriage,  are  dis- 
solved. (&)  The  wife  cannot  convey  lands  to  her  husband, 
though  she  may  release  her  dower  to  his  grantee  ;  nor  can  the 
husband  convey  lands  by  deed  directly  to  the  wife  without  the 
intervention  of  a  trustee,  (c)     The  husband  may  devise  lands,  or 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  112,  a,  187,  b ;  Litt.  sec.  168,  291 ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  441.  [See  PhillipB 
9.  Bamej,  1  Q.  B.  D.  43S.]  The  jus  mardi^  where  it  is  not  restrained  by  special  con- 
tract, exists  with  eqnal  force  and  extent  in  the  Scotch  law.  Tlie  husband  acquires 
the  same  power  oTcr  the  person  and  property  of  the  wife,  and  she  is  subjected  to 
similar  disabilities.  Erskine's  Inst.  b.  1,  tit.  6,  sec.  19,  22 ;  Stair's  Inst.  b.  1,  tit.  4, 
sec.  13,  16. 

(6)  The  disability  of  husband  and  wife  to  contract  with  each  other  is  founded  In 
the  wisest  policy,  and  is  an  essential  muniment  to  the  inviolability  of  the  nuptial 
contract,  and  to  the  maintenance  of  the  institution  of  marriage.  The  consequent 
dependence  of  the  wife  upon  the  husband,  and  the  continued  liability  of  the  husband 
to  support  the  wife,  and  the  other  incapacity  of  the  parties,  by  their  own  mere  will, 
to  absolve  each  other  from  the  reciprocal  rights  and  duties  which  the  law  of  their 
contract  imposes  upon  them,  furnishes  powerful  motives  to  the  promotion  of  harmony 
and  peaceful  cohabitation  in  married  life.  Marshall,  J.,  in  Simpson  v.  Simpson, 
4  Dana  (Ky.),  142. 

{e)  Co.  Litt.  8,  a ;  Litt }  677 ;  Martin  r.  Martin,  1  Greenl.  394 ;  Rowe  v.  Hamilton, 
8  Greenl.  63 ;  Stickney  v.  Borman,  2  Barr  (Penn.),  67 ;  Shepard  o.  Shepard,  7  Johns. 
Cb.00.  But  though  such  a  conveyance  would  be  void  at  law,  equity  will  uphold  it  in 
a  clear  and  satisfactory  case.  Wallingsford  v.  Allen,  10  Peters,  583.  See  infra,  162. 
But  a  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  to  transfer 
VOL.  n.- 11  [161] 


•  180  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  [PART  IV. 

grant  a  legacy  to  his  wife,  for  the  instrumeDt  is  to  take  effect 
after  his  death ;  and  by  a  conveyance  to  uses,  he  may  create  a 
trust  in  favor  of  his  wife,  (d)  and  equity  will  decree  performance 
of  a  contract  by  the  husband  with  his  wife,  for  her  benefit,  (e) 
The  general  rule  is,  that  the  husband  becomes  entitled,  upon  the 
marriage,  to  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  wife,  and  to 

•  180    the  rents  and  profits  *  of  her  lands,  and  he  becomes  liable 

to  pay  her  debts  and  perform  her  contracts. 
According  to  the  plan  of  these  general  disquisitions,  I  cannot 
undertake  to  enter  minutely  into  the  numerous  distinctions  and 
complex  regulations  which  appertain  to  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife.  My  purpose  will  be  answered  if  I  shall  be  able  to  col- 
lect and  illustrate  the  leading  principles  only  ;  and  that  I  may  be 
able  to  do  this  clearly,  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  student,  I 
shall  consider  the  subject  in  the  following  order :  — 

1.  The  right  which  the  husband  acquires  by  marriage  in  the 
property  of  the  wife  : 

2.  The  duties  which  he  assumes  in  the  character  of  husband: 
8.  How  far  the  wife  is  enabled  by  law  to  act  during  coverture, 

as  2ifeme  sole : 

4.  Her  competency,  in  view  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  deal  with 
her  property  : 

6.  Other  rights  and  disabilities  incident  to  the  marriage  union  J 
1.  The  Right  which  the  Husband  aoqnires  by  Marriage  in  the  Prop- 
erty of  the  "Wife.  —  (1.)  To  her  Lands  in  Fee.  —  If  the  wife,  at  the 
time  of  mamage,  be  seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  land, 
the  husband,  upon  the  marriage,  becomes  seised  of  the  freehcM 
jure  uxoris^  and  he  takes  the  rents  and  profits  during  their  joiK 
Uvea  (a)     It  is  a  freehold  estate  in  the  husband,^  since  it  Didst 

to  her  husband  personal  property  settled  in  trust  for  her,  and  to  be  hers  absoplety  on 
surviviiig  her  husband.    Richards  v.  Chambers,  10  Ves.  680. 

{d)  Co.  Litt.  112.  a. 

(«)  Moore  v.  Ellis,  Bunb.  206 ;  Livingston  v.  Livingston,  2  Johns.  Ch.  637 ;  Shepard 
V.  Shepard,  7  Johns.  Ch.  67. 

(a)  Co.  Litt  361,  a.    In  Georgia,  the  rights  of  the  husband  upon  marriage  in  the 

^  The  rights  of  married  women  have  of  unmarried  women,  except  as  to  crinu- 

been  very  greatly  increased  by  statute  in  nal  liability,  and  dealings  with  their  hua- 

most  of  the  states.    They  are  now  very  bands.    See  149,  n.  1. 
generally  authorized  to  hold  property,         «  Robertson  ».  Norris,  11  Q.  B.  916 ; 

contract  and  sue  in  their  own  names.  Junction  R.  R.  v.  Harris,  9  Ind.  184.    See 

They  are  put  more  or  less  on  the  footing  iv.  29,  n.  1. 
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continue  during  their  joint  lives,  and  it  may,  by  possibility,  last 
during  his  life.  It  will  be  an  estate  in  him  for  the  life  of  the  wife 
only,  unless  he  be  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  It  will  be  an  estate 
in  him  for  his  own  life  if  he  dies  before  his  wife,  and  in  that  event 
she  takes  the  estate  again  in  her  own  right.  If  the  wife  dies 
before  the  husband,  without  having  had  issue,  her  heirs 
immediately  *  succeed  to  the  estate.  If  there  has  been  a  *  131 
child  of  the  marriage  born  alive,  the  husband  takes  the  es- 
tate absolutely  for  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  on  his  death 
the  estate  goes  to  the  wife,  or  her  heirs ;  and  in  all  these  cases, 
the  emblements  growing  upon  the  land,  at  the  termination  of  the 
husband's  estate,  go  to  him  or  his  representative. 

During  the  continuance  of  the  life  estate  of  the  husband,  he 
sues  in  his  own  name  for  an  injury  to  the  profits  of  the  land ;  but 
for  an  injury  to  the  inheritance,  the  wife  must  join  in  the  suit, 
and  if  the  husband  dies  before  recovery,  the  right  of  action  sur- 
vives to  the  wife,  (a)  If  the  husband  himself  commits  waste,  the 
csoverture  is  a  suspension  of  the  common-law  remedy  of  the  wife 
against  him.  The  husband  has  an  interest  in  the  freehold  estate 
of  his  wife,  which  may  be  seized  and  sold  on  execution ;  and  if 
the  assignee  or  creditor  of  the  husband,  who  takes  possession  of 
the  estate  on  a  sale  on  execution  of  his  freehold  interest,  commits 
waste,  the  wife  has  her  action  against  him,  in  which  thQ  husband 
must  join  ;  for  though  such  assignee  succeeds  to  the  husband*s 
right  to  the  rents  and  profits,  he  cannot  commit  waste  with  im- 
punity. (J)  So,  also,  the  heir  of  the  wife  may  sue  the  husband 
for  the  waste,  and  no  doubt  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  stay 
by  injunction  the  husband's  waste,  on  behalf  of  the  wife  herself. 
But  it  seems,  that,  from  want  of  privity,  the  heir  of  the  wife 
cannot  bring  an  action  of  waste  against  the  assignee  of  the  hus- 
band, though  it  may  be  brought  against  the  husband  himself,  for 

real  estate  of  the  wife  are  yastlj  enlarged.  Tliat  estate  passes  to  the  husband  ahso- 
latelj,  the  same  as  personal  property  ;  and  if  the  wife  dies  intestate,  the  husband  is 
entitled  to  adminuter  upon  her  estate,  real  and  personal,  and  recover  and  enjoy  the 
same  without  being  subject  to  distribution.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  husband  dies 
intestate  without  issue,  the  wife  inherits  his  whole  estate,  real  and  personal,  subject  to 
his  debts.     Hotchkiss's  Codification  of  the  Statute  Law  of  Georgia,  1845,  p.  426. 

(a)  Weller  v.  Baker,  2  Wils.  423,  424.  It  is  there  said  to  be  difficult  to  reconcile 
the  cases,  as  to  the  joinder  of  husband  and  wife,  in  actions  relating  to  the  land. 
[Thacher  v,  Phinney,  7  Allen,  146  ;  Tallmadge  r.  Grannis,  20  Conn.  296.] 

(6)  Babb  v.  Perley,  1  Greenl.  6;  Mattocks  t;.  Steams,  9  Vt.  826. 
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waste  done  by  his  assignee,  and  he  shall  recover  the  land  of  the 
assignee.  (<?)  The  subtle  distinction  in  Walker's  case,  (i)  and 
which  we  have  followed,  was,  that  if  the  tenant  by  the  curtesy 

assigns  over  his  estate,  the  heir  of  the  wife  can  sue  him  for 
*ld2    waste  done  after  the  assignment;  but  if  the  heir  *  grants 

over  the  reversion,  the  grantee  cannot  sue  the  husband, 
for  the  privity  of  the  action  is  destroyed.  He  can  only  sue  the 
assignee  of  the  husband,  for  as  between  them  there  is  a  privity 
of  estate. 

If  an  estate  in  land  be  given  to  the  husband  and  wife,  or  a  joint 
purchase  be  made  by  them  during  coverture,  they  are  not  prop- 
erly joint  tenants,  nor  tenants  in  common,  for  they  are  but  one 
person  in  law^  and  cannot  take  by  moieties.  They  are  both 
seised  of  the  entirety,  and  neither  can  sell  without  the  consent  of 
the  other,  and  the  survivor  takes  the  whole,  (a)  ^  This  species  of 
tenancy  arises  from  the  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  and  it  applies 
to  an  estate  in  fee,  for  life,  or  for  years.  If  the  grant  be  made  to 
husband  and  wife  and  B.,  or  to  the  husband  and  wife  and  B.  and 
C,  the  grantees  are  all  joint  tenants  as  between  themselves,  but 
the  husband  and  wife  are  tenants  by  entireties,  as  between  each 
other ;  and  as  for  all  the  purposes  of  ownership  the  husband  and 
wife  are  but  one  person  in  law,  they  take  only  a  moiety  of  the 
land  in  the  one  case,  and  only  a  third  of  it  in  the  other.  (6)  If 
they  are  tenants  by  entireties  of  a  term  of  years,  the  husband 
may  alien  the  entirety  so  as  to  bind  the  wife,  (c)     The  same 

(c)  Bates  v.  Shraeder,  13  Johns.  260.  (<f)  3  Co.  22. 

(a)  Preston  on  Estates,  1. 131. 

(6)  Litt.  sea  291 ;  Barber  v,  Harris,  15  Wend.  617  ;  Johnson  v.  Hart,  6  Watts  & 
Serg.  319. 

(c)  Grute  v.  Locroft,  Cro.  Eliz.  287.  When  husband  and  wife  hold  the  entirety* 
with  the  right  6f  curTirorship,  he  cannot  alien  the  enttre  estate ;  bnt  the  husband  may 
execute  a  mortgage  of  his  interest,  or  he  may  make  a  lease  in  his  own  name,  or  Join 

»  Wales  It.  Coffin,  13  Allen,218 ;  Thomas    46  Penn  St.  248 ;  Wright  r.  Saddler,  20 
V.  De  Baum,  1  McCart  87 ;  Stuckey  v,     N.  Y.  820.  x^ 
Keefe,  26  Penn.  6t  397  ;  Bates  v.  Seeiy, 


x^  Marburg  v.  Coie,  49  Md.  402 ;  Mo-  by  statutes  regulating  the  rights  of  mar- 
Duff  V.  Beauchamp,  SO  Miss.  581 ;  Hall  ried  women.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  76  111. 
V.  Stephens,  66  Mo.  670 ;  Hulett  v.  Inlow,  67  ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  66  N.  H.  105 ;  Zornt- 
57  Ind.  412;  Tn  re  Sharer,  81  Up.  Can.  iein  r.  Bram,  68  How.  Pr.  240. 
Q.  B.  603.  So  also  in  England.  Edwards  &  Ham- 
But  in  some  stales  this  rule  has  been  ilton's  Law  of  Husband  and  Wife,  388, 
held  to  have  been  inoidentally  abolished  3S9 ;  In  re  March,  24  Ch.  D.  222. 
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words  of  conveyance  which  would  make  two  other  persons  joint 
tenants,  will  make  the  husband  and  wife  tenants  of  the  entirety. 
This  is  a  nice  distinction  laid  down  in  the  old  books,  and  it 
continues  to  this  day  to  be  the  law.  (d)  ^  *  The  husband  *  133 
alone  may  grant  or  charge  the  wife's  land  during  their 
joint  lives,  and  if  he  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  during  his  own 
life.  He  cannot  alien  or  incumber  it,  if  it  be  a  freehold  estate, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  wife,  or  her  heirs,  after  his  death,  from 
enjoying  it,  discharged  from  bis  debts  and  engagements.  But 
from  the  authorities,  when  closely  examined,  says  Mr.  Preston,  (a) 
it  seems  the  husband  has  the  power  to  transfer  the  whole  estate 
of  his  wife,  and  the  estate  will  be  in  the  alienee  of  the  husband, 
subject  to  the  right  oieiUry  of  the  wife,  or  her  heirs,  and  which 
entry  is  necessary  to  revest  the  estate  after  the  husband  discon- 
tinues it.  She  was  driven  at  common  law  to  her  writ  of  right, 
as  her  only  remedy  ;  but  Lord  Coke  says«  (()  he  found  that,  in 
the  times  of  Bracton  and  Fleta,  the  writ  of  entry  c%ki  in  vita  was 
given  to  the  wife,  upon  the  alienation  of  her  husband,  and  this 

with  his  wife.  Jackson  o.  McConnell,  10  Wend.  175.  In  the  State  of  Ohio,  no  Joint 
tenancy  exists,  and  the  doctrine  of  survivorship  is  unknown,  even  as  to  a  devise  to 
bushand  and  wife,  and  tliey  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  tenants  of  the 
entirety.     Sergeant  r.  Steinl^erger,  2  Ohio,  805 ;  Wilson  v.  Fleming,  13  id.  6S. 

{d)  LitL  sec.  201 ;  Co.  Litt  187,  b,  188,  a,  351 ;  Bro.  Abr.  tiL  Cui  in  yita,  8 ;  2  Bl. 
1214 ;  Doe  v,  Parratt,  5  T.  R.  652  ;  16  Johns.  115 ;  5  Johns.  Ch.  437  ;  Barber  v.  Har- 
ris,  15  Wend.  615;  Den  v.  Hardenbergh,  5  Halst.  [N.  J.]  42 ;  3  Rand.  179 ;  5  Mass. 
623;  1  Dana  (Ky.),  37,  243;  Taul  v.  Campbell,  7  Yerg.  310;  Den  v.  Whitemore, 
2  DeT.  &  Bat.  537  ;  Greenlaw  r.  Greenlaw,  13  Maine,  182  ;  Weston,  Ch.  J.,  Dickinson 
V.  Codwise,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  214,  2*22.  See  infra,  iv.  362.  Mr.  Preston  (Abstracts  of 
Title,  ii.  41)  says,  that  as  the  law  is  now  understood,  husband  and  wife  may,  by 
express  words,  be  made  tenants  in  common,  by  a  gift  to  them  during  coverture.  The 
assistant  vice-chancellor,  in  Diss  o.  Glover,  1  HofT.  Ch.  71,  questions  the  solidity  of 
Mr.  Preston's  opinion.  [And  see  Stuckey  u.  Keefe,  26  Penn.  St.  387.]  The  law  in 
the  text  does  not  exist  in  Connecticut ;  but  the  husband  and  wife  are  joint  tenants 
in  such  case,  and  tHe  husband  may  alone  convey  his  interest,  Whittlesey  v.  Fuller^ 
11  Conn.  837. 

(a)  Essay  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  i.  334, 485,  436.  Sergeant  Williams,  in  his  note 
to  Wotton  V.  Hele,  2  Sauiid.  180,  n.  9,  concludes,  that  as  estates  for  life,  being  free- 
hold estates,  and  commencing  by  livery  of  seisin,  could  only  be  avoided  by  entry, 
leases  for  life  by  the  husband  were  voidable  only,  but  that  leases  for  a  term  of  years 
were  absolutely  void  on  the  husband's  death ;  and  this  Chancellor  Johnson  considers 
the  better  doctrine ;  and  this,  I  tliink,  is  the  correct  conclusion.  Brown  v.  Lindsay, 
SHiUCh.  (S.  C.)544. 

(6)  2  Inst.  343. 

<  Be  Wylde,  2  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  724 ;  Gordon  v.  Whieldon,  11  Beav.  17a 
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was  her  only  remedy  in  the  age  of  Littleton,  (c)  That  writ 
became  obsolete  after  the  remedial  statute  of  82  Hen.  VIII.  c.  28, 
which  reserved  •to  the  wife  her  right  of  entry,  notwithstanding 
her  husband's  alienation  ;  and  the  writ  of  entry  lay  even  if  she 
had  joined  with  her  husband  in  a  conveyance  by  feoffment,  or  bar- 
gain and  sale,  for  such  conveyances  were  deemed  the  sole  act  of  the 

husband,  as  the  wife  was  not  separately  examined,  (rf) 
*  184        (2.)    To  her  Life  Estate.  —  ♦  If  the  wife,  at  the  time  of 

the  marriage,  hath  an  estate  for  her  life,  or  for  the  life  of 
another  person,  the  husband  becomes  seised  of  such  an  estate 
in  right  of  his  wife,  and  is  entitled  to  the  profits  during  the  mar- 
riage. On  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  estate  for  her  own  life  is 
gone,  and  the  husband  has  no  further  interest  in  it.  But  if  she 
liave  an  estate  for  the  life  of  another  person  who  survives  her, 
the  husband  becomes  a  special  occupant  of  the  land  during  the 
life  of  such  other  person.  After  the  estate  for  life  has  ended,  the 
land  goes  to  the  person  entitled  in  reversion  or  remainder,  and 
the  husband,  qaasi  husband,  has  no  more  concern  with  it.  This 
estate  the  husband  can  only  sell  or  charge  to  the  extent  of  his 
interest  in  it,  and  his  representatives  take  as  emblements  the 
crops  growing  at  his  death: 

(3.)  To  her  Chattels  Real,  —  The  husband,  upon  marriage, 
becomes  possessed  also  of  the  chattels  real  of  the  wife,  as  leases 

(c)  Litt.  sec.  504.  The  extent  of  the  remedy  under  this  ancient  writ  may  be  seen 
in  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Cui  in  vita,  and  F.  N.  B.  193.  h.  t. 

(d)  Co.  Litt.  326,  a.  Tiie  statute  of  82  Hen.  VIII.  was  reenacted  in  New  York, 
in  1787,  bj  act,  10th  sess.  c.  48.  But  it  does  not  appear  in  the  revision  of  1830.  and 
the  action  of  ejectment  was  doubtless  deemed  commensurate  with  every  right  to  tlie 
recovery  of.  land.  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  303.  In  Massachusetts,  it  is  held 
that  tlie  statute  of  32  Hen.  VIII.,  protecting  the  wife's  inheritance  or  freehold  frora 
the  husband's  act,  is  still  in  force  in  that  state,  ''as  a  modification  and  amendment 
to  the  common  law."  Bruce  v.  Wood,  1  Met.  642.  In  New  Jersey,  by  statute,  it  is 
declared  that  the  husband  can  do  no  act  or  make  any  default  to  affect  or  work  any 
prejudice  to  the  wife's  inheritance  or  freehold,  and  after  his  death  she  may  lawfully 
enter  and  hold  the  same,  notwithstanding.  £Imer*s  Dig.  77.  This  is  the  universal 
law  on  the  subject.  In  Maryland,  under  the  statute  of  1786,  the  husband  may  elect, 
in  right  of  his  wife,  to  take  her  ancestor's  lands  at  the  valuation  of  commissioners, 
and  pay  or  give  bonds  to  the  coheirs  of  the  wife  for  their  just  proportion  of  the 
estate,  and  that  election  vests  in  him  the  fee  as  a  purchaser,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  wife.  Stevens  v.  Richardson,  6  Harr.  &  Johns.  156.  In  Miller  v.  Shnckleford, 
4  Dana  (Ky.),  278,  it  was  held  that  a  woman,  whose  estate  had  been  wrongfully 
aliened  by  her  husband,  might  recover  it  in  ejectment  after  his  death,  without  notice 
to  the  tenant  to  quit,  and  no  acquiescence  in  the  tenant's  holding,  short  of  twenty 
years,  would  bar  her. 
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for  years,  and  the  law  gives  him  power,  without  her,  to  sell,  assign, 
mortgage,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same  as  he  pleases,  by  any 
act  in  his  lifetime ;  (a)  except  it  be  such  an  interest  as  the  wife 
hath,  by  the  provision  or  consent  of  her  husband,  by  way  of  settle- 
ment. (6)  ^  Such  chattels  real  are  also  liable  to  be  sold  on  execu- 
tion for  his  debts.  If  he  makes  no  disposition  of  the  same  in  his 
lifetime,  he  cannot  devise  the  chattels  real  by  will ;  (c)  and  the 
wife,  after  his  death,  will  take  the  same  in  her  own  right,  without 
being  executrix  or  administratrix  to  her  husband.  If  he  grants  a 
rent  charge  out  of  the  same,  without  altering  the  estate,  the  rent 
charge  becomes  void  at  his  death.  If  he  survives  his  wife,  the 
law  gives  him  her  chattels  real,  absolutely,  by  survivor- 
ship ;  for  he  was  in  possession  of  the  chattel  *  real  during  *  186 
tie  coverture,  by  a  kind  of  joint  tenancy  with  the  wife,  (a) 

(4.)  To  her  Choses  in  Action}  —  As  to  debts  due  to  the  wife,  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage  or  afterwards,  by  bond,  note,  or  other- 
wise, and  which  are  termed  chases  in  (utiouy  they  are  not  vested 
absolutely  in  the  husband,  but  the  husband  has  power  to  sue  for 
and  recover,  or  release  or  assign,  the  same ;  and  when  recovered 
and  reduced  to  possession,  and  not  otherwise,  it  is  evidence  of  a 
conversion  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and  the  money  becomes, 
in  most  cases,  absolutely  his  own.  (6)  The  rule  is  the  same  if  a 
legacy  or  distributive  share  accrues  to  the  wife  during  cover- 
ture, (js)  So,  he  has  power  to  release  and  discharge  the  debts, 
and  to  change  the  securities,  with  the  consent  of  the  debtor,  (d) 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  46,  b. 

(6)  Sir  Edward  Turner's  Case,  1  Vem.  7.  (c)  Co.  Litt.  861,  a. 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  851,  b ;  Butler's  note,  304,  to  Co.  Litt.  lib.  3, 851,  a ;  1  Rol.  Abr.  346, 
pi.  40. 

(6)  Little  V.  Marsh,  2  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  18 ;  2  Uigh,  1109.  The  reduction  of  the 
wife's  cAoMS  in  action  into  possession  by  the  husband  is  not  in  all  cases  conclusive, 
though  it  is  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  conversion  of  it,  for  there  may  be  satisfactory 
proof  that  he  took  and  held  the  money  as  her  trustee,  and  for  which  he  would  be 
accountable.    Estate  of  Hinds,  5  Whart.  138. 

{e)  Garforth  v.  Bradley,  2  Ves.  Sen.  676 ;  Schuyler  v.  Hoyle,  5  Johns.  Ch.  196 ; 
Haviland  v.  Bloom,  6  id.  178 ;  Carr  u.  Taylor,  10  Ves.  578;  Wildman  v.  Wildman, 
9  Ves.  174 ;  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  309. 

{d)  The  husband  may  release  his  wife's  dioses  in  action^  even  those  in  remainder  or 

1  Except,  also,  that  the  power  of  the    session  during  the  coverture.    Duberley 

husband  to  dispose  of  the  reversionary  in-    v.  Day,  16  Beav.  83. 

terest  of  the  wife,  depends  upon  whether         *  See  138,  n.  1. 

such  hiterest  could  have  vested  in  pos- 
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Bat  if  he  dies  before  he  recovers  the  money  or  altera  the  security, 
or  by  some  act  reduces  the  chose  in  action  into  possession,  the 
wife  will  be  entitled  to  the  debts  in  her  own  right,  without 
administering  on  his  estate,  or  holding  the  same  as  assets  for  his 
debts.  (0)  If  his  wife  dies,  and  he  survives  her  before  he  has 
reduced  the  cKobb  in  action  to  possession,  it  does  not  strictly  sur- 
vive to  him ;  but  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  same  to  his  own 
use,  by  acting  as  her  administrator.  (/)  By  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions of  22  and  23  Charles  IL,  and  the  25th  section  of  the 
statute  of  29  Charles  II.  c.  3,  in  explanation  thereof,  and  which 
have  in  substance  been  reenacted  in  New  York  (^)  and  the  other 
states  of  the  Union,  the  husbands  of  feme%  covert^  who  die  intes- 
tate, have  a  right  to  administer  upon  their  personal  estate,  and 
to  recover  and  enjoy  the  same.  Under  the  statute,  it  is  held, 
that  the  husband  is  entitled,  for  his  own  benefit,  ^ure  mariti^  to 
administer,  and  to  take  all  her  chattels  real,  things  in  action,  and 
every  other  species  of  personal  property,  whether  reduced  to 
possession,  or  contingent,  or  recoverable  only  by  suit.  (A)   But  if 

expectancy,  which  may  possibly  fall  In  during  the  marriage.  1  Koper  on  Husband 
and  Wife,  227,  237. 

(e)  Kintzinger's  Estate,  2  Ashmead,  455 ;  Poindexter  v.  Blackburn,  1  Ired.  £q. 
(N.  C.)  286;  Snowhill  v.  Executor  of  S.,  1  Green  Ch.  (N.  J.)  80  j  Richards  v.  Rich- 
ards, 2  B.  &  Ad.  447  ;  Oaters  v.  Madely,  0  M.  &  W.  423;  Scarpellini  v.  Atcheeon, 
7  Q.  B.  864.  It  seems  to  be  now  a  settled  principle  in  the  late  English  equity  Jurispru- 
dence, under  the  sanction  of  the  highest  judicial  authority,  as  that  of  Eldon,  Grant, 
Plumer,  Leach,  Lyndhurst,  Cottenharo,  and  Sugden,  that  notliing  short  of  actual  and 
positive  reduction  into  possession  by  the  husband  will  bar  the  wife's  right  by  surviyor- 
ship  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  her  choses  in  action^  and  reversionary  and  contingent 
interests.  See  post,  138,  n.  b.  It  has  been  suggested,  by  Mr.  Sugden,  tliat  it  would 
be  a  good  amendment  of  the  law  to  confer  upon  the  husband  the  absolute  power  to 
dispose  of  all  his  wife's  chattel  interests  or  personal  estate,  whether  present  or  rever- 
flionary.  But  the  same  Lord  Chancellor  decided,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  In  Box  v.  Jackson,  1  Drury,  42,  in  the  chancery  of  Ireland,  that  the  court 
had  no  power  to  take  and  hold  the  wife's  consent  as  binding  to  an  assignment  of  her 
reversionary  interest  or  chote  in  action, 

(/)  Garforth  v.  Bradley,  2  Ves.  676;  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Richards  v.  Richards, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  447. 

ig)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  75,  sec.  29 ;  ib.  98,  sec.  79.  ^ 

(h)  Whitaker  v.  Whitaker,  6  Johns.  112.  The  statute  of  20  Chas.  II.  c.  3,  |  26» 
left  the  effects  of  femtB  covert  as  at  common  law ;  and  the  right  of  the  husband,  at 
common  law,  was  not  only  to  administer,  but  to  enjoy  exclusively  the  effects  of  his 
deceased  wife.  2  Bl.  Comm.  615,  616;  Hoskins  v.  Miller,  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  360.  It 
seems  to  be  the  settled  rule,  that  if  the  husband  is  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  suing, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  order  to  recover  his  deceased  wife's  choaea  in  action,  he 
must  first  administer  on  her  estate,  and  sue  in  the  capacity  of  administrator. 
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the  wife  leaves  choses  in  action  not  reduced  to  possession  in  the 
wife's  life,  the  hui>band  will  be  liable  for  her  debts  dum  sola^  to 
that  extent ;  for  those  cJioses  in  action  will  be  assets  in  his 
hands,  (i)  *  It  is  also  settled,  that  if  the  husband,  who  *  136 
has  survived  his  wife,  dies  before  he  has  recovered  the 
ehoses  in  action^  his  representatives  are  entitled  to  that  species  of 
property ;  and  in  New  York,  it  would  seem  (though  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  English  rule),  that  the  right  of  administration 
follows  the  right  of  the  estate,  and  is  to  be  gi-anted  to  the  next  of 
kin  of  the  husband ;  and  the  representatives  of  the  husband,  who 
administer  upon  the  assets  of  the  wife  remaining  unudministered, 
are  liable  for  her  debts  to  her  creditors,  in  preference  to  the  cred- 
itors of  the  husband,  (a)  So,  if,  after  the  husband  has  adminis- 
tered in  part  on  his  wife's  estate,  and  dies,  and  administration  de 
bonis  nan  of  the  wife  should  be  obtained  by  a  third  person,  or  by 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  wife,  he  would  be  deemed  a  mere  trustee 
for  the  representatives  of  the  husband,  (i) 

It  has  been  considerably  discussed  in  the  books,  by  what  title 
the  husband,  surviving  his  wife,  takes  her  ckoses  in  action.  It  has 
often  been  said  that  he  takes  by  the  statute  of  distribution  as  her 
next  of  kin.  But,  from  the  language  of  the  English  courts,  it 
would  seem  to  be  more  proper  to  say,  that  he  takes  under  the 
statute  of  distribution  as  husband^  with  a  right  in  that  capacity 
to  administer  for  his  own  benefit ;  for,  in  the  ordinary  sense, 
neither  the  husband  nor  wife  can  be  said  to  be  next  of  kin  to 
the  other.  (<?) 

(0  Heard  ».  Stamford,  ?  P.  Wms.  409,  411;  a.  c.  Cases  Temp.  Talb.  173;  Don- 
Dington  p.  Mitchell,  1  Green  Ch.  (N.  J.)  243.  He  is  only  liable  as  administrator  on 
tlie  estate  of  the  wife  for  her  debts,  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  received  -by  him. 
N.  Y.  RcYised  Statutes,  ii.  75. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii  75,  sec.  29. 

(6)  Butler's  note,  304,  to  lib.  8,  Co.  Litt. ;  Elliot  v.  Collier,  3  Atk.  526 ;  Spencer,  J., 
6  Johns.  118 ;  1  Hagg.  Eccl  841 ;  Betts  v.  Kimpton,  2  B.  &  Ad.  273.  See  also  Hunter 
».  Hallett,  1  Edw.  Ch.  388,  and  infra,  411,  412.  In  Ohio,  the  law  is  different.  The 
husband  is  not  next  of  kin  to  his  wife  for  inheritance.  He  may  administer  on  the 
estate  of  his  deceased  wife,  but  he  must  account  not  only  to  the  creditors  of  the  wife, 
but  to  the  heirs ;  and  therefore  the  husband  cannot,  as  survivor,  in  his  own  rirjht,  pur- 
sue her  chases  in  action  either  in  law  or  equity.  Curry  v.  Fulkinson,  14  Ohio,  100. 
So  in  Connecticut,  the  husband,  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  does  not  become  entitled 
as  heir  or  survivor  to  her  personal  property.  He  docs  not  take  as  administrator, 
bat  the  property  goes  to  her  administrator  for  distribution.  Baldwin  v.  Carter,  17 
Conn.  201. 

(c)  8  Ves.  246,  247 ;  14  id.  381, 382 ;  15  id.  537 ;  18  id.  49,  56,  56. 
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What  will  amount  to  a  change  of  property  in  action  belonging 
to  the  wife,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from  going  back  to  the  wife  in  case 
she  survives  her  husband,  was  discussed  in  the  case  of  Schuyler 
V.  Hoyle,  (d)  It  was  there  shown  that  the  husband  may  assign, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  his  wife's  cho%e9  in  action  to 
*  137  a  creditor,  free  from  the  wife's  contingent  *  right  of  sur- 
vivorship. The  doctrine  that  the  husband  may  assign  the 
wife's  chosen  in  action  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  thereljy 
bar  her  of  her  right  of  survivorship  in  the  debt,  but  subject,  nev- 
ertheless, to  the  wife's  equity,  has  been  frequently  declared,  and  is 
understood  to  be  the  rule  best  sustained  by  authority.  Such  an 
appropriation  of  the  property  is  the  exercise  of  an  act  of  ownei-ship 
for  a  valuable  purpose,  and  an  actual  appropriation  of  the  chattel 
which  the  husband  had  a  right  to  make,  (a)  ^  But  a  voluntary 
assignment  by  the  husband  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action  without 
consideration  will  not  bind  her  if  she  survives  him.  (6)  The 
rule  is,  that  if  the  husband  appoints  an  attorney  to  receive  the 
money,  and  he  receives  it,  or  if  he  mortgages  the  wife's  choses  in 
action^^  or  assigns  them  without  reservation,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, or  if  he  recovers  her  debt  by  a  suit  in  his  own  name,  or 
if  he  releases  the  debt,  by  taking  a  new  security  in  his  own  name  ; 
in  all  these  cases,  upon  his  death,  the  right  of  survivorship  in  the 
wife  to  the  property  ceases.  And  if  the  husband  obtains  a  judg- 
ment or  decree,  as  to  money  to  which  he  was  entitled  in  right  of 

(d)  5  Johns.  Ch.  196. 

(a)  Carteret  v.  Paschal,  3  P.  Wms.  197  ;  Bates  v.  Dandj,  2  Atk.  200  ;  8.  c.  1  Rua- 
scll,  83,  note  :  Jewson  v.  Moulson,  2  Atk.  417  ;  Earl  of  Salisbury  v.  Newton,  1  Eden, 
870  ;  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Mitford  v.  Mitford,  9  Ves.  87  ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  1  Jac. 
&  W.  472 ;  Schuyler  r.  Hoyle,  above  cited ;  Kenney  v.  Udall,  5  Johns.  Ch.  464;  a.  c. 
3  Cowen,  690;  Lowry  v.  Houston,  8  How.  894;  Siter  and  another,  Guardians  of 
Jordan,  4  Rawle,  468.  In  this  last  case  the  assignment  was  sustained,  not  strictly 
as  an  assignment  for  a  valuable  consideration  enuring  to  the  husband,  but  on  the 
very  meritorious  ground  that  the  assignment  of  the  wife's  chose  in  action  to  .trus- 
tees was  for  the  benefit  of  her  and  her  child.  It  was  a  reasonable  anticipation  by 
settlement  of  a  provision  for  the  wife's  equity,  and  valid  in  equity,  though  the  fund 
was  not  reduced  to  possession  before  the  execution  of  the  assignment.  But  sec  the 
note  (a),  iw/ra,  138,  where  the  power  of  the  husband  over  the  wife's  rights  in  action 
is  more  limited. 

(6)  Burnett  i\  Kinnaston.  2  Vern.  401 ;  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Mitford  v.  Mitford, 
9  Ves.  87  ;  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  1  Jac.  &  W.  472 ;  Jewson  i». 
Moulson,  2  Atk.  420 ;  Saddington  v.  Kinsman,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  44 ;  Hartman  t;.  Dowdel, 
1  Rawle,  279. 

1  See  188,  n.  1. 
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his  wife,  and  the  suit  was  in  his  own  name  alone,  the  property 
vests  in  him  bj  the  recovery,  and  is  so  changed  as  to  take  away 
the  riglit  of  survivorship  in  the  wife.  If  the  suit  was  in 
their  joint  names,  and  he  died  *  before  he  had  reduced  the  *  138 
property  to  possession,  the  wife,  as  survivor,  would  take  the 
benefit  of  recovery,  (a)  It  is  settled,  that  in  a  suit  in  chancery 
by  the  husband  to  recover  a  legacy  or  distributive  share  due  to 
the  wife,  she  must  be  made  a  paity  with  him,  and  then  the  court 
will  require  the  husband  to  make  a  suitable  provision  for  the  wife 
out  of  the  property.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  always  discovered 
an  anxiety  to  provide  for  the  wife  out  of  her  property  in  action 
which  the  husband  may  seek  to  recover.  If  he  takes  possession 
in  the  character  of  trustee,  and  not  of  husband,  it  is  not  such  a 
possession  as  will  bar  the  rigbt  of  the  wife  to  the  property  if  she 
survives  him.  The  property  must  come  under  the  actual  control 
and  possession  of  the  husband,  quasi  husband,  or  the  wife  will 
take,  as  survivor,  instead  of  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
husband. 

A  general  assignment  in  bankruptcy,  or  under  insolvent  laws, 
passes  the  wife's  property  and  her  choses  in  {Mction^  but  subject 
to  her  right  of  sui-vivorship  ;  and  if  the  husband  dies  before  the 
assignees  have  reduced  the  property  to  possession,  it  will  survive 
to  the  wife,  for  the  assignees  possess  the  same  rights  as  the  hus- 
band before  the  bankruptcy,  and  none  other.  (6)  It  has  been 
accordingly  held  that  a  legacy  in  such  stock  was  not  reduced  to 
possession  by  such  an  assignment,  so  as  to  bar  the  wife's  right 

(a)  Hllliard  v.  Hambridge,  Aleyn,  36 ;  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Garforth  t*.  Bradley, 
2  Ves.  675;  M'Dowl  v.  Charles,  6  Johns.  Ch.  132;  Searing  v.  Searing,  9  Paige, 
283. 

[h)  Mitford  V.  Mitford,  9  Ves.  87;  Jewson  v.  Moulson,  2  Atk.  420;  Gayner  v. 
Wilkinson,  Dickens,  491 ;  Saddington  77.  Kinsman,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  44 ;  Van  Epps  7;.  Van 
Deasen,  4  Paige,  64;  Pierce  v.  Thornely,  2  Sim.  07;  Outcalt  ?'.  Van  Winkle, 
1  Green,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  516.  It  is  well  settled  that,  at  law,  an  assignment  in  bankruptcy 
will,  of  itself,  bar  the  wife's  contingent  right  of  survivorship  in  a  chose  in  acttion,  and 
will  bar  a  suit  at  law  on  a  bond  entered  into  by  the  wife  dum  sola.  Miles  v.  Williams, 
1  P.  Wms.  249,  in  K.  B. ;  Bosvil  v.  Brander,  1  P.  Wnis.  468,  in  K.  B. ;  Michell  v. 
Hughes,  6  Bing.  689*  But  in  the  late  case  of  Mallory  v.  Vanderheydcn,  before  Vice- 
Chancel  lor  Parker,  of  the  3d  circuit,  New  York  Legal  Observer,  for  January,  1846 
(No.  4,  p.  4).  it  was  held,  that  though  a  discharge  of  the  husband  in  bankruptcy  would 
bar  a  suit  at  law  against  husband  and  wife  for  the  debt  of  the  wife  fium  soln,  yet,  in 
equity,  satisfaction  could  be  had  for  the  debt  out  of  her  separate  estate,  where  there 
had  been  an  appointment  by  her  charging  her  separate  estate  with  the  debt.  Vide 
infra,  146,  [and  n.  1  ] 
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of  survivorship,  and  the  wife  took  it  by  survivorship  as  agaiust 
the  assignees,  (c)  * 

(c)  Pierce  v.  Thornely,  2  Sim.  167, 180.  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  tiie  more  aocient 
witli  the  recent  English  equity  cases,  on  the  subject  of  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
Imsband's  assignment  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action.  Thus,  in  the  cases  of  Chandos 
V,  Talbot,  2  P.  Wms.601 ;  Bates  v.  Dandy,  2  Atk.  207,  and  Hawkyns  v.  Obyn,  lb.  &49, 
the  language  is,  that  a  contingent  interest,  or  the  possibility  of  a  term,  or  a  specific 
possibility  of  the  wife,  may  be  assigned  by  the  husband  for  a  yalnable  consideration, 
80  as  to  bind  his  wife.  But  in  Homsby  v.  Loe,  2  Mad.  16;  Purdew  t;.  Jackson, 
1  Russell.  70|  and  Honner  v.  Morton,  3  id.  65,  it  is  held  that  the  husband's  assignment 
of  the  wife's  reversionary  interest  will  not  bar  her  right  as  his  survivor,  provided  the 


1  Wife's  Ckoae$  in  Action,^  (a)  What 
are?  —  In  a  case  where  money  had  been 
received  by  the  defendant  for  a  married 
woman,  the  question,  what  were  a  wife's 
choses  in  action,  as  distinguished  from  her 
choses  in  possession,  came  up  as  determin- 
ing whether  her  representative  or  her 
husband's  was  the  proper  plaintiff.  The 
defendtint  had  written  the  wife  that  he 
held  the  money  at  her  disposal.  The  hus- 
band never  interfered  in  the  matter,  and 
died  after  his  wife.  A  suit  for  money  had 
and  received  to  her  use  was  held  well 
brought  by  her  administratrix.  Fleet  v. 
Perrins,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  636;  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
600 ;  9  B.  &  S.  675.  See  Goods  of  Harding, 
L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  304,  and  generally  Harper 
V.  Archer,  28  Miss.  212.  [United  States 
Bonds  were  held  choses  in  action  in  Brown 
V.  Bokee,  53  Md.  155.]  There  is  no  dis- 
tinction between  choses  in  action  that 
accrue  to  the  wife  before,  and  those  that 
accrue  during  coverture,  as  to  her  right 
of  survivorship.  Bond  v.  Conway,  11  Md. 
512;  Lenderman  v.  I^nderman,  1  Hous- 
ton, 523;  WUder  v.  Aldrich,  2  R.  I.  618 
(a  note  made  payable  to  husband  and 


7^  It  is  said  that  the  acts  relied  on  as 
a  reduction  to  possession  must  be  such  as 
to  give  the  husband,  at  least  for  a  moment 
of  time,  absolute  dominion  over  the  prop- 
erty. Nicholson  r.  Drury  Buildings,  &c. 
Co.,  7  Ch.  D.  48.  For  acts  which  have 
been  held  sufficient,  see  In  re  Barber.  11 
Ch.  P.  442  ;  Rice  v,  McReynolds,  8  Lea, 
86.  For  acts  which  have  been  held  insuf- 
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wife) ;  Hayward  v.  Hayward,  20  Pick. 
517. 

(6)  Assignment  bif  Husband.  —  In  a  case 
where  a  wife  was  absolutely  entitled  to  a 
share  of  a  fund  in  court,  and  joined  her 
husband  in  a  mortgage  of  her  interest,  it 
was  held  to  be  settled  law  that  the  security 
was  void  against  her  right  by  survivor- 
ship, unless  something  had  been  done  by 
the  husband  or  his  incumbrancer  to  re- 
duce the  fund  into  possession  (which  was 
not  the  fact).  Prole  v.  Soady,  L.  R.  3  Ch. 
220;  see  Tidd  v.  Lister,  10  Hare,  140;  8 
De  G.,  M.  &  G.  857 ;  Life  Association  of 
Scotland  v.  Siddal,  3  De  G.,  F.  &  J.  271.  So 
In  America.  George  u,  Goldsby,  23  Ala. 
826;  Arrington  v.  Yarbrough,  1  Jones, 
Eq.  72 ;  State  v.  Robertson,  5  Harringt. 
201 ;  Needles  v.  Needles,  7  Ohio  St.  482  ; 
Bugg  V.  Franklin,  4  Sneed,  129 ;  Sale  o. 
Saunders,  24  Miss.  24 ;  Lynn  v,  Bradley, 
1  Met.  (Ky.)  282.  Contra,  Tritt  v.  Col- 
well,  81  Penn.  St.  228 ;  Tutlle  r.  Fowler, 
22  Conn.  58;  Hill  v.  Townsend,  24  Texaa, 
575.     Seel46,  n.  l.ri 

(c)  Wf/e*s  Equity.  —  See,  generally, 
Sturgis  V.  Champneys,  5  My.  &  Cr.  97. 


ficient,  see  Parker  v.  Lechmere.  12  Ch. 
D.  250;  Brown  t\  Bokee.  63  Md.  155; 
GrebiU's  App..  87  Pa.  St.  105 .  Hooper  v. 
Howell.  50  Ga.  165 .  Cox  v,  Scott,  9  BaxL 
305  ;  Williams  v.  Sloan.  75  Va.  187.  The 
acts  must  be  done  with  the  intent  to 
assume  dominion.  Moyer's  App.,  77  Pa. 
St.  482. 
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*  The  wife's  equity  to  a  reasonable  provision  out  of  her   *  189 
property  for  the  support  of  herself  and  her  children  makes 

interest  continues  reveniomuy  to  his  death.  So,  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Mitford  v, 
Mitford,  9  Ves.  87,  doubted  the  soundness  of  the  rule,  that  the  husband's  assignment 
for  a  Talnable  consideration  passed  the  wife's  chose  in  action,  freed  from  her  contin- 
gent rig^t  of  surriyorship,  because,  m  that  case,  the  purchaser  would  take  a  greater 
right  than  the  husband  had.  He  admitted,  howerer,  that  a  distinction  was  constantly 
taken  between  assignments  in  bankruptcy,  or  by  operation  of  law,  and  a  particular 
assignee  for  a  specific  consideration.  And  in  Homsby  v.  Lee,  Sir  Th.  Plumer  con- 
sidered that  a  particular  assignee  was  not  better  off  in  this  respect  than  a  general 
assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Afterwards,  in  Pnrdew  v.  Jackson,  1  Russell,  70,  the  subject 
was  discussed  and  reargued  with  great  ability ;  and  Sir  Th.  Plumer,  in  an  elaborate 


If  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to 
raise  and  equitably  dispose  of  a  fund,  it 
will  not  allow  its  power  to  be  defeated 
through  the  agency  of  another  court, 
where  the  fund  may  also  be  recovered. 
Duncombe  ».  Greenacre,  2  De  G.,  F.  &  J. 
609,  617 ;  28  Bear.  472.  As  the  wife's 
equity  arises  out  of  the  husband's  legal 
right  to  present  possession,  it  does  not 
attach  to  the  wife's  rerersionary  interest 
in  stock,  Osbom  v.  Morgan,  9  Hare, 
432;  S  E.L.  &  £q.  192;  nor,  it  is  said,  to 
the  wife's  life  interest,  as  against  her 
husband's  assignee  for  value.  Re  Duffy's 
Trust,  28  Bear.  386;  Tidd  v.  Lister,  3 
De  G.,  M.  &  G.  857, 868.  See  In  re  Carr's 
TrusU,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  609;  [Williams  r. 
Sloan,  76  Va.  137.]  But,  of  course,  it 
doea  as  against  such  an  assignee  of  her 
abaolote  equitable  interest.  Scott  v, 
Spasbett,  3  MacN.  &  G.  699.  Although 
it  is  said  that  this  equity  is  not  based  on 
the  idea  of  property  in  the  wife  (Osbom 
V.  Morgan,  supra),  it  is  one  personal  to 
her,  which  she  alone  can  enforce.  Her 
death  before  a  certain  stage  of  proceed- 
ings, De  la  Garde  0.  Lempriere,  6  Beav. 
344 ;  or  waiver,  Seton  on  Decrees,  3d  ed. 
609  (Femes  Covert) ;  Baldwin  v.  Baldwin, 
6  De  G.  &  Sm.  319 ;  Ward  v,  Amory,  1 
Cards,  419 ;  [Clark  v.  Smith,  13  S.  C.  585 ;] 


z"  The  rule  applies  to  property  in 
which  the  wife  has  only  a  life  interest, 
Taunton  r.  Morris.  11  C\\.  D.  779;  but 
not  to  property  held  in  entireties,  In  re 


if  she  be  of  age,  Abraham  v.  Newcome, 
12  Sim.  666 ;  [Shipway  v.  Ball,  16  Ch.  D. 
376;]  will  defeat  the  interest  of  her 
children,  Barrow  v.  Barrow,  4  Kay  &  J. 
400,  424.  A  wife's  misconduct  may  bar 
her  equity,  but  even  her  adultery  may 
not  have  that  effect.  In  re  Lewin's  Trust, 
20  Beav.  878,  and  cases  cited.  She  may 
preclude  herself  by  her  fraud  from  claim- 
ing it  against  purchasers.  In  re  Lush's 
Trusts,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  591 ;  see  241,  n.  1 ; 
and  she  has  no  equity  until  her  debts  con- 
tracted before  marriage  have  been  pro- 
vided for,  Barnard  v.  Ford,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
247.  In  the  absence  of  special  circum- 
stances, the  English  courts  direct  one  half 
of  the  fund  to  be  settled  on  the  wife  and 
her  children,  with  an  ultimate  limitation, 
in  default  of  issue,  to  the  husband,  or,  in 
case  of  his  bankruptcy,  to  his  assignee. 
Spirett  V,  Willows,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  520;  L.  R. 
4  Ch.  407.  In  Suggitt's  Trusts,  L.  R. 
3  Ch.  215,  the  ultimate  limitation  was  to 
the  wife  if  she  survived  her  husband,  and, 
if  not,  to  him.  It  was  also  said  that  the 
court  exercised  a  wide  discretion  as  to  the 
amount  with  reference  to  the  individual 
case.  See  Barrow  v.  Barrow,  24  Vt.  875. 
Croxton  v.  May,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  404,  ap- 
proves Spirett  V.  Willows,  x^ 


Bryan,  14  Ch.  D.  616;  Ward  v.  Ward,  ib. 
606.  The  amount  to  be  allowed  is  a  mat- 
ter of  judicial  discretion.  Taunton  v. 
Morris,  supra. 
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a  distinguished  figure  in  the  modern  chancery  cases,  which  relate 
to  the  claims  of  the  husband  upon  the  property  of  his  wife  in 
action.  If  the  husband  wants  the  aid  of  chancery  to  enable  him 
to  get  possession  of  his  wife's  property,  or  if  her  fortune  be  within 
the  reach  of  the  court,  he  must  do  what  is  equitable,  by  making 
a  reasonable  provision  out  of  it  for  the  maintenance  of  her  and 
her  children.     Whether  the  suit  for  the  wife's  debt,  legacy,  or 

opinion,  declared  his  adherence  to  his  former  opinion,  and  carried  his  doctrine  out 
broadly  to  the  whole  extent  of  it,  hy  holding  that  all  assignments  made  by  the  hus- 
band of  the  wife's  outstanding  personal  chattels,  not  then  reduced  to  possession, 
whether  the  assignment  be  in  bankruptcy,  or  under  an  insolvent  act,  or  to  trustees 
for  payment  of  debts,  or  to  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  pass  only  the 
interest  which  the  husband  had,  subject  to  the  wife's  legal  right  of  survivorship;  and 
the  husband  could  not  possibly  make  an  assignment  of  the  reversionary  interest  of 
his  wife,  so  as  to  bar  her  as  survivor,  provided  the  interest  remained  reversionary. 
Sir  William  Grant,  in  Wright  v.  Morley,  11  Ves.  12,  thought  there  was  great  weight 
in  the  proposition  of  Lord  Alvanley,  that  no  assignment  by  the  husband,  even  for  « 
valuable  consideration,  could  convey  more  than  the  right  he  had  to  reduce  the  wife's 
outstanding  interest  into  possession,  subject  to  "  the  wife's  equity ; "  and  that  if  the 
husband  died  before  that  fact  had  occurred,  the  wife's  right  as  survivor  would  bar  the 
assignee.  In  Ellison  v,  Elwin,  13  Sim.  800,  the  doctrine'in  the  case  of  Purdew  r.  Jack- 
son was  reaffirmed  by  the  vice-chancellor.  Again,  in  Honner  v.  Morton,  8  Russell,  65, 
Lord.  Chancellor  Lyndhurst  gave  a  decided  support  to  the  doctrines  of  the  successive 
masters  of  the  rolls.  Lord  Alvanley,  Sir  William  Grant,  and  Sir  Th.  Plumer,  so  far  as 
the  reversionary  interest  of  the  wife  was  in  question ;  but  he  took  a  distinction  between 
the  case  in  which  the  husband  had  an  immediate  power  at  the  time  of  the  assignment, 
of  reducing  the  chose  in  action  into  possession,  and  where  he  had  not.  In  the  first 
case,  the  assignment  ought,  in  equity,  to  be  regarded  as  the  actual  reduction  of  the 
property  into  possession,  and  a  consequent  transfer  of  it,  for  he  had  the  power  to  do 
it,  and  the  assignment  amounted  to  an  agreement  to  do  it 

These  latter  cases  were  reviewed  in  Siter  and  another,  guardians  of  Jordan, 
4  Rawle,  468,  by  Ch.  J.  Gibson,  with  learning  and  ability,  and  the  reasoning  of 
Sir  Thomas  Plumer  and  of  Lord  Lyndhurst  powerfully  combated.  Afterwards,  in 
Shuman  v.  Reigart,  7  Watts  &  Serg.  169,  the  court  declared  their  adherence  to  the 
doctrine  in  Si  tor's  case.  The  doctrine  of  the  English  cases,  that  the  efficiency  of  the 
assignment  depends  on  the  previous  reduction  of  the  chose  in  action  to  possession,  is 
declared  not  to  be  sound,  inasmuch  as  the  husband  jure  mariti  has  dominion  over  the 
property,  as  well  as  the  power  to  reduce  it  to  possession,  and  his  fair  bona  fide  transfer 
of  it,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  passes  that  whole  dominion,  capacity,  and  title. 
The  husband,  by  marriage,  succeeds  to  the  wife's  power  of  disposal ;  and  the  distinc- 
tion between  vested  and  contingent,  or  reversionary  interests  of  the  wife,  in  respect 
to  the  marital  dominion  and  power  of  the  transfer  of  it,  is  held  to  be  without  founda- 
tion. The  critical  review  in  this  last  case  of  the  English  cases  was  intended  only  to 
show  the  weak  grounds  on  which  the  new  theory  rested ;  and  the  point  really  decided 
in  Pennsylvania,  and  the  authority  of  the  case,  extend  only  to  prove  that  the  assign- 
ment of  a  wife's  chose  in  action  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  children, 
and  to  place  it  beyond  the  power  of  waste  by  the  husband,  was  meritorious  and  valid 
in  equity. 
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portion  be  by  the  husband  or  by  his  assignees,  the  result  is  the 
same,  and  a  proper  settlement  on  the  wife  must  first  be  made  of 
a  proportion  of  the  property,  (a)  The  provision  is  to  be  propor- 
tioned, not  merely  to  that  part  of  the  equitable  portion  of  the 
wife's  estate  which  the  husband  seeks,  but  to  the  whole  of  her 
personal  fortune,  including  what  the  husband  had  previously 
received.  And  perhaps  chancery  ought,  on  just  principles,  to 
restrain  the  husband  from  availing  himself  of  any  means,  either  at 
law  or  equity^  of  possessing  himself  of  the  wife's  personal  property 
in  action,  unless  he  would  make  a  competent  provision  for  her. 
The  English  rule  in  equity  is,  that  where  there  is  a  suit  in  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  for  subtraction  of  a  legacy,  and  there  is  a 
married  woman  to  be  protected,  or  a  trust  to  be  executed,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  will  restrain  the  suit  by  injunction.  (6) 

Chancery  will  restrain  the  husband  from  proceeding  in  the 
ecclesiastical  courts,  for  the  recovery  of  the  wife's  legacy, 
until  *  a  provision  is  made  for  her ;  (a)  and,  upon  that  *  140 
doctrine,  a  suit  at  law  for  a  legacy  or  distributive  share 
ought  equally  to  be  restrained,  for  such  rights  in  action  are  of  an 
equitable  nature,  and,  properly,  of  equitable  cognizance.  The 
principle  is,  that  chancery  will  lay  hold  of  the  property  of  the 
wife,  as  far  as  it  may  be  in  its  power,  for  the  purpose  of  providing 

(a)  Howard  v.  Moffatt,  2  Johns.  Ch.  206;  1  Eden,  67,  870,  371 ;  2  Atk.  420,  421, 
432 ;  Sleech  v,  Thorington,  2  Ves.  Sen.  562 ;  4  Bro.  C.  C.  130 ;  2  Cox's  Cases,  422 ; 
11  Ves.  17,  20, 21 ;  1  Mad.  362 ;  Clancy's  Essay,  passim  ;  DuTaU  v.  Farmer's  Bank  of 
Maryland,  4  Gill  &  J.  282 ;  Wliitesides  v.  Dorris,  7  Dana,  106 ;  Perry  clear  v.  Jacobs, 
Hill  Ch.  (S.  C.)  509 ;  Like  v.  Beresford,  3  Ves.  506.  In  this  last  case  the  assignment 
of  the  wife's  interest  in  bank  stock  to  creditors,  Iq  trust  to  pay  debts,  was  held  to  be 
sabject  to  the  wife's  equity,  on  a  bill  to  enforce  the  assignment 

(6)  Anon.,  1  Atk.  491 ;  Grignion  v.  Grignion,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  535. 

(a)  2  Atk.  419.  Chancery  will  interpose  on  a  bill  filed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  wife, 
and  restrain  the  husband,  or  his  assignees,  from  possessing  themseWes  of  the  property 
at  law,  until  a  suitable  provision  be  allowed  for  her  support.  Van  Epps  u.  Van 
Deusen,  4  Paige,  64.  It  has  at  last,  in  New  York,  become  a  settled  rule  of  the  courts 
of  equity  that  they  will  interfere  and  restrain  a  husband  from  recovering  at  law  his 
wife's  property,  until  he  makes  a  provision  for  her.  But  this  will  not  be  the  case  if 
the  wife  lives  apart  from  her  husband  without  cause,  or  has  sufficient  provision  from 
other  sources.  Fry  v.  Fry,  7  Paige,  482  ;  Martin  v.  Martin,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  462.  But 
equity  will  not,  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  compel  a  settlement  out  of  a  chose  in  action 
bequeathed  to  her  for  life,  but  not  expressed  to  be  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
against  a  particular  assignee  for  a  valuable  consideration.  The  contract  of  the  husband 
is  excluded  only  by  words,  showing  clearly  that  the  gift  was  intended  to  be  for  her 
separate  use,  or  in  tlie  existence  of  a  case  in  which  he  omits  duly  to  provide  for  her. 
Elliott  V.  Cordell,  5  Mad.  149;  Stanton  v.  Hall,  2  Buss.  &  M.  175;  Tyler  v.  Lake, 
ib.  183. 
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a  maintenance  for  her  when  she  is  abandoned  by  her  husband ; 
and  in  Dumond  v.  Magee^  (6)  where  the  husband  had  abandoned 
his  wife  for  many  years,  and  married  another  woman,  he  was  held 
to  have  forfeited  all  just  claim  to  his  wife's  distributive  share  of 
personal  estate  inherited  by  her,  and  the  same  was  appropriated, 
by  decree,  to  her  separate  use.^ 

This  subject  was  considered,  and  the  principal  authorities 
reviewed,  in  the  case  of  Kenruy  v.  UdalL  (c)  It  was  there  held 
that  the  wife's  equity  attached  upon  her  personal  property  when- 
ever it  was  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  was  the 
object  of  a  suit,  in  any  hands  to  which  it  might  come,  or  in  what- 
ever manner  it  might  have  been  transferred.  It  makes  no  differ- 
ence whether  the  application  to  the  court  for  the  property  be  by 
the  husband,  or  his  representatives,  or  assignees,  or  by  the  wife, 
or  her  trustee,  seeking  a  provision  out  of  the  property.  This 
equity  is  equally  binding,  whether  the  transfer  of  the  property  be 
by  operation  of  law,  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  or  by 
act  of  the  party  to  general  assignees,  or  to  an  individual,  or 
whether  the  particular  transfer  was  voluntary,  or  made  upon  a 
good  and  valuable  consideration,  or  in  payment  of  a  just  debt  (rf). 
The  court  may  also,  in  its  discretion,  give  the  whole,  or  part  onl3% 
of  the  property  to  the  wife,  according  to  the  circumstances  of 

the  case.  So,  again,  in  Haviland  v.  Bloom^  (/)  the  same 
*  141   subject  *  came  under  consideration  ;  and  the  rule  in  equity 

was  considered  as  settled,  that  the  wife's  equity  to  a 
suitable  provision  for  the  maintenance  of  herself  and  her  children, 
out  of  her  separate  estate,^ lying  in  action,  was  a  valid  right,  and 
extended  not  only  to  property  which  she  owned  dum  sola^  but  to 
property  descended  or  devised  to  her  during  coverture.  A  new 
equity  arises  to  the  wife  upon  property  newly  acquired,  and 
attaches  upon  it  equally  as  upon  that  which  she  brought  with 
her  upon  marriage,  (a) 

(6)  4  Johns.  Ch.  31S. 

(c)  6  Johns.  Ch.  464 ;  3  Cowen,  600,  8.  c. ;  Duir  v,  Bowyer.  2  M'Cord  Ch.  368 ; 
DavaU  v.  Farmers'  Bank  of  Maryland,  4  Gill  &  J.  282,  s.  p. 

(d)  Earl  of  Salisbury  r.  Newton,  1  Eden,  870 ;  Bosvil  v.  Brander,  1  P.  WmB.468; 
Ex  parte  Thompson,  1  Deacon,  90 ;  Ex  parte  King,  ib.  143. 

(e)  6  Johns.  Ch.  178. 

(a)  In  the  case  fTr  parte  Beresford,  1  DesauR.  263,  the  conrt,  after  a  full  discQMion, 
ordered  a  new  Bettlement  fai  faror  of  the  wife  on  a  new  aocestioii  of  fortiine. 

1  See  188,  n.  1. 
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The  wife's  equity  does  not,  according  to  the  adjudged  cases, 
attach,  except  upon  that  part  of  her  pei-sonal  property  in  action 
which  the  husband  cannot  acquire  without  the  assistance  of  a 
court  of  equity.  The  rule  in  equity  does  not  controvert  the  legal 
title  of  the  husband  to  his  wife's  personal  fortune ;  and  if  he  once 
acquired  possession  of  that  property  jure  mariti,  though  it  should 
have  been  of  an  equitable  nature,  chancery  will  leave  him  in 
undisturbed  possession  of  it.  The  claim  attaches  on  that  part  of 
the  wife's  personal  fortune  for  which  the  husband  seeks  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity,  or  where  he  makes  an  assignment  of  her 
equitable  interests  ;  or  the  wife  seeks  relief  in  chancery  against 
her  husband  and  his  assignees,  in  regard  to  her  legal  or  equitable 
rights  which  they  are  pursuing.  (6)  If  the  husband  can  acquire 
possession  without  a  suit  at  law,  or  in  equity,  or  by  a  suit  at  law 
without  the  aid  of  chancery  (except,  perhaps,  as  to  legacies,  and 
portions  by  will  or  inheritance,  as  has  been  already  suggested), 
the  husband  will  not  be  disturbed  in  the  exercise  of  that  right,  (c)  ^ 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  subject  more  minutely  ;  and 
it  is  a  vain  attempt,  says  Mr.  Justice  Stoiy,  ((2)  to  ascertain,  by 
general  reasoning,  the  nature  or  extent  of  the  doctrine,  for  it 
stands  upon  the  practice  of  the  court.  The  cases  in  chancery,  to 
which  I  have  referred,  have  incorporated  into  the  equity  juris- 
prudence of  New  York  all  the  leading  provisions  and  principles 
of  the  English  courts  of  equity  on  this  head  ;  and  though  such  a 
protection  to  the  wife  cannot  be  afforded  in  Pennsylvania, 
where  there  is  no  court  of  *  chancery,  (a)  nor  in  New  *  142 
Hampshire,  where  equity  powers,  to  a  specific  extent  only, 
are  conferred  by  statute  upon  the  superior  court  of  common-law 
jurisdiction,  (6)  yet  I  presume  it  exists  in  most  of  the  other 
states  where  courts  are  established  with  distinct  equity  powers, 

(6)  Walworth,  Ch.,  in  Van  Epps  v.  Van  Deusen,  4  Paige,  64 ;  Fry  v.  Fry,  7  id. 
462;  Martin  v.  Martin,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  462  ;  2  Atk.  419  ;  2  Story  Eq.  Jur.  632  ;  Clancy's 
Treatise,  468. 

(r)  Howard  v.  Moffatt,  2  Johns.  Ch.  206  ;  Thomas  i\  Sheppard,  2  M'Cord,  Ch.  86  ; 
In  the  matter  of  Anne  Walker,  1  Lloyd  &  Goold,  169,  Cases  temp.  Plunket 

(d)  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  636,  636. 

(o)  Yohe  V.  Bamet,  1  Binney,  858.  The  want  of  such  a  power  in  the  Pennsyl- 
rania  courts  is  deeply  regretted  by  a  very  intelligent  judge.  In  the  matter  of  Miller, 
1  Ashmead,  323.  But  the  Orphans'  Court  has,  by  statute,  a  limited  jurisdiction  over 
the  wife's  equity. 

(6)  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  309. 

»  Wiles  V,  Wiles,  3  Md.  1 ;  see  340,  n.  1. 
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according  to  the  English  system,  or  with  legal  and  equitable 
powers  united,  according  to  the  more  generally  prevailing  prao- 
tice  in  the  United  States.  It  exists  in  Maryland  and  Tennessee ; 
and  in  the  latter  state  protection  is  even  afforded  in  their  courts 
of  law.  (c)  In  North  Carolina,  if  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
be  required  by  the  husband  to  enable  him  to  take  possession 
of  his  wife's  property,  he  must  make^  reasonable  provision  for 
her ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same  when  his  legal  representatives  or 
assignees  claim  it.  But  their  decisions  go  no  further,  and  the  wife 
cannot,  by  a  suit  in  equity,  stop  him,  though  he  be  insolvent, 
from  taking  possession,  unless  her  claim  be  founded  upon  a  mar- 
riage settlement,  (i)  The  Superior  Court  of  New  Hampshire 
intimates  that  it  may,  perhaps,  be  authorized  to  apply  the  prin- 
ciple of  sustaining  the  wife's  equity,  when  the  husband  or  his 
assignee  asks  the  aid  of  the  court  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
distributive  share  of  his  wife,  (^e) 

There  is  a  difference  as  to  ehoses  in  action  belonging  to  the  wife, 
whether  the  husband  sues  in  his  own  name  exclusively,  or  jointly 
with  his  wife.  The  principle  of  the  distinction  is,  that  if  he 
brings  the  action  in  his  own  name  alone  (as  it  is  said  he  may  for 
a  debt  due  to  the  wife  upon  bond),  (/)  it  is  a  disagreement  to 
the  wife's  interest,  and  implies  it  to  be  his  intention  that  it  should 
not  survive  her.  But  if  he  brings  the  action  in  their  joint  names, 
the  judgment  is,  that  they  shall  both  recover,  and  the  debt  sur- 
vives to  the  wife.    The  judgment  does  not  alter  the  property,  or 

(c)  M'Elhatten  v.  Howell,  4  Haywood,  19 ;  Darall  v.  Farmers'  Bank  of  Maryland, 
4  Gill  &  J.  2S2.  In  Tennessee,  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  wife's  equity  wiU  be 
enforced :  (1.)  When  the  husband  or  his  assignee  is  asking  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  reduce  her  property  into  possession.  (2.)  At  the  suit  of  the  wife  or  of  her  trustee, 
praying  for  the  provision.  (8.)  When  the  trustee  designs  or  is  willing  to  pay  or  deliver 
orer  the  property  to  the  husband  or  his  assignee  without  suit  In  that  case,  all  of 
them  will  be  enjoined,  at  the  suit  of  the  wife,  from  changing  the  possession  until 
provision  be  made.  But  if  the  husband  or  his  assignee  has  already  reduced  the 
property  into  possession,  a  court  of  equity  does  not  interfere.  Dearin  v,  Fitzpatrick, 
Meigs,  65L  These  are  the  settled  principles  on  the  subject  in  the  English  equity 
system. 

(d)  Biyan  r.  Bryan,  1  Dev.  Eq.  47. 

(<)  See  Parsons  t\  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  909-336,  where  Ch.  J.  Parker  has  examined 
the  history  and  doctrine  of  the  wife's  equity  with  accurate  and  elaborate  learning. 

(/)  Lord  Chancellor,  in  Oglander  v.  Baston,  1  Vem.  396 ;  Howell  r.  Maine,  8  Ler. 
408.  But  Mr.  Preston,  in  his  Essay  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  i.  348,  condemns  the  doctrine 
In  this  case  in  Levinz,  and  denies  that  the  husband  can  sue  alone  on  a  bond  given  to 
the  wife  alone. 
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show  it  to  be  his  intentioii  that  it  should  be  altered.  It  is  also 
tiie  rale  of  equity,  that  if  before  marriage  the  husband  makes 
a  settlement  on  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  her  fortune,  he  is 
considered  in  the  light  of  a  purchaser  of  her  fortune,  and  his 
representatives  will  be  entitled,  on  his  dying  in  his  wife*s 
lifetime,  *  to  the  whole  of  her  things  in  action,  though  not  *  143 
reduced  to  possession  in  his  lifetime,  and  though  there  be 
no  special  agreement  for  that  purpose.  If  the  settlement  be  in 
consideration  of  a  particular  part  only  of  her  fortune,  the  right 
of  survivorship  in  the  wife  will  exist  only  as  to  the  part  of  her 
property  not  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  not  reduced  to 
possession  by  the  husband,  (a)  The  settlement  must  state,  or 
import,  that  it  was  in  consideration  of  the  wife^s  fortune,  and  it 
must  appear  to  be  adequate  to  the  purchase  of  her  fortune,  before 
it  will  bar  her  right  of  survivorship,  (h) 

(5.)  To  her  Personal  Property  in  Possession, — As  to  personal 
property  of  the  wife,  which  she  had  in  possession  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  in  her  own  right,  and  not  en  autre  droits  such  as 
money,  goods,  and  chattels,  and  movables,  they  vest  immediately 
and  absolutely  in  the  husband,  (c)  and  he  can  dispose  of  them  as 
he  pleases,  and  on  his  death  they  go  to  his  representatives,  as 
being  entirely  his  property,  (d) 

Z  Th»  Dntlea  whioh  the  Husband  aMiiinea. —  (1.)  To  pay  her 
Debt$.  —  The  husband  is  answerable  for  the  wife's  debts  before 

(a)  Butler's  note,  804,  to  lib.  8,  Co.  litt  1  Vera.  S9Q,  note  6 ;  Q«rforth  v.  Bradley, 
2  Ves-  677  ;  Meredith  v,  Wynn,  1  Eq.  Cu.  Abr.  70,  pi.  15  ;  Packer  v.  Wyndham, 
Free,  in  Ch.  412 ;  Dnice  v.  Dennison,  6  Yes.  306. 

(6)  Cleland  v.  Cleland,  Free,  in  Ch.  ft3;  Salway  v.  Salway,  Amb.  092;  Lord 
Eldon.  In  Dmce  v.  Dennison,  6  Ves.  895 ;  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  Catr  v.  Taylor, 
10  id.  579.  The  cases  admit  that  the  settlement  will  not  bar  the  wife's  equity  to  a 
further  settlement  oat  of  property  accruing  during  coverture,  unless  it  be  made  in 
consideration  of  her  fortune  which  she  then  has,  or  may  thereafter  be  entitled  to. 

(c)  Co.  Litt.  351.  b. 

(<0  By  the  statute  law  of  Georgia,  of  1789,  the  real  estate  belonging  to  the  wife 
at  the  marriage  becomes  rested  in,  and  passes  to,  the  husband  in  the  same  manner 
as  personal  property.  See  infra,  iv.  29.  There  is  a  preralent  disposition  in  many 
of  the  states  to  enlarge  the  powers  of  the  wife,  and  abridge  those  of  the  husband, 
over  her  separate  property,  belonging  to  her  at  marriage,  or  subsequently  acquired 
by  her,  and  to  substitute  the  policy  of  the  dril  law  for  that  of  the  common  law  on 
the  subject.  Thus,  by  the  constitution  of  Wisconsin,  adopted  in  1846,  all  the  real  and 
personal  property  of  the  wife,  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  or  acquired  by  her  after- 
wards, are  to  be  her  separate  property.  So  the  legislature  of  Arkansas  have  ex- 
empted all  such  property  from  liability  for  her  husband's  debts. 
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coverture ;  but  if  they  are  not  recovered  during  the  coverture, 
he  is  discharged,  (e)  ^  He  is  answerable  for  her  debts  only  in 
virtue  of  the  duty  imposed  on  him  to  discharge  all  the  obligations 
of  the  wife ;  and  that  his  responsibility  should  cease  after  cover- 
ture ceases,  is,  in  some  cases,  rather  against  conscience ; 
*  144  but  then,  as  a  compensation  for  the  rule,  it  is  to  *  be 
considered  that  the  charging  the  husband  in  all  cases  with 
the  debts  would  be  against  conscience  also.  It  is  a  strict  rule  of 
law,  which  throws  upon  the  husband,  during  coverture,  all  the 
obligations  of  the  wife ;  and  by  the  same  rule  of  law  he  is  dis- 
charged after  the  coverture  ceases,  by  the  death  of  the  wife  ; 
courts  of  equity  have  held  that  they  could  not  vary  the  rule  of 
law  according  to  the  fact,  whether  the  husband  had,  or  had  not, 
received  a  portion  with  his  wife,  or  charge  his  conscience  in  one 
case  more  than  in  the  other.  This  is  the  meaning  of  the  case  of 
Heard  v.  Stamford^  (a)  according  to  Lord  Redesdale's  explanation 
of  the  rule  on  this  point,  (i) 

The  rule  of  law  on  this  subject  may  operate  very  injuriously  to 
creditors  ;  for  if  the  wife  be  largely  indebted  before  marriage,  and 
the  husband  takes  and  appropriates  all  her  personal  property  to 
himself,  and  the  wife  dies  before  the  creditors  have  collected  their 
debts,  the  husband  is  no  longer  liable,  and  the  creditors  of  the 
wife  are  left  without  remedy.  If  the  husband  himself  dies  before 
the  debts  are  collected,  his  representatives  are  not  liable;  and 
though  the  wife  remains  liable  after  her  husband's  death,  for  her 
former  debts  remaining  unpaid,  she  may  have  no  property  to  pay 
them.  The  answer  to  this  objection  is  attempted  by  Lord  Maccles- 
field, in  ITie  Earl  of  Thamond  v.  Earl  of  Suffolk,  (c)  It  may  be 
hard,  he  observes,  that  the  husband  should  be  answerable  for  the 
wife's  debts,  when  he  receives  nothing  from  her ;  but  we  are  to 

(«)  He  is  liable  for  a  breach  of  trust  committed  by  the  wife  before  marriage. 
Palmer  v.  Wakefield,  8  BeaT.  227. 

(a)  8  P.  Wms.  409;  Cases  temp.  Talb.  173. 

(b)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  268;  Witherspoon  ».  Dubose,  Bail.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  166,  a.  p. 

(c)  1  P.  Wms.  469. 

A  Lamb  p.  Belden,  16  Ark.  689 ;  Cure-  &  S.  210.     [See  Alexander  v.  Morgan,  31 

ton  V.  Moore,  2  Jones  Eq.  204.    Even  Ohio  St  646;  Harrison  ».  Trader,  27  Ark. 

althoagh  during  coverturo  he  promised  288 ;    Matthews  v.  Whittle,    18  Ch.  D 

to  pay  them.    Cole  i?.  Shurtleff,  41  Vt.  811  (statutory).] 
811.    See  further,  Kluht's  Case.  8  I>e  O. 
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set  off  against  that  hardship  the  rule,  that  if  the  husband  has 
received  a  personal  estate  with  the  wife,  and  happens  not  to  be 
sued  during  the  coverture,  he  is  not  liable.  He  runs  a  hazard  in 
being  liable  to  the  debts,  much  beyond  the  personal  estate 
of  the  wife  ;  and^in  recompense  for  that  *  hazard,  he  is  *  145 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  her  personal  estate,  though  far 
exceeding  the  debts,  and  is  discharged  from  the  debts  as  soon  as 
the  coverture  ceases.  In  Heard  v.  Stamford^  there  was  a  strong 
effort  made  before  Lord  Ch.  J.  Talbot,  to  charge  the  husband, 
after  the  wife's  death,  with  a  debt  of  hers,  dum  Bola^  to  the  extent 
of  what  he  had  received  from  her,  for  she  happened  to  bring  a 
large  personal  estate  to  her  husband.  The  injustice  of  the  case 
was  pressed  upon  the  court,  for,  upon  the  rule  as  it  stood,  dkfeme 
tole  might  he  worth  10,000/.  and  owe  1,000/.,  and  marry  and  die, 
and  the- husband  might  appropriate  the  10,000/.  to  his  own  use, 
and  not  pay  one  farthing  of  the  debt.  Lord  Nottingham  was  so 
provoked  at  the  hardship  of  the  rule,  in  a  case  in  which  the  wife 
brought  a  large  portion  to  her  husband,  and  died,  and  when  the 
husband  continued  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and  refused  to  pay 
the  very  debt  contracted  by  the  wife  for  the  goods,  that  he 
declared  he  would  alter  the  law.  But  Lord  Talbot  said,  that 
nothing  less  than  an  act  of  Parliament  could  alter  the  law  ;  and 
the  rule  was  fixed,  that  the  husband  was  liable  for  the  wife's 
debts  only  during  the  coverture,  unless  the  creditor  recovered 
judgment  against  him  in  the  wife's  lifetime,  and  that  only  the 
wife's  ehoses  in  action  not  reduced  to  possession  in  her  lifetime 
would  be  assets  in  her  husband's  hands,  when  they  come  to  him 
as  her  administrator.  If  relief  ought  to  be  given  against  the 
husband,  because  he  received  sufl&cient  property  with  the  wife, 
then,  by  the  same  reason,  if  the  wife  had  brought  no  fortune  to 
her  husband,  and  judgment  was  recovered  against  him  during 
coverture,  relief  ought  to  be  afforded  to  the  husband  against  this 
judgment  after  his  wife's  death.  He  declared  that  the  rule  could 
not  be  disturbed  by  a  court  of  equity ;  and  it  has  continued 
unaltered  to  this  day.  The  husband  is  liable,  not  as  the  debtor, 
but  as  the  husband.  It  is  still  the  debt  of  the  wife,  and  if  she 
survives  her  husband,  she  continues  personally  liable,  {d) 
*  It   has  also  been  held    by  the  K.  B.,  in  Miles  v.   WiU  ♦  146 

(d)  Woodman  v.  Chapman,  1  Camp.  189. 
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Kams^  (a)  ^  that  the  debts  of  the  wife  dum  sola^  bm  well  as  the 
husband's  debts,  are  discharged  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  hus- 

(a)  lP.Wms.249.  It  was  decided,  in  Lockwood  v.  Salter  and  Wife,  2  Nev.^  Mann. 
256,  that  the  wife's  debts,  dum  aoia,  were  extinguished  by  the  husband's  discharge  as  a 
bankrupt  or  insolyent.  But  see  contra^  gupra,  188,  n.  (6),  Bilallc^y  t*.  Vanderheyden,  the 
rule  in  equity,  and  which  is  the  correct  rule,  though  the  rule  at  law  is  otherwise. 


1  HuibancTs  Discharge  in  Bcmkruplcy.  — 
Mallory  u.  Vanderheyden,  3  Barb.  Ch.  9, 
the  decision  referred  to  above,  after  being 
affirmed  by  the  Chancellor,  was  reversed,  1 
Comst  462.  The  latter  decision,  although 
distinguishable,  was  disapproved  in 
Ciiubb  V.  Stretch,  L.  R.  9  £q.  566.  There 
a  woman  upon  her  marriage  settled  aU 
her  property  (L.  R.  9  Eq.  660)  to  her 
separate  use,  but  after  her  husband's 
discharge  in  bankruptcy,  it  was  held  liable 
for  debts  contracted  by  her  before  her 
marriage.  This  case  seems  to  go  on  the 
ground  that  the  voluntary  settlement  was 
fraudulent  as  against  existing  creditors ; 
that  although  the  creditors  must,  in  the 
first  place,  sue  the  husband  and  wife 
Jointly,  and  could  only  proceed  against  the 
wile's  separate  estate  when  they  could  get 
nothing  from  the  husband,  the  discharge 
had  put  an  end  to  the  personal  liability 
for  the  debt,  and  that  therefore  the  equity 
against  the  separate  fund  might  be  en- 


ar»  The  principle  of  Jolly  v.  Rees  seems 
to  be  stated  rather  too  broadly  in  the 
note.  The  case  was  affirmed  in  Deben- 
ham  t;.  Mellon,  6  App.  Cas.  24;  s.  c.  6 
Q.  B.  D.  394.  The  question  of  the  wife's 
authority  was  there  held  to  be  one  of 
fact  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  The  authority  may  be  either 
actual  or  ostensible.  The  latter  exists 
as  to  household  articles  where  the  wife 
Is  allowed  to  manage  the  husband's  house- 
hold. But  the  mere  relation  of  husband 
and  wife  gives  no  such  ostensible  author- 
ity. In  both  cases  the  husband  and  wife 
were  living  together,  and  In  both  the  for- 
mer had  made  an  allowance  to  the  latter 
for  the  matters  covered  by  the  credit. 
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forced.  In  the  New  York  case  the  hus- 
band received  considerable  property  from 
his  wife,  and  the  settlement  being  held 
not  fraudulent  when  made,  it  was  found 
difficult  to  raise  an  equity  against  the 
separate  fund  in  consequence  of  the  sub- 
sequent bankruptcy. 

NecesiarUs  for  Wife,  —  It  has  been 
held  in  England  that  the  presumption  of 
the  wife's  authority  to  bind  her  husband 
in  certain  cases,  referred  to  in  the  text, 
146  (2),  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  the 
husband's  prohibition,  although  the  party 
dealing  with  the  wife  had  no  notice  of  it. 
In  this  case,  too,  the  jury  found  that  the 
articles  furnished  the  wife  were  suitable 
to  her  estate,  and  that  the  allowance 
actually  paid  the  wife  was  iasufilcicnt. 
Jolly  V.  Bees,  16  C.  B.  n.  s.  628,  where 
the  earlier  cases  are  cited ;  Harrison  v. 
Grady,  12  Jur.  n.  s.  140 ;  Ryan  v.  Nolan, 
Ir.  Rep.  3  Com.  Law,  319;  6hoolbred  v. 
Baker,  16  L.  T.  v.  a.  869. 9^    But  the  Ian- 


The  articles,  therefore,  though  falling 
within  the  clcue  of  necessaries,  were  not 
necessaries  in  fact.  The  obligation  to 
supply  the  latter  is  absolute,  and  doea 
not  depend  upon  the  principles  of  agency. 
This  obligation  exists  whenever  the  bus* 
band,  whether  living  with  the  wife  or 
apart  from  her  roluntarily ,  or  owing  to  his 
own  misconduct,  fails  to  make  provision, 
by  allowance  or  otherwise,  for  the  neces- 
saries of  the  wife.  Raynes  v.  Bennett, 
114  Mass.  424  ;  Alley  i^.  Winn,  134  Mass. 
77 ;  Compton  v.  Bates,  10  III.  App.  78 ; 
Arnold  v.  Allen,  9  Daly,  198 ;  Wilson  p. 
Bishop,  10  111.  App.  688 ;  Thorpe  v.  Shap- 
leigh,  67  Me.  235 ;  Pierpont  r.  Wilson,  49 
Conn.  450;  Forristall  v.  Lawson,  34  L.  T. 
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band.     It  is  clear  that  a  certificate  of  bankruptcy  discharges 
him;  and  Lord  Ch.  J.  Parker  thought  that  the  wife  was  also 


gOAge  of  Aniericaa  cmset  u  geoeraUy  the 
other  waj.  Cromwell  v.  BenjamiD,  41 
Barb.  558;  Bea  17. Dorkee,  25  lU. 503;  Ste- 
vens 9.  Story,  43  Vt.  827, 329 ;  ib.  880.  See 
also  Morgan  o.  Cbetwynd,  4  F.  ft  F.  451, 
451.  Bat,  although  during  oobabltation 
the  hnsband  is  to  decide  what  is  fit,  and 
neither  the  wife  nor  a  jury ;  yet  if  be 
tarns  her  oat  of  doors,  or  deserts  her 
without  caase,  or  by  his  own  fault  ren- 
ders it  impossible  for  her  to  reside  with 
him,  and  ceaMs  to  support  her,  or  makes 
her  what  the  jury  consider  an  inadequate 
allowance,  she  may  pledge  his  credit  for 
sach  expenses  as  the  jury  find  to  be  rea- 
sonable. Bazeley  v.  Forder,  L.  B.  3  Q.  B. 
660,  664;  Hall  v.  Weir,  1  Allen,  261; 
Hultz  V.  Gibbe,  66  Penn.  St.  860;  Parke 
V.  iaeeber,  37  Penn.  St.  251 ;  Baker  v. 
Sampson,  14  C.  B.  h.  s.  883;  BeeTe  v. 
Oooyngfaam,  2  Car.  &  K.  444 ;  Connhig- 
ham  V.  Beanlon,  08  Mass.  58a  If  he 
consent  to  her  leaving  him  on  the  terms 
that  she  shall  not  bind  his  credit,  but  shall 
reodye  an  allowance,  which  is  paid,  she 
has  no  authority,  although  the  allowance 
is  Inadequate.  Biffin  v.  Bignell,  7  Hurlst. 
ft  N.  877 ;  see  177,  n.  (a).  Her  author- 
ity IS  not  enlarged  by  his  insanity.  If  she 
has  received  money  sufficient  and  appli- 
cable to  payment  for  necessaries,  he  can- 
not be  charged.    Bichardson  v,  Du  Bois, 


W3.  The  insufficiency  of  an  allowance 
where  it  has  been  assented  to  or  fixed  by 
the  court,  gives  no  authority  to  pledge 
tiie  husband's  credit.  Eastland* v.  Bur- 
eheO,  8  Q.  B.  D.  482 ;  Alley  v.  Whin, 
mpra;  Hare  v.  Gibson,  82  Ohio  St.  88. 
Hie  question  of  what  are  necessaries  In 
the  ease  of  a  wife,  as  in  the  case  of  an 
infant  {infra,  240,  n.  1),  would  seem  prop- 
erly to  be  a  question  for  the  Jury. 
Baynes  v.  Bennett,  114  Mass.  424.  The 
question,  however,  has  been  determined 
generally  by  the  court 


L.  B.  5  Q.  B.  51.  But  he  may  be,  if  he 
ceases  to  supply  her.  Read  0.  Legard,  6 
Exch.  638 ;  /n  re  Wood,  1  De  G.,  J.  ft  S. 
485.  In  equity  the  husband  is  liable  for 
money  lent  to  the  wife  for  the  purchase 
of  necessaries  and  so  applied.  Perhaps  the 
ground  is  that  the  lender  is  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  the  party  famishing  the  sup- 
plies. Jenner  v,  Morris,  8  De  G.,  F.  ft  J. 
45 ;  Deare  t;.  Soutten,  L.  B.  0  £q.  151 ;  In 
ft  Wood,  1  Be  G.,  J.  ft  S.  465;  poMt,  800, 
n.  1 ;  [Kenyon  v.  Farris,  47  Conn.  510.] 
The  rule  at  law  was  held  to  be  other- 
wise in  Knox  v,  Bushell,  3  C.  B.  k.  s.  384; 
although  assumpsit  was  maintained  in  an 
Irish  case,  Johnston  v,  Mannmg,  12  Ir. 
Com.  L.  148;  and  m  Smith  v.  Oliphant, 
2  Sandf .  806,  a  case  of  an  infant. 

It  may  be  proper  to  mention  that  it 
is  held  in  England  that  if  a  wife  leaves 
her  husband  from  a  reasonable  appre- 
hension of  violence,  and  is  entitled  to  a 
divorce  a  mensa  et  tharo  propter  savUiam^ 
she  may  make  him  liable  for  the  costs  of 
a  suit  rendered  necessary  for  her  protec- 
tion by  his  conduct.  Brown  v.  Ackroyd. 
5  £1.  ft  Bl.  819 ;  Rice  v.  Shepherd,  12  C.  B. 
M.  s.  332.  So  in  a  suit  for  restitution 
of  her  conjugal  rights.  Wilson  v.  Ford, 
L.  R.  8  Ex.  63.  See  Williams  t;.  Monroe, 
18  B.  Monr.  514;  Bay  lis  v.  Watkins,  10 
Jur.  N.  8.  114.     But  it  is  otherwue  in 


Costs  in  a  suit  for  divorce  for  adultery 
brought  by  the  wife  were  held  recoverable 
against  the  husband,  in  Ottaway  i>.  Ham- 
ilton. 8  C.  P.  D.  803.  But  see  cases  in  n.  1, 
and  Dow  r.  Eyster,  79  111.  254,  conlra.  In 
Conant  r.  Bumham,  133  Mass.  603,  a  hus- 
band was  held  liable  for  legal  services 
rendered  to  the  wife  in  successfully  de^ 
fending  her  in  a  suit  brought  by  him 
against  her  for  being  a  common  drunk- 
ard ;  but  not  for  legal  services  rendered 
her  in  instituting  a  complaint  against 
him  for  assault  and  battery. 
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discharged  for  ever,  and  not  merely  during  the  husband's  life, 
though  on  that  point,  he  said,  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  a 
decided  opinion. 

(2)  To  maintain  her,  —  The  husband  is  bound  to  provide  his 
wife  with  necessaries  suitable  to  her  situation  and  his  condition 
in  life  ;  and  if  she  contracts  debts  due  for  them  during  cohabita- 
tion, he  is  obliged  to  pay  those  debts ;  but  for  anything  beyond 
necessaries  he  is  not  chargeable.  He  is  bound  by  her  contracts 
for  ordinary  purchases,  from  a  presumed  assent  on  his  part ;  but 
if  his  dissent  be  previously  made  known,  the  presumption  of  his 
assent  is  rebutted.  He  may  still  be  liable,  though  the  seller 
would  be  obliged  to  show,  at  least,  the  absolute  necessity  of  the 
purchase  for  her  comfort.  (6)  If  the  tradesman  furnishes  goods 
to  the  wife,  and  gives  the  credit  to  her,  the  husband  is  not  liable, 
though  she  was  at  the  time  living  with  her  husband.  (^?)  Nor  is 
he  liable  for  money  lent  to  the  wife,  unless  his  request  be  averred 
and  shown,  (i)  So,  if  the  husband  makes  a  reasonable  allow- 
ance to  the  wife  for  necessaries  during  his  temporary  absence,  and 
a  tradesman,  with  notice  of  this,  supplies  her  with  goods,  the 
husband  is  not  liable,  unless  the  tradesman  can  show  that  the 
allowance  was  not  supplied,  (e)  If  the  husband  abandons  his 
wife,  or  they  separate  by  consent,  without  any  provision  for 
her  maintenance,  or  if  he  sends  her  away,  he  is  liable  for  her 

(6)  Etherington  v.  Parrot,  1  Salk.  118;  2  Lord  Rajm.  1006,  s.  c. ;  Montague  o. 
Benedict,  8  B.  &  C.  631. 

(c)  Bentlej  v.  Griffin,  4  Taunt.  S56 ;  Metcalfe  v,  Shaw,  3  Camp.  22. 

(d)  Stone  v.  Macnair,  7  Taunt.  432. 

(«)  Holt  V,  Brien,  4  B.  &  Aid.  252.  If  tliere  be  an  amicable  separation  of  liusband 
and  wife,  and  he  furnishes  her  with  necessaries  according  to  the  agreement,  he  is  not 
liable  for  articles  furnished  to  her  by  a  tradesman,  though  he  had  no  notice,  for  the 
moral  obligation  on  his  ^art  ceases.  Cany  v.  Fatton,  2  Ashmead,  140.  Mr.  Wallace, 
one  of  the  learned  editors  to  the  American  edition  of  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  in  Law 
Library,  v.  s.  vol.  xxy.,  says,  that  this  case  in  Pcnnsylyania  is  the  ablest  case  on  the 
subject  to  be  found  la  the  American  books. 

case  of  a  libel  for  dirorce  for  the  hus-  The  husband  may  be  sued  for  the  funeral 

band's    adultery,  Morrison    v.    Holt,  A2  expenses  of  his  wife,  although  she  had 

N.  H.  478 ;  Shelton  v,  Pendleton,  18  Conn,  voluntarily  left  him,  and  had  lived  apart 

417 ;  Johnson  v.  Williams,  8  Greene,  Iowa,  from  him  for  many   years  before  her 

97 ;  or  where  she  defends  a  libel  making  death.    Ambrose  v.  Kerrison,  10   C.  B. 

the  same  charge   against   her,  Ray  v.  776 ;  Bradshaw  v.  Beard,  12  C.  B.  f.  0. 

Adden,  50  N.  H.  82;  Wing  v,  Hurlburt,  844.     See  Cunningham  v.  Beardon,  98 

15  Vt  607 ;  Coffin  v.  Dunham,  8  Cush.  Mass.  538. 
404.    See  Smith  v.  Davis,  45  N.  H.  566. 
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necessaries,  *  and  he  sends  credit  with  her  to  that  extent,  (a)  *  147 
But  if  the  wife  elopes,  though  it  be  not  with  an  adulterer, 
he  is  not  chargeable  even  for  necessaries.  The  very  fact  of  the 
elopement  and  separation  is  sufficient  to  put  persons  on  inquiry, 
and  whoever  gives  the  wife  credit  afterwards,  gives  it  at  his  peril. 
The  husband  is  not  liable  unless  he  receives  his  wife  back 
again.  (6)  The  duties  of  the  wife,  while  cohabiting  with  her 
husband,  form  the  consideration  of  his  liability.  He  is  accord* 
ingly  bound  to  provide  for  her  in  his  family  ;  and  while  he  is  not 
guilty  of  any  cruelty,  and  is  willing  to  provide  her  a  home,  and 
all  reasonable  necessaries  there,  he  is  not  bound  to  furnish  them 
elsewhere.  All  persons  supplying  the  food,  lodging,  and  raiment 
of  a  married  woman  living  separate  from  her  husband  are  bound 
to  make  inquiries,  and  they  give  credit  at  their  peril.  (<») 

It  has  been  a  question  whether,  if  the  wife  elopes,  and  repents 
and  returns  again,  and  her  husband  refuses  to  receive  her,  he  is 
then  bound  for  her  necessaries.  The  opinion  of  Lord  Ch.  J.  Ray- 
mond, in  Child  v.  Hardyman^  (<2)  seems  to  be,  that  he  would  be 
liable  ;  for  he  says  that  if  the  husband  should  refuse  to  receive 
the  wife,  "  from  that  time  it  may  be  an  answer  to  the  elopement." 
Lord  Eldon  subscribed  to  that  case,  and  the  same  doctrine  has 
been  declared  in  New  York  ;  (e)  but  it  does  not  apply  where  the 
wife  had  committed  adultery.  (/)  It  has  also  been  a  debatable 
point,  whether,  if  the  husband  should  refuse  to  provide 
necessaries  for  his  wife,  and  *  prohibit  a  particular  person,  ♦  148 
or  any  person,  from  trusting  her,  and  she  should,  notwith- 
standing the  prohibition,  be  trusted  with  necessaries  suitable  to 
her  age,  and  degree,  and  rank  in  life,  the  law  would  then,  notwith- 
standing such  prohibition,  raise  an  assumpsit  against  the  husband. 
In  the  case  of  Manby  v.  Seott^  in  the  reign* of  Charles  II.,  (a) 

(o)  Walker  v.  Simpson,  7  Watts  &  Serg.  83. 

(6)  Hobinson  v.  Greinold,  1  Salk.  119 ;  Morris  w.  Martyn,  Str.  647 ;  Child  r.  Hardy- 
man,  Str.  876;  Manby  r.  Scott,  1  Mod.  124;  1  Sid.  109;  1  Lev.  4,  8.  c;  12  Johiis. 
293;  8  Pick.  289;  Kirkpatrick,  Ch.  J..  2  Halstead.  146. 

(c)  M'Cutchen  t*.  M'Gaha^t,  11  Johns.  281 ;  Mainwaring  v.  Leslie,  2  Carr.  ft  P. 
507 ;  Hindley  r.  Marquis  of  Westmeath,  G  B.  &  C.  200. 

{d)  2  Str.  875. 

(e)  M'Cutchen  v.  M'Gahay,  11  Johns.  281;  M'Gahay  v.  Williams,  12  id.  293; 
Ewers  v.  Hntton,  3  Esp.  266;  [Blowers  r.  Sturtevant,  4  Denio,  47.] 

(/)  Govier  v.  Hancock,  6  T.  R.  603. 

(a)  1  Mod.  124  ;  1  Sid.  109 ;  1  Lev.  4,  a.  c. ;  and  the  case  is  reported  at  large,  with 
learned  notes,  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  in  Law  Library,  n.  s.  vol.  xxviii.,  in  a  new 
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which  was  argued  mauy  times  at  the  bai%  and  then  in  the  Ex* 
chequer,  by  all  the  judges  of  England,  it  appeared  to  be  the 
opinion  of  a  large  majority  of  the  judges  that  the  husband  could 
not  be  charged  even  with  the  necessaries  for  the  wife,  against  his 
express  previous  prohibition  to  trust  her,  and  that  her  remedy 
would  be  in  the  spiritual  court  for  alimony.  But  the  minority 
of  the  court  held  that  the  husband  would  be  chargeable  from  the 
necessity  of  the  case  ;  and  that  the  husband  cannot  deprive  the 
wife  of  the  liberty  which  the  law  gives  her  of  providing  necessa* 
ries  at  his  expense  for  her  preservation.  This  opinion  of  the 
minority  seems  to  be  the  received  law  at  this  day,  and  the  ex- 
treme rigor  of  the  old  rule  is  relaxed.^  The  husband  is  bound  to 
provide  his  wife  with  necessaries,  when  she  is  not  in  fault,  from 
a  principle  of  duty  and  justice ;  and  the  duty  will  raise  an  as* 
sumpsit  independent  of  his  consent,  and  when  no  consent  can  be 
inferred,  as  in  the  case  of  a  refusal  on  his  part  to  provide  her  with 
necessaries.  If  he  turns  her  out  of  doors,  and  forbids  all  man- 
kind from  supplying  her  with  necessaries,  or  if  she  receives  such 
treatment  as  affords  a  reasonable  cause  for  her  to  depart  from  his 
house,  and  refuse  to  cohabit  with  him,  yet  he  will  be  bound  to 
fulfil  her  contracts  for  necessaries,  suitable  to  her  circumstances 
and   those   of  her  husband.  (6)     The   case   of  Bolton  v. 

♦  149   Prentice^  (e)  which  *  arose  in  the  K.  B.  as  late  as  18  Geo. 

II.,  goes  the  length  of  establishing  this  reasonable  doctrine. 
The  wife  took  up  necessaries  on  credit,  after  the  husband  had 
used  her  ill,  and  abandoned  her,  and  forbidden  the  plaintiff  from 
trusting  her.  But  the  K.  B.  held  that  the  husband  had  no  right 
to  make  su<3h  a  prohibition  in  such  a  case ;  and  they  distinguished 
the  case  from  that  of  Manby  v.  Scott^  because  in  that  case  the 
wife  was  guilty  of  the  first  wrong  ;  and  they  sustained  the  action 
of  the  assumpsit  for  the  goods  sold  to  the  wife. 

translation  from  the  original  French  in  Siderfin,  bj  J.  G.  Phillimore,  Esq.  It  ia  one 
of  the  moflt  interesting  cases,  and  in  ability  and  learning  the  discussion  is  equal  to 
any  in  the  English  law. 

(6)  Houllston  V.  Smyth,  8  Bing.  127.  In  tliis  case  the  court  considered  the  law  to 
be,  that  if  a  man  rendered  his  house  unfit  for  a  modest  woman,  to  continue  in  it,  or 
if  the  wife  had  reasonable  ground  to  apprehend  personal  violence,  she  was  justified 
in  quitting  it,  and  the  husband  would  be  liable  for  necessaries  furnished  for  her 
support 

(c)  Str.  1214. 

^  But  see  146,  n.  1. 
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In  a  modem  decision,  in  the  K,  B.,  (a)  it  was  held,  that  if  a 
man  turned  away  his  wife  without  justifiable  cause,  he  was  bound 
by  her  contracts  for  necessaries  suitable  to  her  degree  and  estate. 
If  they  lived  together,  he  is  only  bound  by  her  contracts  made 
with  his  assent^  which  may  be  presumed.  If  the  wife  goes  beyond 
what  is  reasonable  and  prudent,  the  tradesman  trusts  the  wife  at 
his  peril,  and  the  husband  is  not  bound  but  by  his  assent,  either 
express  or  reasonably  implied.  The  doctrine  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York  is  to  the  same  effect.  (6) 

(3.)  Liable  for  her  Torts.  —  The  husband  is  liable  for  the  torts 
and  frauds  of  the  wife  committed  during  coverture.^  If  com- 
mitted in  his  company,  or  by  his  order,  he  alone  is  liable.  If  not, 
they  are  jointly  liable,  and  the  wife  must  be  joined  in  the  suit  with 
her  husband.  Where  the  remedy  for  the  tort  is  only  damages  by 
suit,  or  a  fine,  the  husband  is  liable  with  the  wife ;  but  if  the 
remedy  be  sought  by  imprisonment,  on  execution,  the  husband 
is  alone  liable  to  imprisonment,  (e)  The  wife,  during  coverture, 
cannot  be  taken  on  a  ca.  aa.  for  her  debt  dum  sola^  or  a  tort  dum 
ioloj  without  her  husband;  and  if  he  escapes,  or  is  not  taken, 
the  court  will  not  let  her  lie  in  prison  alone,  (dy    If  the  tort 

(a)  Montagae  v,  Benedict,  8  B.  &  C.  631. 

{b)  M'Cutcben  v.  M'Gahsy,  11  Johns.  281.  The  husband  is  not  liable  on  a  nego- 
tiable note  given  by  the  wife,  even  in  a  suit  hy  the  bonajide  indorsee,  though  given  for 
goods  purchased  bj  her  to  carry  on  her  trade,  unless  it  was  given  with  bis  auUioritj 
or  approbation.    Reakert  v.  Sanford,  6  Watts  &  Serg.  164. 

(e)  8  BI.  Comm.  414.  (</)  Jackson  v.  Gabree,  1  Vent.  61. 

1  Toris.  —  The  question  of  the  liability  liability  for  ofifences  committed  by  her  in 

in  actions  for  torts  more  or  less  nearly  his  presence  seems  not  to  be  affected  by 

connected  with  contracts  is  similar  In  the  the  recent  married  women's  acts,  «.  g. 

caseof  married  women  and  of  infants,  and  when  she  keeps  a  brothel  in  which  he 

will  be  found  discussed, /Mwe,  241,  and  n.  1.  lives.     Comm.  9.  Wood,  97  Mass.  226. 

The  wife's  immunity  from  liability  for  The  husband's  liability  to  be  joined  for 

torts  committed  in  the  presence  and  by  conformity  in  an  action  against  his  wife 

direction  of  her  husband  is  not  every-  for  her  torts  Is  ended  by  a  divorce  a 

where  at  an  end.    Cassin  v.  Delany,  38  vinculo,    Capel  v.  Powell,  17  C.  B.  n.  s. 

K.Y.  178.2^    And  the  husband's  criminal  748. 


2^  The  question  Is  whether  there  was  house  owned  or  leased  by  the  wife  but 
coercion  in  fact.  Handy  v.  Foley,  121  under  the  legal  control  of  the  husband. 
Mass.  269 ;  Ferguson  v.  Brooks,  67  Me.  Comm.  v.  Carroll,  124  Mass.  80 ;  Comm. 
251;  Comm.  v.  Gormley,  188  Mass.  680.  v.  Pratt,  126  Mass.  462.  The  wife's  sepa- 
Bat  see  Dailey  p.  Houston,  68  Mo.  861.  rate  estate  is  not,  in  general,  liable  for 
The  husband  has  been  held  liable  for  her  torts  not  connected  with  it.  Wain- 
permitting  his  wife  to  sell  liquor  hi  a  ford  t^.  Heyl,  20  L.  R.  £q.  821. 
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*  150   or  offence  be  punished  criminally  by  imprisonment,  *  or 

other  corporal  punishment,  the  wife  alone  is  to  be  punished 
unless  there  be  evidence  of  coercion,  from  the  fact  that  the  offence 
was  committed  in  the  presence  or  by  command  of  the  husband. 
This  indulgence  is  carried  so  far  as  to  excuse  the  wife  from  punish- 
ment for  theft  committed  in  the  presence  or  by  the  command  of 
her  husband,  (a)  But  the  coercion  which  is  supposed  to  exist  in 
that  case  is  only  a  presumption  of  law,  and,  like  other  presump- 
tions, may  be  repelled. 

3.  Wife's  Capacity  at  Law  to  act  as  a  Feme  Bole.  —  (1.)  To  pur- 
chase  and  sell  Land.  —  The  disability  of  the  wife  to  contract  so 
as  to  bind  herself,  arises  not  from  want  of  discretion,  but  because 
she  has  entered  into  an  indissoluble  connection,  by  which  she  is 
placed  under  the  power  and  protection  of  her  husband,  and  be- 
cause she  has  not  the  administration  of  property,  and  has  given 
up  to  him  all  personal  property  in  possession,  and  the  right  to 
receive  all  such  as  may  be  reduced  into  possession,  (i)  But  this 
general  rule  is  subject  to  certain  exceptions,  when  the  principle 
of  the  rule  could  not  be  applied,  and  when  reason  and  justice 
dictate  a  departure  from  it. 

In  the  first  place,  a  wife  may  purchase  an  estate  in  fee  without 
her  husband's  consent,  and  the  conveyance  will  be  good,  if  the 
husband  does  not  avoid  it  by  some  act  declaring  his  dissent,  and 
the  wife,  after  her  husband's  death,  may  waive  or  disagree  to  the 
purchase.  (<?)  But  the  conveyance  of  a  feme  covert^  except  by 
some  matter  of  record,  was  absolutely  void  at  law,  and  in  Eng- 
land the  wife  used  to  pass  her  freehold  estate  by  a  fine ;  and  this 
and  a  common  recovery  were  the  only  ways  in  which  she  could, 
at  common  law,  convey  her  real  estate.  She  might,  by  a  fine, 
and  a  declaration  of  the  uses  thereof,  declare  a  use  for  her  hus- 
band's benefit.  So  if  the  husband  and  wife  levied  a  fine,  a  declara- 
tion of  the  uses  by  the  husband  alone  would  bind  the  wife  and  her 
heirs,  unless  she  disagreed  to  the  uses  during  the  cover- 

*  151   ture.  ((?)     As  a  general  rule,  the  husband  must  be  a  *  party 

with  the  wife  to  her  conveyance  ;  but  if  she  levied  a  fine 

(a)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  1,  sec.  9.  (6)  1  Ves.  306;  1  H.  Bl.  316. 

(c)  Litt.  sec.  677  ;  Co.  Litt.  3,  a,  856,  b ;  2  Bl.  Comm.  202. 

(d)  Beckwith's  Case,  2  Co.  67;  Swanton  v.  Raven,  3  Atk.  106.  In  Durant  v. 
Ritchie,  4  Mason,  45,  the  husband  and  wife  conveyed  to  A.  in  fee,  to  the  use  of  the 
grantors  for  their  joint  lives,  and  to  the  surviyor  in  fee,  and  the  uses  were  held  to  be 
weU  raised  out  of  the  seisin  of  A. 
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v^Tifeme  sole^  without  her  husband,  though  it  would  be  good  as 
against  her  and  her  heirss  (a)  the  husband  may  avoid  it  during 
coverture,  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  as  well  as  for  himself.  (6) 
Now  the  English  law  is  changed  as  to  the  mode  of  conveyance 
of  the  wife,  by  the  abolition  of  fines  and  recoveries,  and  the  wife 
conveys  by  deed,  with  the  husband's  concurrence.  (<?)  The  wife 
may,  as  an  attorney  to  another,  convey  an  estate  in  the  same 
manner  as  her  principal  could,  and  she  may  execute  a  power 
simply  collateral,  and,  in  some  cases,  a  power  coupled  with  an 
interest,  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  (d)  She 
may  also  transfer  a  trust  estate,  by  lease  and  release,  as  a  feme 
9ole,  (e)  ^ 

.The  conveyance  of  land  by /em««  covert^  under  the  government 
of  the  colony  of  New  York,  was,  in  point  of  fact,  by  deed  and  not 
by  fine,  and  upon  the  simple  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  before 
a  competent  officer,  without  private  examination.  Such  loose 
modes  of  conveyance  were  mentioned  in  the  act  of  the  16th  of 
February,  1771,  and  were  confirmed ;  but  it  was  declared  that 
in  future  no  estate  of  a  feme  covert  should  pass  by  deed,  without 
her  previous  private  acknowledgment  before  the  officer,  apart 
from  her  husband,  that  she  executed  the  deed  freely,  without 
any  fear  or  compulsion  of  her  husband.  (/)     The  deeds  o{  femes 

(a)  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Fines,  pi.  75;  Perkins,  sec.  20;  Shep.  Touch,  by  Preston,  7. 

(6)  Preston  on  Abstracts  of  Title,  i.  336.  By  the  Fine  and  Recovery  Act  of  3  & 
4  Wm.  IV.  c.  74,  the  court  of  C.  B.  may,  whenever  the  husband's  concurrence  cannot 
be  procured  from  any  cause  whatever,  authorize  the  wife  to  convey  her  lands  by  deed 
without  his  concurrence.  Tliis  is  analogous  to  the  provision  in  the  Civil  Code  of 
Louisiana,  art.  127.  taken  from  the  Code  Napoleon,  art.  218,  by  which,  in  case  the 
husband  refuses  to  authorize  his  wife  to  sell  her  paraphernal  property,  she  may  apply 
to  the  judge  of  the  place  of  her  domicile  for  authority,  and  which  he  may  grant  after 
hearing  the  parties. 

(c)  By  the  English  statute  of  3  &  4  Wm.  IV.  c.  74,  abolishing  fines  and  recov- 
eries, married  women  are  enabled,  with  the  concurrence  of  their  husbands,  and  in 
special  cases  without  it,  to  dispose  by  deed,  or  relinquish  any  estate  they  may  have, 
as  effectually  as  they  could  do  if  sold,  provided  the  deed  of  a  married  woman  be 
acknowledged  by  her  before  a  competent  officer,  on  a  previous  examination,  apart 
from  her  husband. 

{d)  Sngden  on  Powers,  [c.  5,  sec.  1 ;]  Co.  Litt.  62,  a,  112,  a. 

(e)  Bomaby  v.  Griffin,  3  Yes.  266. 

if)  It  is  worthy  of  notice,  however,  that  in  the  act  of  the  first  legislature  of  New 

1  Gridley  v.  Wynant,  23  How.  600.  is  referred.    See  168,  n.  1 ;  164,  n.  1  (c). 

The  law  as  to  conveyances  by  married  [See  Slaughter  o.  Glenn,  08  U.  S.  242 ; 

women  has  been  much  modified  in  this  CaU  v.  Perkins,  66  Me.  489.] 
country  br  statutes,  to  which  the  student 
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covert^  in  the  form  used  in  other  cases,  accompanied  by  such  an 
examination,  and  which  is  still  required  by  statute,  (^)  have  ever 
since  been  held  sufficient  to  convey  their  estates,  or  any  future 
contingent  interest  in  real  property,  and  fines  and  recoveries  are 
now  abolished  by  statute  in  New  York.  (A)  If  the  wife  resides 
out  of  the  state,  she  may  unite  with  her  husband  and  convey 
all  her  right  and  interest,  present  and  contingent,  equally 
*  152  *  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole^  and  without  any  such  spe- 
cial acknowledgment,  (a)  Nor  does  a  deed  by  the  wife, 
in  execution  of  a  power  or  trust,  require  a  private  examina- 
tion. (6) 

This  substitute  of  a  deed  for  a  conveyance  by  fine  has  prevailed 
throughout  the  United  States,  as  the  more  simple,  cheap,  and 
convenient  mode  of  conveyance,  (c)     The  reason  why  the  hus- 

Tork,  in  1688,  under  the  Doke  of  York,  and  which  was  termed  "  the  charter  of  Uber- 
ties/'  it  was  provided  that  no  estate  of  a  feme  covert  should  be  conYe/ed  but  bj  deed 
acknowledged  by  her  in  some  court  of  record,  and  she  being  secreUy  exammed, 
whether  she  did  it  freely,  without  threats  or  compulsion  of  her  husband.  In  the  old 
colony  of  Plymouth,  it  was  enacted  by  law,  in  1646,  that  the  acknowledgment  of  a 
sale  of  lands  by  the  wife  before  a  magistrate  was  sufficient.  Plymouth  Colony  Laws, 
by  Brigham,  1836,  p.  86.  In  Massachusetts,  under  the  Province  Act  of  9  William 
III.,  a  wife,  in  conjunction  with  her  husband,  might  convey  her  real  estate  by  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale,  duly  executed,  acknowledged,  and  recorded,  without  being  pri- 
vately examined,  whether  she  did  it  freely  or  not.  Judge  Trowbridge  said,  such 
had  been  the  practice  in  the  province  down  to  his  time,  and  he  held  such  convey- 
ances, so  authenticated,  to  be  valid.  See  his  opinion  in  the  American  Jurist,  No.  27. 
See  also  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14,  10-22.  The  Revised  Statutes  ot  Massa- 
chusetts, of  1886,  give  a  sanction  to  the  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife ;  but 
though  the  deed  wiU  pass  her  real  estate,  it  wiU  not  bind  her  by  any  covenant  or 
estoppel. 

ig)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  768,  sec.  10. 

(h)  lb.  ii.  343.  If,  however,  the  party  was  an  tn/ant  as  well  as  a  feme  covert,  the 
disability  arising  from  infancy  remains,  though  she  execute  and  acknowledge  the  deed 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute.    Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119. 

(a)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  758,  sec.  11. 

(6)  Piatt,  J.,  in  Jaques  v.  Method.  Epis.  Church,  17  Johns.  690 ;  Sturges  v,  Corp, 
13  Yes.  190.  When  the  wife's  property  settled  on  her  is  the  subject  of  a  deed,  equity 
looks  upon  her  as  a  feme  goUy  and  as  incident  to  the  ownership  in  her,  is  her  power  of 
disposition  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband.  Powell  v.  Murray,  2  £dw.  Ch. 
636. 

(c)  Davey  v.  Turner,  1  Dall.  11 ;  Watson  v.  Bailey,  1  Binn.  470 ;  Jackson  v.  Gil- 
christ, 16  Johns.  89;  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14;  Gordon  v,  Haywood,  2  N.  H. 
402  ;  Thacher  o.  Omans,  Supplement  to  3  Pick.  621 ;  Lithgow  v,  Kavenagh,  9  Mass. 
172 ;  Elmer's  N.  J.  Dig.  88 ;  Acts  of  North  Carolina,  1716,  1760.  The  methed  of 
conveying  lands  by  fine  and  common  recovery  was  never  in  use  in  North  Carolina, 
and  the  statutes  of  1715  and  1750  required  the  wife's  previous  private  examination 
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band  was  required  to  join  with  bis  wife  in  tbe  conveyance  was, 
that  hb  assent  might  appear  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  to  show  he 
was  present  to  protect  her  from  imposition ;  and  the  weight  of 
aathority  would  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  a  general 
rule  of  law,  that  the  husband  must  be  a  party  to  the  conveyance 
or  release  of  the  wife.  Such  a  rule,  is  founded  on  sound  prin- 
ciples arising  from  the  relations  of  husband  and  wife.  But  there 
are  exceptions  to  the  rule,  and  it  is  not  universal  in  its  applica- 
tion. In  New  Hampshire,  the  wife,  according  to  statute  and 
usage,  may  release  her  right  of  dower  by  her  separate  deed,  exe- 
cuted without  her  husband ;  (cT)  and  in  Massachusetts  it  has  been 
said,  by  a  very  high  authority,  that  the  wife,  by  her  separate  deed 
executed  subsequently  to  a  sale  by  her  husband,  and  in  consid- 
eration of  that  sale,  may  release  her  right  of  dower,  (e)  In  the 
State  of  Maine  the  same  exception  has  been  adopted ;  and  it  is 
declared  to  be  the  nsage  or  common  law  of  New  England,  that  a 
wife,  in  consideration  of  her  husband's  conveyance,  may,  by  her 
own  separate  deed,  release  her  right  of  dower  to  the  grantee 
of  her  husband.  (/)  Subject  to  this  exception,  *  the  gen-  *  158 
end  rule  is  explicitly  recogiiized  in  those  states  where  the 
exception  prevails.  But  in  Massachusetts,  even  the  exception 
is  now  understood  not  to  exist,  and  it  is  declared  that  the  hus- 
band must  be  a  party  to  tbe  deed  of  release  by  tbe  wife  of  her 
dower,  and  the  previous  conveyance  by  the  husband  is  not  bu£S- 
cient  to  give  the  wife's  deed,  executed  by  her  alone,  validity,  (a) 
In  New  York,  this  particular  question  has  never  been  judicially 
settled  ;  it  is,  however,  declared  by  statute,  (6)  that  if  a  married 
woman  execute  a  power  by  grant,  the  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band, as  a  party,  is  not  requisite ;  and  if  she  reside  out  of  the 
state,  though  she  may  convey  any  real  estate  situated  within  the 
state,  without  any  other  acknewledgment  or  proof  of  the  execu- 
tion of  it  than  that  required  of  9k  feme  %ole^  she  is  in  that  case  to 

before  her  oooTeyftDce  bj  deed  wag  binding.  The  law  of  the  island  of  Jamaica  allows 
a  married  woman  to  oonyey  by  a  simple  conrejanoe  with  her  separate  acknowledg- 
ment 

{d)  Woodbury,  J.,  in  2  N.  H.  176,  406. 

(e)  Parsons,  C.  J.,  in  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  17  Biass.  14. 

(/)  Rowe  p.  HamUton,  3  Oreenl.  63. 

(a)  Powell  IT.  Monson  and  Brimfleld  Mannfactnrlng  Company,  8  Mason,  847 ;  HaU 
s.  Sarage,  4  id.  273 ;  Jackson  on  Real  Actions,  326. 

(6)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  786,  sec.  117. 
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"  join  with  her  husband  "  in  the  conveyance.  (<?)  The  substitute 
in  favor  of  a  conveyance  by  the  wife,  of  a  deed  for  a  fine  or  com- 
mon recovery,  was  made  in  Maryland,  by  the  colony  statutes  of 
1716, 1752,  and  1766  ;  and  the  statute  law  of  that  state  is  explicit, 
that  the  husband  and  wife  must  join  in  the  conveyance,  (d)  So, 
in  Massachusetts,  from  the  eailiest  periods  of  the  colony,  the 
wife,  with  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  could  convey  her  estate 
in  fee  by  deed  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  (e)  In  South 
Carolina,  Georgia,  and  Kentucky,  the  wife  conveys  in  the  same 
way  ;  and  in  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Missouri, 
and  North  Carolina  (and  this  is  no  doubt  the  general  rule),  the 
husband  must  join  in  the  conveyance  by  the  wife,  and  she  must 

be  separately  examined  before  an  oflScer.  (/)  In  Virginia, 
*  164   it  is  laid  *  down,  as  the  general  rule,  that  the  wife's  deed, 

to  be  valid,  must  be  executed  by  the  husband  also,  (a)  In 
New  Jersey,  by  their  early  colony  laws,  the  wife  might  convey 
her  estate  by  deed,  provided  she  was  previously  and  privately 
examined  by  a  magistrate.  (6)  Upon  the  view  of  our  American 
law  on  this  subject,  we  may  conclude  the  general  rule  to  be,  that 
the  wife  may  convey  by  deed  ;  that  she  must  be  privately  exam- 
ined ;  that  the  husband  must  show  his  concurrence  to  the  wife's 
conveyance  by  becoming  a  party  to  the  deed  ;  and  that  the  cases 
in  which  her  deed  without  such  concurrence  is  valid,  are  to  be 
considered  as  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  (c) 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  758,  sec.  11. 

(d)  Lawrence  v.  Heister,  3  Harr.  &  J.  871. 

(e)  4  Mason,  45,  62. 

(/)  Manchester  tr.  Hough,  6  Mason,  67 ;  Reyised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1881.  See 
also.Ter.  Law  of  Ohio,  1705;  Chase's  Statutes,  1.  186.  The  statute  law  of  Ohio 
requires  the  certificate  of  the  separate  examination  of  the  wife  to  her  deed,  to  state 
that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were  made  known  to  her.  Chase's  Statutes,  iii. ;  Act 
of  North  Carolina,  1751 ;  Brown  v.  Starke,  8  bana  (Ky.),  820 ;  Prince's  Dig.  of  Stat- 
utes of  Georgia  (2d  ed.  1887),  p.  169 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1888,  p.  313 ; 
Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1888,  p.  892 ;  R.  S.  of  Missouri,  1835.  But  in  Maryland  it 
has  been  held  that  if  the  wife  gives  a  mortgage  of  lands  held  in  trust  for  her  separate 
use,  though  it  be  not  acknowledged  as  the  statute  requires  in  respect  to  deeda  of 
femes  covert,  the  deed  creates  a  specific  lien,  to  be  enforced  in  equity.  Brundige  v. 
Poor,  2  Gill  &  J.  1. 

(a)  Sexton  r.  Pickering.  8  Rand.  468. 

(&)  Leamig  &  Spicer's  Collections,  285,  268 

(c)  It  was  adjudged  in  Vermont,  in  Sumner  v,  Conant,  10  Vt  1,  or  Shaw's  B. 
V.  8.  vol.  i.,  that  a  feme  covert  could  not,  either  separately  or  jointly  with  her  husband, 
execute  a  valid  jwtcer  of  attorney  to  convey  lands  held  in  her  right.    The  statute  giv- 
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(2.)  To  9ue  and  be  sued,  —  If  the  husband  was  banished,  or 
had  abjured  the  realm,  it  was  an  ancient  and  another  necessary 
exception  to  the  general  rule  of  the  wife's  disability  to  contract, 
and  she  was  held  capable  to  contract,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued,  as 
fifeme  sole.  In  such  a  case,  both  she  and  her  creditors  would  be 
remediless  without  that  exception.  In  the  case  of  Belknap  v. 
Lady  Weyland^  (d)  it  was  held,  2  Hen.  IV.  c.  7,  that  the  wife  of 
a  man  exiled  or  banished  could  sue  alone,  though  that  exception 
was  regarded  at  that  day  almost  as  a  prodigy ;  and  some  one 
exclaimed,  eece  modo  mirum^  quod  fasmina  fert  breve  regis^  nan 
nominando  virum  conjunctum  robore  legis.  Lord  Coke  seems  to 
put  the  capacity  of  the  wife  to  sue  as  9k  feme  sole  upon  the  ground 
that  the  abjuration  or  banishment  of  the  husband  amounted  to 
civil  death.  But  if  the  husband  be  banished  for  a  limited  time 
only,  though  it  be  no  civil  death,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the 
consequences  as  to  the  wife  are  the  same,  and  she  can  bue 
and  be  sued  as  a  feme  *  sole,  (a)  And  if  the  husband  be  *  155 
an  alien  always  living  abroad,  the  reason  of  the  exception 
also  applies ;  and  it  was  held,  in  the  case  of  Deerly  v.  Duchess 
of  Mazarine^  (5)  that  in  such  a  case  the  wife  was  suable  as  a 
feme  sole^  in  like  manner  as  if  the  husband  had  abjured  the  realm. 
Though  it  was  mentioned  in  that  case  that  the  husband  was  an 
alien  enemy,  and  had  been  divorced  in  France,  yet,  as  Lord 

mg  her  a  right  to  conrey  by  deed,  did  not  reach  the  case.  So  in  Maine,  the  agree- 
ment of  a  married  woman  for  the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  though  made  with  her 
husband's  assent,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  is  Toid.  Lane  v.  McKeen,  16 
Ke.  9M. 

{</)  Cited  in  Co.  Litt  182.  b,  133,  a ;  and  see  also  Wilmot's  Case,  Moore,  851,  in 
which  18  Edw.  I.,  10  Edw.  IIL  c.  899,  and  1  Hen.  IV.  c.  1,  and  [are]  also  cited  by 
Lord  Coke  and  Dodderidge,  J.,  as  precedents  to  the  same'point. 

(a)  Note  209  to  lib.  2,  Co.  Litt. ;  Sparrow  r.  Carruthers,  decided  by  Yates,  J.,  and 
cited  as  good  authority  in  1  T.  R.  6;  1  Bos.  &  P.  350 ;  2  Bos.  &  P.  238 ;  CarroU  v. 
Blencow,  4  Esp.  27.  In  Robinson  r.  Reynolds,  1  Aiken  (Vt.),  174,  the  English  cases 
are  ably  reviewed,  and  the  conclusion  seemed  rather  to  be  that  the  wife  could  only 
sue  and  be  sued  as  Vkftmt  sole,  when  the  husband  was  an  alien  who  had  always  resided 
abroad,  or  was  cieilitur  mortuus,  as  when  he  was  exiled,  banislied  for  life,  or  had  abjured 
the  realm.  In  that  case,  the  husband  had  voluntarily  withdrawn  himself  from  the 
United  States,  and  that  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient ;  and  the  question  was  by  that 
case  still  left  unsettled,  whether  transportation  or  banishment  by  law,  for  a  limited 
time  only,  would  be  sufficient.  But  in  the  English  case,  Ex  parte  Franks,  1  Moore  & 
Scott,  1,  more  recently  decided,  the  wife  of  a  convicted  felon,  sentenced  to  transporta- 
tion for  fourteen  years,  but  detained  in  confinement  in  the  hulks  was  held  liable  to 
be  made  a  bankrupt,  if  she  traded  on  her  own  account. 

(4)  1  Ld.  Raym.  147;  1  Salk.  116. 
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Loughborough  said,  (e)  the  decision  did  not  rest  on  either  of 
those  grounds,  but  solel}'  and  properly  on  the  ground  that  the 
wife  lived  in  England,  on  a  fortune  of  her  own,  and  separate  from 
her  husband,  who  had  always  resided  abroad  as  an  alien. ^ 

Again,  in  Walford  v.  The  Ducheu  of  Pienne^  (d)  Lord  Kenyon 
held  that  the  wife  was  liable  as  a  feme  eoU^  for  goods  sold,  when 
the  husband  was  a  foreigner,  residing  abroad,  and  that  this  case 
came  within  the  principle  of  the  common  law,  applicable  to  the 
case  of  the  husband  abjuring  the  realm.  If  the  wife  was  not  to 
be  personally  chargeable  for  debts  contracted  under  such  circum- 
stances, she  would  be  without  credit,  and  might  starve.  And  if 
the  husband  was  a  native^  instead  of  an  alien,  he  thought  the  rule 
might  be  different,  as  in  that  case  he  was  to  be  presumed 

*  166    to  have  the  *  animus  revertendi,  (a)     In  the  case  of  De 

Q-aillon  v.  L  ^Aigle^  (6)  the  court  of  0.  B.  held  the  same 
doctrine,  and  that  9,  feme  covert  was  chargeable  with  her  con- 
tracts, where  the  husband,  being  a  foreigner,  had  voluntarily 
abandoned  her,  and  resided  abroad,  and  that  it  was  for  her  bene- 
fit that  she  should  be  liable,  in  order  to  enable  her  to  obtain  a 
credit  and  secure  a  livelihood.  It  was  also  said,  in  that  ease,  that 
there  was  no  instance  in  which  the  wife  was  held  personally  liable 
on  her  contracts,  on  the  ground  of  her  husband  residing  abroad, 
when  he  was  an  Englishman  bom.  In  corroboration  of  the  dis- 
tinction contained  in  that  suggestion,  we  may  refer  to  the  case  of 
Boggett  v.  Frier^  (c)  in  which  the  K.  B.  held  that  the  plaintiflP 
could  not  sue  as  a  feme  sole  for  trespass  to  her  property,  when 
her  husband,  being  a  natural-born  subject,  had  deserted  her  for 
years  before,  and  gone  beyond  sea,  but  without  having  abjured 
the  realm,  or  been  •exiled  or  banished.  The  case  of  Kay  v. 
Duchesse  De  Pienne(^d^  introduced  a  qualification  of  the  dis- 

(c)  1  H.  Bl.  849. 

(</)  2  £8p.  554 ;  Bean  v.  Morgan,  1  Hill  (S.  C),  8,  i.  p. 

\a)  IVankB  v.  Duchess  of  Pienne,  2  Etp.  587.  (b)  1  Bos.  k  P.  857. 

(e)  11  East,  801.  The  rejoinder  in  this  case,  among  its  ayennents,  stated  that  the 
husband  had  never  abjured  the  realm.  This  would  imply  that  abjuration  was  known 
in  modem  practice,  and  yet  it  is  admitted  in  the  books  that  abjuration  or  banishment 
upon  oath,  taken  by  a  felon  on  fleeing  to  a  sanctuary,  that  he  would,  within  forty  days^ 
leave  the  realm  for  ever,  has  been  disused  since  the  reign  of  James  I.,  and  abolished. 
Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2,  c.  9,  sec.  44 ;  4  Bl.  Comm.  S26,  The  privilege  of  sanctuary  waa 
also  abolished  in  France  by  Louis  XII.    Henault's  Abr.  Chro.  iL  44a 

id)  8  Camp.  128. 

1  But  see  below,  157,  n.  1. 
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tinction,  in  the  foimer  cases,  between  the  wife  of  a  foreigner  and 
the  wife  of  a  native  ;  and  it  held  that  if  a  foreigner,  though  a 
resident  abroad  at  the  time  of  the  suit  brought,  had  ever  resided 
in  England,  his  wife  was  disabled  to  sue.  The  distinctions  in  the 
English  law,  subject  to  this  qnalification,  have  been  assumed  as 
the  law  in  this  country.  («) 

*  This  is  the  extent  of  the  authorities  on  this  subject ;  *  157 
and  it  is  easy  to  see  that  there  might  be  most  distressing 
cases  under  them,  for  though  the  husband  be  not  an  alien,  yet  if 
he  deserts  his  wife  and  resides  abroad  permanently,  the  necessity 
that  the  wife  should  be  competent  to  obtain  credit,  and  acquire  and 
recover  property,  and  act  as  a  feme  sole^  exists  in  full  force,  (a) 
It  is  probable  that  the  distinction  between  husbands  who  are 
aliens  and  who  are  not  aliens  cannot  long  be  maintained  in  prac- 
tice, because  there  is  no  solid  foundation  in  principle  for  the  dis- 
tinction. (6)  * 

If  the  wife  be  divorced  a  mensa  et  thoro^  it  has  been  suggested,  in 
some  of  the  books,  that  she  can  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole.  ((?) 

(e)  Gregory  v.  Paul,  15  Mass.  31 ;  Robinson  v.  Reynolds,  1  Aiken,  74 ;  fitpra, 
156,  n.  (c). 

(a)  If  a,  feme  covert  be  driven  by  cruelty  from  her  husband's  house,  and  she  retires 
to  another  state,  and  maintains  herself  by  her  labor,  without  any  provision  for  her 
made  by  her  husband,  who  abandoned  her,  she  may  sue  mil  feme  sote,  though  her  hus- 
band be  a  citizen.    Gregory  v.  Paul,  15  Mass.  81 ;  Abbott  v.  Bayley,  6  Pick.  S9. 

lb)  In  Bean  v.  Morgan,  4  M'Cord,  148,  it  was  held  that  if  the  husband  departs 
from  the  state,  with  intent  to  reside  abroad,  and  without  the  intention  of  returning, 
his  wife  becomes  competent  to  contract,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole.  This 
was  breaking  down  the  distinction  mentioned  in  the  text.  So  in  Gregory  v.  Pierce, 
4  Met.  478,  it  was  held  that  if  the  husband  deserts  his  wife  absohitcly  and  completely, 
by  a  continued  absence  from  the  state,  and  with  an  intent^  to  renounce  de  facto  the 
marital  relation,  the  wife  may  sue  and  be  sued  as  $ifeme  aole.  This  was  considered  to 
be  an  application  of  an  old  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  equivalent  to  an  abjuration 
of  the  realm. 

(e)  Bacon,  tit.  Baron  and  Feme,  M. ;  Lord  Loughborough,  in  2  Yes.  Jr.  145.  In 
Stevens  v.  Tot,  Moore,  665,  it  was  intimated  {U  tembhit)  that  the  wife,  on  divorce  a 

1  But  in  De  Wahl  v.  Braune,  1  H.  &  Bloom,  2  Duer,  151 ;  Clark  v,  Valentino, 

N.  178,  it  was   held   that  a  feme  covert  41  Ga.  148.    The  American  cases  foUow- 

could  not  sue  alone  on  a  contract  made  ing  Gregory  v.  Paul,  wprat  sustain  the 

with  her  before  or  after  marriage,  al-  laser  rules  mentioned  in  the  author's 

tlioug^  her  husband  was  an  alien  enemy ;  notes.    But  in  a  case  where  the  authori- 

and  MarshaU  v.  Button,  infra,  160,  was  re-  ties  are  gathered,   the  courts  seem  to 

fened  to  in  argument  as  overruling  Deerly  admit  that  they  are  legislating  j iidicially . 

V.  Duchess  of  Mazarine,  and  De  Gaillon  Lore  v.  Moynehan,  16  111.  277, 280.    [See 

r.  L'Aigle,  supra.     But  see  M'Arthur  v.  Worthington  v.  Cooke,  52  Md.  297, 807.] 

[195] 


'158  OF  THE  BIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  \     fPART  IV. 


\t' 


But  in  Lemi  y.  Lee^  ((2)  it  was  adjudged,  in  the^  English 
court  of  K.  B.,  upon  demurrer,  that  though  the  wife  be  divorced 
a  mensa  et  thoro^  and  lived  separate  and  apart  from  her  hus- 
band, with  an  ample  allowance  as  and  for  her  separate  main- 
tenance, she  should  not  be  sued  as  tifeme  sole.  The  question  is 
not  settled  in  the  jurisprudence  of  this  country.  In  Massa- 
chusetts, it  has  been  held,  after  a  full  consideration  of  the  subject, 
that  a  wife  divorced  a  mensa  et  thoro  might  sue  and  be 
*  168  sued  as  a  fevne  sole^  for  property  *  acquired  or  debts  con- 
tracted by  her  subsequently  to  the  divorce,  (a)  This  is 
the  more  reasonable  doctrine ;  and  it  seems  to  be  indispensable 
that  the  wife  should  have  a  capacity  to  act  for  heraelf,  and  the 
means  to  protect  herself,  while  she  is  withdrawn  by  a  judicial 
decree  from  the  dominion  and  protection  of  her  husband.  The 
court  of  Massachusetts  has  intentionally  barred  any  inference 
that  the  same  consequence  would  follow  if  the  husband  was  im- 
prisoned by  law  for  a  public  offence  or  crime.  But  such  a  case 
might  be  equivalent  to  an  abandonment  of  the  wife,  and  ground 
for  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  ;  and  there  are  as  much  reason  and 
necessity  in  that  case  as  in  any  other,  that  the  wife  should  be 
competent  to  contract,  and  to  protect  the  earnings  of  her  own 
industry.  (6) 

In  Hatchett  v.  Baddeley,  16  Geo.  til.,  (<?)  the  C.  B.  held  that  a 
feme  covert  eloping  from  her  husband,  and  running  in  debt,  could 
not  be  sued  alone,  for  that  no  act  of  the  wife  could  make  her  liable 
to  be  sued  alone.  If  she  could  be  sued,  she  could  sue,  acquire 
property,  and  release  actions,  and  this  would  overturn  first  prin- 
ciples.   In  no  case,  said  one  of  the  judges,  can  a  feme  covert  be 

thoro  et  men$a,  ooald  sue  withoat  her  husband,  in  Uke  manner  as  she  could  sue  if  her 
husband  was  exiled. 

(d)  3  B.  &  C.  291. 

(a)  Dean  v.  Richmond,  6  Pick.  461 ;  Pierce  v.  Bumham,  4  Met.  808,  8.  p. 

{b)  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes  of  1886  authorized  a  diTorce  from  the  bond  of 
matrimony  if  either  party  be  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison.  Supra, 
96.  They  likewise  clothe  the  wife  with  power  to  act  in  many  respects  as  A/eme  scie, 
if  her  husband  absents  himself  from  the  state,  and  abandons  his  wife,  and  makes  no 
sufficient  provision  for  her  maintenance.  She  is,  in  such  cases,  authorised  to  contract, 
and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  feme  eoU,  so  long  as  her  husband  remjiins  absent  The 
same  power  and  capacity  are  given  to  a  married  woman  who  comes  into  the  state 
without  her  husband,  he  having  never  lived  with  her  hi  the  state.  If  the  husband 
afterwards  comes  into  the  sUte,  he  assumes  his  marital  rights.  Massachuaetto  Revised 
Statutes,  pt.  2,  tit.  7,  c.  77. 

(c)  2  Wm.  Bl.  1079 ;  QUchrist  v.  Brown,  4  T.  R.  763,  a.  p. 
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sued  alone,  except  in  the  known  accepted  cases  of  abjuration  or 
exile,  where  the  husband  is  considered  as  dead,  and  the  woman 
as  a  widow.  It  was  afterwards  held,  by  the  same  court,  in  Lean 
Y.  SchutZy  18  Geo.  III.,  (ji)  that  if  the  wife  had  even  a  separate 
maintenance,  and  lived  apart  from  her  husband,  she  could  not  be 
sued  alone*  There  was  no  instance  in  the  books,  said  the  court, 
of  an  action  being  sustained  against  the  wife,  when  the  husband 
was  living  at  home,  and  under  no  civil  disability.  A  wife  may 
acquire  a  separate  character  by  the  civil  death  of  her  husband, 
but  she  cannot  acquire  it  by  a  voluntary  separation. 

*  But  a  few  years  afterwards,  the  court  of  K.  B.,  under  •  159 
the  influence  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  celebrated  case  of 
Corbeti  y.  PoelnitZy  (a)  introduced  a  new  principle  into  the  Eng- 
lish law,  respecting  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  ;  but  a  prin- 
ciple that  was  familiar  to  the  Roman  law,  and  to  the  municipal 
law  of  most  of  the  nations  of  Europe.  The  court,  in  that  case, 
held  that  a  feme  covert  living  apart  from  her  husband,  by  deed  of 
separation  mutually  executed,  and  having  a  large  and  competent 
maintenance  settled  upon  her,  beyond  the  control  of  her  husband, 
might  contract  and  sue  and  be  sued  at  law  as  a  feme  $ole.  Lord 
Mansfield  put  the  action  upon  the  ground  of  the  wife  having  an 
estate  settled  upon  her  to  her  separate  use,  and  acquiring  credit, 
and  assuming  the  character  and  competency  of  a  feme  sole.  The 
ancient  law  had  no  idea  of  a  separate  maintenance  ;  and,  when 
that  was  introduced,  the  change  of  customs  and  manners  required, 
as  indispensable  to  justice,  the  extension  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
old  rule  of  law,  which  disabled  a  married  woman  from  contracting. 
The  reason  of  the  rule  ceased  when  the  wife  was  allowed  to  possess 
separate  property,  and  was  disabled  from  charging  her  husband. 

This  decision  of  the  K.  B.  was  in  1785,  and  it  gave  rise  to  great 
scrutiny  and  criticism.  It  was  considered  as  a  deep  and  danger- 
ous innovation  upon  the  ancient  law. 

In  Compton  v.  Collinson^  (6)  Lord  Loughborough  held,  not- 
withstanding that  decision,  that  it  was  an  unsettled  point,  whether 
an  action  could  be  maintained  against  a  married  woman  separated 
from  her  husband  by  consent,  and  enjoying  a  separate  mainte- 

(d)  6  Wm.  BL  1196. 

(a)  1  T.  R.  5 ;  Ringsted  i*.  Lady  Laoesborough,  and  Barwell  v.  Brooks,  8  Doug. 
197, 371,  were  cases  that  preceded  the  one  of  Corbett  v,  Polenitz,  and  declared  the 
same  doctrine. 

ib)  1  H.  BL  860. 
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nance.  Again,  in  JEllah  y.  Leigh,  Qc)  the  K.  B.,  in  1794,  indirectly 
assailed  the  decision  of  Corbett  v.  Poelnitz^  and  did  not  agree 
that  the  court  could  change  the  law,  so  as  to  adapt  it  to  the 
fashion  of  the  times.  They  declared,  however,  without 
*  160  touching  the  authority  of  the  decision,  *  that  upon  a  volun- 
tary separation  of  husband  and  wife,  without  a  permanent 
fund  for  her  separate  use,  she  could  not  be  sued  alone  as  a  feme 
sole.  Afterwards,  in  Clayton  v.  Adams ^  (a)  the  court  of  K.  B. 
went  a  step  further  towards  overturning  the  authority  of  Corbett 
v.  PoelnitZy  and  held,  that  though  the  wife  lived  apart  from  her 
husband,  and  carried  on  a  separate  trade,  she  was  not  suable ;  for 
if  she  could  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole^  she  might  be  taken  in  execu- 
tion, which  would  operate  as  a  divorce  between  husband  and  wife. 
At  last,  in  Marshall  v.  Button,  (()  ^  the  K.  B.  decided,  in  1800, 
after  a  very  solemn  argument  before  all  the  judges,  that  a  feme 
covert  could  not  contract  and  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole^  even  though 
she  be  living  apart  from  her  husband,  with  his  consent,  and  have 
a  separate  maintenance  secured  to  her  by  deed.  The  court  said, 
that  the  husband  and  wife,  being  but  one  person  in  law,  were 
unable  to  contract  with  each  other,  and  that  such  a  contract,  with 
the  consequences  attached  to  it,  of  giving  the  wife  a  capacity  to 
contract,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued,  would  contravene  the  general 
policy  of  the  law  in  settling  the  relations  of  domestic  life,  and 
would  introduce  all  the  confusion  and  inconvenience  which  must 
necessarily  result  from  so  anomalous  and  mixed  a  character  as 
such  a  married  woman  would  be.  The  only  way  in  which  such 
a  separation  can  be  safe  and  effectual  is,  by  having  recourse  to 
trustees,  in  whom  the  property,  of  which  it  is  intended  the  wife 
shall  have  the  disposition,  may  vest,  uncontrolled  by  the  rights  of 
the  husband ;  and  it  would  fall  within  the  province  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  recognize  and  enforce  such  a  trust,  (c)  At  law,  a 
woman  cannot  be  sued  as  a  feme  sole  while  the  relation  of  mar- 
riage subsists,  and  she  and  her  husband  are  living  under  the  same 
government.  (<2) 

(c)  6  T.  B.  679.  (a)  6  T.  B.  604.  (6)  8  T.  R.  646. 

{c)  2  Story  £q.  Jar.  662;  Clancy  on  the  RighU  of  Husband  and  Wife,  [b.  4,  c  8, 
et  $eq.] ;  Bettle  v.  Wilson,  14  Ohio,  267.  In  thb  last  case,  it  was  adjudged  that  articles 
of  separation  between  husband  and  wife,  through  the  medium  of  a  trustee,  for  her 
support,  were  valid. 

{d)  It  has  been  adjudged,  in  Benedict  v.  Montgomery,  7  Watto  &  Serg.  238,  that 

1  See  167,  n.  1. 
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Lord  Eldon,  afterwards,  in  the  case  of  Lord  St.  John  v.  Ladt/ 
St.  Johnj  (e)  speaking  of  these  decisions  at  law,  expressed 
*  himself  very  decidedly  against  the  policy  and  the  power  *  161 
of  a  feme  covert  becoming  a  feme  sole  by  a  deed  of  separa- 
tion. She  was  incompetent  to  contract  for  the  husband  ;  and,  if 
separated,  she  could  not  be  a  witness  against  her  husband  ;  she 
could  not  commit  felony  in  his  presence ;  she  must  follow  the 
settlement  of  her  husband ;  her  husband  would  be  suable  for  her 
trespass.  In  short,  the  old  rule  is  deemed  to  be  completely  re- 
established, that  an  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained  against  a 
married  woman,  unless  her  husband  has  abjured  the  realm,  (a)  ^ 

But  if  the  husband  and  wife  pai-t  by  consent,  and  he  secures 
to  her  a  separate  maintenance,  suitable  to  his  condition  and 
circumstances  in  life,  and  pays  it  according  to  agreement,  he  is 
not  answerable  even  for  necessaries  ;  and  the  general  reputation 
of  the  separation  will,  in  that  case,  be  sufficient.  This  was  so  ruled 
by  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  in  Todd  v.  Stoakes^  (5)  and  this  general  doctrine 
was  conceded  in  the  modern  case  of  Niirse  v.  Craig^  (<?)  in  which  it 
was  held,  that  if  the  husband  fails  to  pay  the  allowance,  according 
to  stipulation  in  the  deed  of  separation,  the  person  who  supplies 
the  wife  with  necessaries  can  sue  the  husband  upon  an  indebitatue 
assumpsit.  This  rule,  in  all  its  parts,  was  adopted  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  New  York,  in  Baker  v.  Barney,  (d)  But  our 
courts  have  not  gone  further,  and  have  never  adopted  the  rule 
in  Corbett  v.  Poelnitz^  (e)  ^  and  I  apprehend  that  the  general  rule 
of  the  common  law,  as  understood  before  and  since  that  case, 
is  to  be  considered  the  law  in  this  country ;  though,  per- 
haps, not  *  exactly  under  the  same  straitened  limitation  *  162 
mentioned  in  the  books,  (a) 

if  husband  and  wife  Join  in  a  lale  of  her  real  estate,  and  he  takes  the  proceeds  to  hia 
own  use,  there  is  no  implied  fond  raised  in  f aTor  of  the  wife. 

(«)  11  Yes.  687. 

(a)  See  the  obserration  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  8  Yes.  448,  444,  446. 

(6)  Salk.  lis.  (c)  5  Bos.  &  P.  148. 

{d)  8  Johns.  72.  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  hoaband  and  wife  are  separated 
by  a  divorce  a  menm  et  tkoro,  with  an  allowance  to  the  wife  for  alimony,  and  the  baa- 
band  omits  to  pay  it.    Hnnt  v,  De  Blaqaiere,  6  Bing.  660. 

(e)  See  2  Halst.  (N.  J.)  160,  where  that  case  was  expressly  condemned. 

(a)  In  some  of  the  states,  as  Pennsylvania  and  South  Carolina,  a  wife  may  act  as 
a  feme  »ole  trader,  and  become  liable,  as  such,  in  imitation  of  the  custom  of  London. 
Act  of  1718,  Pnrdon's  Dig.  424 ;  Burke  v.  Winkle,  2  Serg.  &  B.  ISO ;  Newbiggin  u. 

1  Seel67,n.  1.  >  Seel46,n.  1. 
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4.  Wife's  Capacity  in  Bquity.  —  (1.)  Of  PropeHy  in  Tnut  for 
Wife.  —  At  common  law  a  married  woman  was  not  allowed  to 
possess  personal  property  independent  of  her  husband.  But  in 
equity  she  is  allowed,  through  the  medium  of  a  trustee,  to  enjoy 
property  as  freely  as  2k  feme  sole;  and  it  is  not  unusual  to  convey 
or  bequeath  property  to  a  trustee  in  trust,  to  pay  the  interest  or 
income  thereof  to  the  wife,  for  her  separate  use,  free  from  the 
debts,  control,  or  interference  of  her  husband,  and  payable  upon 
her  separate  Order  or  receipt,  at  and  after  the  times  that  the  pay- 
ments respectively  become  due,  and  after  her  death  in  trust  for 
her  issue.  In  such  cases,  the  husband  has  no  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, though  after  the  interest  is  actually  received  by  the  wife, 
it  then  might  be  considered  as  part  of  the  husband^s  personal 
estate,  (i)  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  trustee  should  be  a 
stranger.  The  husband  himself  may  be  the  trustee ;  and  if 
property  be  settled  to  a  married  woman's  separate  use,  and  no 
trustee  be  appointed,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  protect  her 
interest  therein  against  the  creditors  of  the  husband,  and  the 
husband  may  be  considered  as  such  trustee,  notwithstanding 
he  was  not  a  party  to  the  instrument  under  which  the 
♦  163   wife  claims,  (c)  ^  y^    *  Where  the  husband  stipulates,  before 

Pillans,  2  Bay,  162 ;  State  Reports  in  Equity  (S.  C.)>  148, 149.  But,  for  greater  pro- 
tection to  the  wife,  no  suit  can  be  brought,  in  South  Carolina,  by  or  against  a  fema 
covert  sole  trader,  unless  her  husband  be  joined.  4  M'Cord,  413.  And  in  Pennsylvania 
the  privilege  extends  only  to  the  wives  of  husbands  gone  to  sea,  and  whose  wives  are 
left  at  shop-keeping,  or  to  work  at  any  trade  for  a  livelihood.  In  Louisiana,  the  wife 
has  peculiar  powers  and  privileges,  and  may  be  a  public  merchant,  and  bind  herself, 
yet  she  cannot  contract  a  debt  by  note  without  the  authorization  of  her  husband. 
Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  128,  2412;  12  La.  13. 

,  (6)  Lee  v.  Prieaux,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  381 ;  Norris  i;.  Hemingway,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  4 ;  Ex 
parte  Gadsden.  8.  c.  Law  Journal,  No.  33,  343 ;  Carroll  v.  Lee,  3  Gill  &  J.  504 ;  Beable 
V,  Dodd,  1  T.  R.  103.  Li  this  last  case  it  was  established  at  law  that  a  gift  or  devise 
to  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  a  feme  sole,  independent  of  the  control  and  debts  of  a 
future  husband,  was  valid,  but  the  feme  sole  might,  by  a  marriage  settlement,  in  c<m- 
sideration  of  marriage,  convey  the  estate  to  her  husband.  Being  for  her  benefit,  she 
might  waive  it. 

(c)  Bennet  v.  Davis,  2  P.  Wms.  816 ;  More  v.  Freeman,  Bunb.  205 ;  Hamilton  o. 
Bishop,  8  Yerg.  33;  Abbott,  Ch.  J.,  2  Carr.  &  Pa.  62;  Newlands  v.  Paynter,  4  My. 
&  Cr.  408  ;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  Mason,  455 ;  Escheator  v.  Smith,  4  M'Cord,  452 ; 
Clancy  on  the  Rights  of  Married  Women,  15-30;  Carroll  v.  Lee,  3  Gill  &  J.  504; 

1  See  164,  n.  1. 


y^  But  the  husband  wiU  not  usually    gess,  11R.1 115.    See  Mounger  v.  Duke, 
be  appointed  by  the  court.    Ely  v.  Bar-    53  Ga.  277. 
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marriage,  either  that  his  wife  shall  enjoy  her  own  property,  or 
that  she  shall  be  entitled  to  a  certain  benefit  out  of  his  estate, 
he  will  be  bound  in  equity  to  perform  his  agreement,  even  though 
it  was  entered  into  with  the  wife  herself,  and  became  suspended 

Wallingsford  v.  Allen,  10  Peters,  5S3;  Harkins  v.  Coalter,  2  Porter's  Ala.  4eS; 
McKennan  v.  Phillips,  6  Wharton,  571 ;  Trenton  Banking  Company  r.  Woodruff, 
1  Green  Ch.  (N.  J.)  117;  Shirley  v.  Shirley,  9  Paige,  363;  Griffith  ».  Griffith,  6  B. 
Mon.  115.  The  intention  to  create  a  trust  estate  for  the  wife  must  distinctly 
appear.  Clancy,  262,  268.  In  Griffith  v.  Griffith,  it  was  held  tliat  any  words  in 
giving  personal  estate  to  the  wife,  showing  an  intention  to  secure  a  use  to  the  wife 
separately,  would  suffice,  and  that  no  particular  form  of  expression  was  neces- 
■ary — Jbr  her  own  proper  use  is  sufficient  The  wife  may  give  or  lend  the  income 
of  her  separate  estate,  if  at  her  disposal,  to  her  husband  or  to  any  other  person,  and 
he  will  be  accountable  for  it.  Towers  v.  Hagner,  3  Wharton  (Penn.),  48.  Where  a 
testator  directed  a  share  of  the  proceeds  of  his  estate  to  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  his 
daughter,  ybr  her  oum  use  and  Itenejit^  and  there  was  no  intervention  of  trustees,  and  the 
gift  was  absolute,  it  was  lield,  in  that  case,  not  to  be  a  gift  to  her  separate  use;  and 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Hartley  v,  Hurle,  6  Yes.  640,  was  shaken.  Tyler  v.  Lake, 
4  Simons,  351.  In  Faulkner  v.  Faulkner,  3  Leigh,  255.  it  was  also  decided  that  at  lavs 
a  marriage  settlement,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  would  not  avail  to  secure 
the  property  to  the  wife,  as  against  the  husband.  So,  in  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  4  Dana 
(Ky.),  141,  it  was  held  that  though  a  valid  agreement  for  a  separation  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  for  a  separate  allowance  for  her  support,  might  be  made  through 
the  medium  of  a  third  party  as  a  trustee  for  the  wife,  and  by  whom  the  contract  may 
be  enforced,  yet  that  where  there  was  no  third  party,  no  suit  could  be  maintained, 
either  at  law  or  equity,  on  such  a  contract.  The  court  thought  the  judiciary  had  no 
power  to  move  one  step  in  advance  of  the  legislation  and  uniform  judicial  precedents 
on  the  subject.  But  if  before  marriage,  and  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  the  hus- 
band conveys  directly  to  his  intended  wife,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee, 
personal  property,  and  she  marries,  »nd  dies  without  issue  of  the  marriage,  it  was 
held  that  the  property  descended  to  her  heirs,  and  that  the  marital  rights  of  the  hus- 
band did  not  attach.  Allen  v.  Runiph,2  Hill  Ch.  (S.  C.)  1.  In  Price  v.  Bigham,  7  Harr. 
9u  J.  206,  where  real  estate  was,  after  marriage,  conveyed  in  trust  fdr  the  separate 
use  of  the  wife,  with  power  to  her  to  sell  by  deed,  she  was  allowed  to  charge  the 
estate  with  the  payment  of  her  debts,  and  equity  enforced  the  contract  by  decreeing 
a  sale  of  the  estate.  So  a  feme  covert,  having  a  separate  estate  and  living  apart  from 
her  husband,  may  charge  it  by  her  general  engagements  or  verbal  promise,  without 
any  particular  reference  to  that  estate,  as  well  as  by  a  written  instrument ;  and  the 
creditor  may  reach  it  through  a  suit  instituted  in  equity  against  her  and  her  trustees. 
Murray  t?.  Barlee,  8  Mylne  &  K.  209 ;  4  Simons,  82.  She  may  charge  her  separate 
maintenance  by  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange.  It  amounts  to  a  power  of  appointment 
pro  tanto  of  her  separate  estate,  but  the  vice-chancellor  said  that  the  court  could  not 
subject  her  separate  property  to  general  demands.  Stuart  u.  Kirkwall,  8  Madd.  [387] 
200,  Am.  ed.  The  cases  on  this  point  are  contradictory.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
never  provides  for  the  children,  while  the  wife  is  living,  out  of  her  separate  prop- 
erty. She  is  not  bound  to  provide  for  the  children,  or  her  husband,  out  of  the 
property  settled  to  her  separate  use.  The  husband  is  left  to  maintain  her  and  the 
children.  In  the  case  of  Ann^  Walker,  Cases  temp.  Sugden,  by  Lloyd  &  Goold,  299, 
328,332. 
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at  law  by  his  subsequent  marriage,  (a)  Gifts  from  the  husband 
to  the  wife  may  be  supported  as  her  separate  property,  if  they 
be  not  prejudicial  to  creditors,  even  without  the  intervention  of 
trustees  ;  (&)  and  where  the  husband,  after  marriage,  agreed,  in 
writing,  to  settle  part  of  the  wife's  property  upon  her,  the  agree- 
ment was  held  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  children,  and  that 
the  wife  herself  could  not  waive  it.  (c) 

(a)  It  is  to  be  considered  as  well  settled,  say  the  court  in  Stillej  v.  Folger,  14 
Ohio,  649,  that  almost  any  bona  fide  and  reaaonaUe  agreement,  made  before  marriage, 
to  secure  the  wife  either  in  the  enjoyment  of  her  own  property  or  a  portion  of  that 
of  her  husband,  whether  during  ooTertnre  or  after  his  death,  wiU  be  carried  into 
execution  in  chanceiy. 

(&)  Case  of  the  Countess  Cowper,  before  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  cited  in  1  Atk.  271 ; 
8  id.  293 ;  Slanning  r.  Style,  8  P.  Wms.  834;  More  v.  Freeman,  Bunb.  206;  Lucas  v. 
Lucas,  1  Atk.  270;  8  id.  893;  Brinkman  v.  Brinkman,  cited  in  8  Atk.  894;  Rich  v. 
Cockell,  9  Yes.  869;  Walter  v.  Hodge,  2  Swanst.  97;  a.  c.  1  Wilson,  Ch.  446; 
Keuf yille  v,  Thompson,  8  £dw.  Ch.  92 ;  Taylor,  Ch.  J.,  in  Liles  o.  Fleming,  1  Dey. 
Eq.  187.  The  English  statute  of  8  &  4  Wm.  IV.  has  now  given  sanction  to  this 
doctrine,  and  the  husband  is  allowed  to  make  a  conveyance  to  his  wife  without  the 
intervention  of  a  trustee.  In  Maloney  v.  Kennedy,  10  Sim.  264,  it  was  held, 
that  where  there  are  dividends  on  property  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife, 
and  she  makes  no  disposition  of  them  by  will,  they  pass  by  law  to  the  husband  in 
bis  marital  right.  The  money  must  remain  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  to  protect  it 
from  the  husband. 

In  Graham  v.  Londonderry,  8  Atk.  898,  it  was  held  that  a  gift  to  a  wife  by  a 
third  person,  or  by  the  husband,  is  construed  to  be  a  gift  to  her  separate  use,  and 
she  is  entitled  to  the  same  in  her  own  right  as  her  separate  estate ;  but  mere  orna- 
ments for  her  parlor  are  considered  as  paraphernalia,  and  the  husband  may  alien 
them  in  his  lifetime ;  but  if  lie  only  pledges  them,  and  on  his  death  leaves  personal 
estate  sufficient  to  pay  hia  debts  and  redeem  them,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  that 
redemption. 

(c)  Fenner  v.  Taylor,  1  Sim.  169.  In  South  Carolina,  all  marriage  settlements, 
antenuptial  or  postnuptial,  are  required,  by  statute  of  1828,  to  be  recorded  within 
three  months  after  their  execution ;  and  any  settlement  of  property  by  the  husband 
on  the  wife  after  marriage  is  a  postnuptial  settlement  within  the  rule.  In  default  of 
such  record,  the  marriage  settlement  is  declared  void.  Marriage  settlements,  strictly 
speaking,  are  those  settlements  only,  whether  made  before  or  after  marriage,  which 
are  made  in  consideration  of  marriage  only ;  but  the  statute  in  South  Carolina  was 
intended  to  apply  to  all  postnuptial  settlements  on  the  wife.  Price  v.  White  and 
others,  Carolina  Law  Journal,  No.  8.  See,  also,  in  the  same  work,  p.  352,  an  essay  on 
the  registry  acts  of  South  Carolina,  pointing  out  their  imperfections,  and  suggest- 
ing amendments.  The  act  of  South  Carolina  of  1792  required  all  marriage  con- 
tracts and  settlements  to  specify,  either  in  the  instrument  or  in  a  schedule  annexed, 
the  property  intended  to  be  settled,  and,  in  default  thereof,  the  settlement  is  void 
as  to  creditors  and  purchasers.  In  Virginia,  deeds  of  settlement  upon  marriage, 
wherein  either  lands,  slaves,  or  personal  property  shall  be  settled,  or  covenanted  to  be 
left  or  paid  at  the  death  of  the  party,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  void  as  to  creditors  and 
subsequent  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  unless  acknowl- 
edged or  proved,  and  recorded,  &c.    1  Revised  Code,  c.  99,  sec.  4.    If  not  recorded, 
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The  wife  being  enabled  in  equity  to  act  upon  property  in  the 
hands  of  her  trustees,  she  is  treated  in  that  coui-t  as  having  in- 
terests and  obligations  distinct  from  those  of  her  husband. 
•  She  may  institute  a  suit  by  her  next  friend,  and  she  may  *  164 
obtain  an  order  to  defend  separately  suits  against  her; 
and,  when  compelled  to  sue  her  husband  in  equity,  the  court  may 
order  him  to  make  her  a  reasonable  allowance  in  money  to  carry 
on  the  suit,  (a)  ^ 

they  are  Toid  only  as  as  against  the  creditoTB  of  the  wife.    Land  i;.  Jeffries,  6  Band. 
811 ;  Pierce  v.  Turner,  5  Cranch,  154. 

(a)  Mix  p.  Mix,  1  Johns.  Ch.  108 ;  Denton  v.  Denton,  ib.  864,  441 ;  Wilson  v.  Wil- 
son, 2  Hagg.  Coos.  203 ;  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  IL  148,  sec.  68. 


>  Separate  Property,  ^c.  —  (a)  The  in- 
terposition of  a  trustee  is  not  necessary. 
Hall  9.  Waterhonse,  13  W.  B.  633;  Gover 
r.  Owings,  16  Md.  91 ;  Schaf  roth  v.  Ambs, 
46  Mo.  1 14  ;  [Gill  v.  Woods,  81  111.  64 ;  Hol- 
thaus  o.  Hombostle,  60  Mo.  439;  Wood 
V.  Wood,  83  N.  Y.  575.]  See  Walker  ». 
Walker,  9  Wall.  743, 758 ;  Lloyd  kr.  Pughe, 
L.  B.  14  Eq.  241.  And  a  covenant  by  a 
man  with  a  woman  to  pay  her  an  annuity 
for  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
and  free  from  anticipation,  is  only  sus- 
pended by  his  marriage  with  her,  so  tliat 
she  may  recover  arrears  accrued  after  his 
death.  Fitzgerald  v,  Fitzgerald,  L.  B.  2 
P.C.83. 

Married  women  are  now  very  generally 
authorized  by  statute  to  hold  property  to 
tiieir  separate  use;  and  in  some  states, 
contracts  made  by  the  husband  with  the 
wife  before  or  even  during  marriage  have 
been  upheld  after  his  death  or  divorce. 
W^Mter  V.  Webster,  68  Me.  139.  See 
also  Logan  v.  Hall,  19  Iowa,  491 ;  Stead- 
man  w.  Wilbur,  7  B.  I.  481 ;  Hinney  v. 
Phillips,  50  Penn.  St.  382;  Child  v.  Pearl, 
43  Vt.  224 ;  Simmons  v,  Thomas.  43  Miss. 
81 ;  Stone  v.  Gazzam,  46  Ala  269.  But 
see  Abbott  v.  Winchester,  105  Mass.  115; 
Patterson  v.  Patterson,  45  N.  H.  164 ;  Pike 
e.  Baker,  53  HI.  163. 

In  Massy  v.  Bowen,  L.  B.  4  H.  L.  288, 
it  was  determined  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
upon   much  argument,  that   the  word 


"  sole  "  in  a  will,  without  the  word  "  sepa- 
rate," has  not  a  technical  meaning,  unless 
the  rest  of  the  will  furnishes  evidence  of 
that  intent  It  seems  that  in  a  marriage 
settlement,  however,  "sole"  may  mean 
free  from  the  control  of  the  husband. 
Ibid.  297.  See  /n  re  Tarsey,  L.  B.  1  Eq. 
561 ;  Gilbert  v.  Lewis,  1  De  G.,  J.  &  S.  38, 
48.  For  numerous  nice  questions  of  con- 
struction arising  out  of  other  expressions, 
the  student  is  referred  to  special  treatises. 
(6)  How  Separate  Property  is  charged.  — 
"  There  has  been  much  discussion  as  to 
the  precise  mode  'in  which  a  married 
woman's  estate  could  be  affected  by  any- 
thing except  an  actual  disposition.  ...  At 
one  time  it  was  held  that  an  appointment 
would  be  inferred,  but  Lord  Cottenham,  in 
Owens  V.  Dickenson,  Cr.  &  B.  48,  disposed 
of  that  by  saying,  that  if  so  the  creditors 
must  take  in  the  order  of  the  appoint- 
ments. All  these  theories  have  been 
given  up,  and  the  doctrine  has  been  placed 
upon  a  sound  foundation  by  Johnson  v, 
Gallagher."  Lord  Hatherley,  L.  C,  in 
L.  B.  5  Ch.  276.  The  doctrine  is,  that 
when  a  married  woman  having  separate 
estate,  and  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
contracts  debts,  the  court  will  impute  to 
her  the  intention  of  dealing  with  her 
separate  estate,  unless  the  contrary  is 
clearly  proved.  But  as  the  obligation  is 
simply  a  debt  up  to  the  time  of  the  actual 
judgment,  it  is  only  that  property  which 
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(2.)  Her  Power  under  Settlements. —  The  general  grounds  upon 
which  equity  allows  a  wife  to  institute  a  suit  against  her  husband 


she  then  had  which  can  be  charged. 
Johnson  v,  Gallagher,  3  De  G.,  F.  &  J. 
494,  621 ;  8.  c.  7  Jur.  k.  b.  273 ;  Picard  i\ 
Hine,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  274,  277;  McHenry  v. 
Davies,  L.  R.  10  £q.  88.  See  Johnson 
V.  Cummins,  1  C.  E.  Green,  97.  [And 
alienation  wliiie  suit  is  pending  will  not 
be  enjoined.  Robinson  v.  Pickering,  10 
Ch.  D.  660,  overruling  a.  c.  ib.  371.]  And 
when  she  is  living  with  her  husband,  her 
separate  estate  will  be  liable  if  she  pur- 
ports to  contract  not  for  him  but  for  her- 
self, and  on  the  credit  of  her  separate 
estate,  and  it  was  so  intended  by  her,  and 
80  understood  by  the  person  with  whom 
she  is  contracting.  Whether  the  obliga- 
tion was  contracted  in  this  manner  is  to 
be  judged  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case.  Matthewntan's  Case, 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  781. 787 ;  Johnson  v.  Gallagher, 
supra.  See  Ballin  u.  Dillaye,  37  N.  Y.  36. 
But  her  separate  estate  will  not  be  liable 
In  this  country  when  she  is  a  mere  surety, 
or  makes  the  contract  for  the  accommo- 


x^  In  some  states  husband  and  wife  may 
convey  directly  to  one  another.  Wells 
V.  Cay  wood,  3  Col.  487;  Call  v.  Perkins, 
66  Me.  439.  And  in  Massachusetts,  where 
this  is  not  permitted,  it  was  held  that  an 
agreement  by  a  husband,  in  consideration 
of  her  release  of  dower  for  his  benefit 
and  at  his  request,  to  transfer  stock  to  his 
wife,  gave  her  an  equity  valid  as  against 
his  assignee  in  insolvency  subsequentl}' 
appointed.  Holmes  v.  Winchester,  133 
Mass.  140.  But  in  Fowle  v.  Torrey,  136 
Mass.  87,  it  was  held  that  a  wife  could 
not  enforce  in  equity  a  loan  out  of  her  sep- 
arate estate  to  a  firm  of  which  her  husband 
was  a  member.  But  see  especially  the 
able  dissenting  opinion  of  Field,  J.,  where 
the  cases  are  fully  collected.  Atlantic 
Bank  v,  Tavener,  130  Mass.  407 ;  post, 
173,  n.  1,  T*.  Under  some  statutes,  suits 
at  law  between  husband  and  wife  are  al- 
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dation  of  another,  without  consideration 
received  by  her,  unless  an  express  in- 
strument makes  the  debt  a  charge  upon 
it,  Yale  v.  Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  265;  22 
N.  Y.  460;  [68  N.  Y.  329  ;J  WiUard  r. 
Eastham,  16  Gray,  328 ;  Pcake  v.  La  Baw, 
6  C.  E.  Green  (21  N.  J.  Eq  ),  269.  See 
Kimm  i;.  Weippert»  46  Mo.  632, 614.  But 
see  Miller  u.  Brown,  47  Mo.  604 ;  Ozley 
V.  Ikelheimer,  26  Ala.  332;  [WilUams  o. 
Urmston,  36  Ohio  St  296.] 

When  the  woman  has  only  a  life  estate 
in  personalty  to  her  separate  use,  with  a 
general  power  of  appointment  by  will, 
she  does  not,  by  exercising  the  power, 
make  the  property  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  such  engagements  as  would  be 
charges  on  her  separate  estate.  Vaughan 
V.  Vandcrstegen,  2  Drewry,  166 ;  Shattock 
t;.  Shattock,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  182,  193 ;  Mat- 
thewman*s  Case,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  781,  780; 
BUtchford  v.  Wooley,  2  Drew.  &.  Sm. 
204.  xi 

(c)  Dif    Will,  — With  regard  to    the 


lowed.  Wood  v.  Wood.  83  N.  Y.  676; 
Johnson  v.  Johnson,  72  111.  489.  See  fur- 
ther, as  to  the  capacity  of  husband  and 
wife  to  contract  with  one  another,  Roby 
r.  Phelon,  118  Mass.  641;  Kenworthy  v. 
Sawyer,  125  Mass.  28;  Wallace  r.  Fin- 
berg,  46  Tex.  86.  As  to  the  effect  of 
statutes  creating  separate  estates  in  mar- 
ried women,  upon  such  separate  estates 
as  are  sustained  in  equity,  and  generally 
as  to  the  distinction  between  statutory  and 
equitable  separate  estates,  see  Musson  v. 
Trigg,  61  Miss.  172 ;  Robinson  v.  O'Neal, 
66  Ala.  641 ;  Angell  v,  McCullough.  12 
R.  I.  47;  Thames  &  Co.  v.  Rembert't 
Adm.,  63  Ala.  661 ;  Lippincott  i;.  Mitchell, 
94  U.  S.  767.  Comp.  Wood  p.  Wood, 
83  N.  Y.  676. 

The  words  '*sole  use  and  disposal" 
were  held  to  pass  a  separate  estate. 
Bland  v.  Dawes,  17   Ch.  D.  794.    It  is 
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are,  when  anything  is  given  to  her  separate  use,  or  her  husband 
refuses  to  perform  marriage  articles,  or  articles  for  a  separate 


ordinaiy  eqnitable  estates  belonging  to  a 
feme  covert,  as  where  lands  are  given  to 
trustees  in  fee  upon  trost  for  a  married 
woman  and  her  heirs,  or  for  a  single 
woman  in  fee  'who  afterwards  marries, 
eqoitj  foUows  the  law,  and  requires  that 
her  equitable  estate  shall  be  dealt  with 
inter  ncos  in  the  same  manner  as  a  legal 
estate ;  and  in  like  manner  an  estate  of 
this  nature  cannot  be  devised  by  a  feme 
eocert  in  England.  But  the  interest  created 
bj  the  separate  use  is  the  creation  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  which  there  is  nothing 
correspondent  at  law,  and  which  would 
be  deprived  of  its  character  if  it  were 
made  subject  to  a  form  of  alienation  that 
proceeds  upon  the  basis  of  the  existence 
of  control  and  interest  in  the  huslmnd, 
and  personal  disability  in  the  wife.  It 
was  accordingly  held  that  a  feme  covert^ 
not  restrained  from  alienation,  had,  as  in- 
cident to  her  separate  real  estate  in  fee- 


simple,  and  without  any  express  power,  a 
complete  right  of  alienation  by  instrument 
inter  vicos  or  by  will.  Taylor  v.  Meads,  13 
W.  R.  894;  11  Jur.  m.  s.  166;  [Bishop  v. 
Wall,  8  Ch.  D.  194.  And  thereby  defeat 
the  husband's  curtesy.  Cooper  v.  Mao- 
Donald,  7  Ch.  D.  288.]  A  like  decision 
was  made  when  no  trustees  intervened. 
HaU  r.  Waterhouse,  13  W.  R.  633;  11 
Jur.  H.  B.  861.  See,  generally,  Porcher 
p.  Daniel,  12  Rich.  £q.  349;  Michael  v. 
Baker,  12  Md.  158;  Burton  v.  Holly,  18 
Ala.  408 ;  Cutter  r.  Butler.  6  Foster,  543 ; 
Caldwell  v.  Renfrew,  83  Vt.  218.  The 
student  should  bear  in  mind  that  the  tes- 
tamentary power  of  married  women  has 
been  extensively  modified  and  enlarged 
by  statute  in  many  of  the  United  States. 
Vide  ex.  gr.  Silsby  v.  Bullock,  10  Allen, 
94 ;  Wliite  r.  Wager,  25  N.  Y.  828 ;  Lee 
V.  Bennett,  31  Miss.  li9;  Wakefield  o. 
Phelps,  37  N.  H.  296. 


said  there  must  be  a  concurrent  intent  to 
benefit  the  wife  and  to  exclude  the  hus- 
band. In  fn  re  Peacock's  Trusts,  10  Ch. 
D.490,  such  intent  was  inferred  from  the 
nature  and  general  purposes  of  a  fund. 
*'  Sole  and  proper  use,  benefit,  and  be- 
hoof," was  held  not  to  vest  an  equitable 
separate  estate.  Lippincott  v.  Mitchell, 
94  U.  S.  767. 

As  to  the  power  of  a  married  woman 
to  alienate  or  charge  her  separate  estate 
directly,  see  Musson  i^.  Trigg,  51  Miss. 
172 ;  Cooper  p.  MacDonald,  7  Ch  D.  288. 
In  Pike  v.  Fitzgibbon.  17  Ch.  D.  454,  it 
was  held,  in  an  elaborate  judgment,  that 
only  property  which  a  married  woman 
held  when  the  debts  were  contracted, 
with  power  to  dispose  of  it,  and  which 
she  continued  to  hold  to  the  time  of  judg- 
ment, could  be  chaiged.  In  this  case 
several  previous  cases  are  dissented  from 
or  dUtinguished.  See  s.  c.  1 4  Ch.  D.  837  ; 
Flower  r.  Bailer,  15  Ch.  D.  665;   /are 


Harvey's  Est.,  13  Ch.  D.  216,  a  case  in 
which  Vaughan  v.  Vanderstegen  and 
Blatchford  v.  Wooley  (n.  1)  were  cited 
but  not  followed.  See  further,  Roberts 
p.  Watkins,  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  552;  Smith 
V.  Lucas,  18  Ch.  D.  531;  Chapman  p. 
Biggs,  11  Q.  B.  D.  27.  The  principle 
of  the  cases  is  that  a  married  woman 
by  having  separate  estate  does  not  ac- 
quire a  status  enabling  her  to  contract 
generally,  but  that  she  simply  has  a 
power  to  charge  by  her  promises  such 
separate  estate  as  slie  may  hold  at  the 
time  which  is  not  subject  to  any  restraint 
on  alienation.  But  under  some  statutes 
her  power  is  more  extended,  and  is  to 
bind  herself  personally  by  contract  relat- 
ing to  her  separate  estate;  and  under 
such  statutes  all  her  separate  estate  is 
chargeable.  Cashman  v.  Henry,  76  N.  Y. 
laS;  Radford  v,  Carwile.  13  W.  Va.  572, 
where  the  authorities  are  reviewed  at 
length.  See  also  Burr  v.  Swan,  118 
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maintenance ;  or  where  the  wife,  being  deserted  by  her  husband, 
hath  acquired  by  her  labor  a  separate  property,  of  which  he  has 
plundered  her.  The  acquisitions  of  the  wife,  in  such  a  case,  are 
her  separate  property,  and  she  may  dispose  of  them  by  will  or 
otherwise.  (6)  It  is  the  settled  rule  in  equity  that  ?Lfeme  covert^ 
in  regard  to  her  separate  property,  is  considered  9k  feme  sole^  and 
iiiAJ)  by  her  contracts,  bind  such  separate  estate.  The  power  of 
appointment  is  incident  to  the  power  of  enjoyment  of  her  separate 
property.  It  is  sufficient  that  there  is  an  intention  to  charge  her 
separate  estate,  and  the  contract  of  a  debt  by  her  during  cover- 
ture is  a  presumption  of  that  intention  ;  and  the  later  decisions 
held  her  separate  estate  responsible,  without  showing  any  promise. 
Her  contract  amounts  to  an  appointment,  (c)     Though  a  woman 

(6)  Cecil  V,  Juxon,  1  Atk.  278;  Starrett  v,  Wynn,  17  Serg.  &  R.  180. 

(c)  2  Story  Eq.  Jur.  628, 773 ;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  22  Wend.  528 ;  Mallory  v.  Vandei^ 
heyden,  by  Vice-Chancellor  Parker,  of  the  8d  circuit,  N.  Y.  Legal  Obgerver,  [No.  4, J 
January  7,  1846.  The  ground  on  which  a  creditor  may  proceed  against  the  separate 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  for  a  debt  not  charged  upon  her  estate,  pursuant  to  a  deed 


Mass.  688 ;  Nash  v.  Mitchell,  71  N.  T. 
199.  To  charge  the  separate  estate  there 
must  have  been  either  an  actual  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  married  woman  to  charge 
it,  or  else  an  ostensible  intent  on  which 
the  contractee  coald  fairly  rely.  These 
are  separate  principles,  though  they  are 
not  usually  kept  distinct.  It  is  a  question 
of  fact  in  each  case  whether  there  was 
such  actual  intent,  the  important  points 
to  consider  being  the  position  of  defend- 
ant at  the  time,  and  the  relation  of  the 
contract  to  the  separate  estate.  Avery 
V.  Yansickle,  85  Ohio  St.  270 ;  Patrick 
V.  Littell,  86  Oliio  St.  79;  Dale  v.  Rob- 
inson, 51  Vt.  20.  Some  cases  go  to  the 
length  of  holding  that  the  mere  fact 
of  contracting  gires  rise  to  a  presump- 
tion of  such  intent.  Metropolitan  Bank 
V,  Taylor,  62  Mo.  SS6;  Williams  v  Urm- 
ston,  35  Ohio  St.  296.  See  also  Burnett 
V.  Hawpe's  Exr.,  25  Gratt.  481;  Da- 
vies  0.  Jenkins,  6  Ch.  D.  728.  But  see 
Wilson  V.  Jones,  46  Md.  849 ;  Maguire  v. 
Maguire,  3  Mo.  App.  458 ;  Pippen  v.  Wes- 
son, 74  N.  C.  487;  StiUwell  i;.  Adams, 
29  Ark.  346 ;  Eliott  r.  Gower,  12  R.  I 
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79.  The  doctrine  of  ostensible  intent  is 
usually  expressed  as  a  taking  upon  the 
faith  or  credit  of  the  separate  estate; 
meaning  upon  the  faith  or  credit  of  an 
intent  to  charge  the  separate  estate.  See 
Dale  V.  Robinson,  supra ;  Avery  v.  Van- 
sickle,  mpra.  That  a  married  woman 
may  charge  her  separate  estate  by  con- 
tract, as  surety  for  her  husband  or  another, 
is  clear ;  and  in  such  case  she  is  entitled 
to  aU  the  rights  of  sureties.  Wilcox  o. 
Todd,  64  Mo.  888:  Hubbard  v.  Ogden,  22 
Kans.  863 ;  Radford  r.  Carwile,  13  W.  Va. 
572 ;  Haflfey  v.  Carey,  73  Pa.  St.  481.  A 
charge  on  separate  estate  being  on  trust 
funds,  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations. Hodgson  V.  Williamson,  15  Ch. 
D.  87.  If  the  wife  allows  her  husband  to 
receive  and  use  her  separate  estate,  the 
presumption  is  that  it  was  a  gift,  and  she 
cannot  claim  an  account  from*  him  or  his 
estate.  Jacobs  v.  Hesler,  113  Mass.  157; 
Besson  v,  Eveland,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  468.  See 
Dixon  ».  Dixon,  9  Ch.  D.  587.  But  see 
Patten  r.  Patten,  75  111,  446,  where  the 
court  distinguished  between  statutory 
and  equitable  separate  estate. 
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may  be  proceeded  against  in  equity  without  her  husband,  and 
though  her  separate  estate  be  liable  for  her  debts  dum  Bola^  yet 
the  court  cannot  make  a  personal  decree  against  her  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt.  All  it  can  do  iB,»to  call  forth  her  separate 
personal  property  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  and  to  direct  the  appli* 
cation  of  it.  (d)  *  When  the  wife  has  separate  property,  the  relief 
afforded  is  by  following  it  in  the  bands  of  trustees ;  and,  in  this 
way,  courts  of  equity  can  attain  a  pure  and  perfect  justice,  which 
courts  of  law  are  unable  to  reach. 

If,  by  marriage  settlement,  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
wife  be  secured  to  her  separate  use,  the  husband  is  accountable 
for  that  part  of  it  which  comes  to  his  hands ;  and  a  feme  covert^ 
with  respect  to  her  separate  property,  is  to  be  considered 
9k  feme  sole  sub  modo  only,  or  to  the  extent  of  the  *  power  *  165 
clearly  given  her  by  the  marriage  settlement.  Her  power 
of  disposition  is  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  mode  prescribed 
in  the  deed  or  will  under  which  she  becomes  entitled  to  the  prop- 
erty ;  and  if  she  has  a  power  of  appointment  by  will,  she  cannot 
appoint  by  deed ;  and  if  by  deed,  she  cannot  dispose  of  the  prop- 
erty by  a  parol  gift  or  contract,  (a)     These  marriage  settlements 

of  letUenient,  miuit  be  by  showing  that  the  debt  was  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate,  or  for  her  own  benefit,  upon  the  credit  of  the  separate  estate.  Curtis 
9.  Eogel,  2  Sandf .  Ch.  287.  288. 

{d)  Halme  v.  Tenant,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  16;  Norton  v.  TurTiU,2  P.  Wms.  144;  LilUa  v. 
Airejr,  1  Vea.  Jr.  277 ;  Lord  Loughborough,  2  Ves.  145 ;  Dowling  v.  Maguire,  1  Lloyd 
k  Goold,  t.  Plunkett,  10 ;  Montgomery  v.  Eveleigh,  1  M'Cord  Ch.  267 ;  May  wood  v. 
Johnson,  1  Hill  Ch.  228.  Vide  post,  165, 166;  Prater's  Law  of  Husband  and  Wife. 
109 ;  North  American  Coal  Company  v,  Dyett,  7  Paige,  1 ;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  ib. 
112.  If  the  wife  has  separate  property,  and  lives  apart  from  her  husband,  that  prop- 
erty will  be  liable  in  equity  to  her  contracts,  though  they  do  not  specially  refer  to  that 
property.  Lord  Kenyon.  in  Marshall  v,  Rutton,  8  T.  R.  545 ;  Murray  v.  Barlee,  4  Sim. 
82;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  ut  supra,  and  s.  c.  22  Wend.  526.  In  Bullpin  v.  Clark,  17  Ves. 
366,  the  Blaster  of  the  Rolls  decreed  that  a  debt  by  promissory  note,  given  by  a  wife 
for  money  loaned  to  her  for  her  separate  use,  be  paid  by  her  trustees  out  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate.  So,  in  Stuart  9.  Kirkwall,  3  Madd.  Ch.  387,  a  similar  decree  was  made  on 
a  bill  against  husband  and  wife,  on  her  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  vice- 
chancellor  considering  the  act  as  an  appointment  by  her  pro  tanto  of  her  separate 
estate.  The  courts  of  equity  in  South  Carolina  have  so  far  departed  from  the  Eng- 
lish doctrine,  that  the  wife  cannot,  by  her  own  act  merely,  charge  the  separate  estate ; 
but  the  court  will  look  into  the  circumstances,  and  see  tliat  a  proper  case  existed, 
even  if  the  appropriation  was  by  herself,  for  the  necessary  support  of  herself  and 
family.    The  husband  cannot  do  it.    Maywood  i^.  Johnston,  1  Hill  Ch.  236. 

(a)  The  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  t;.  Jaques,  1  Johns.  Ch.  450 ;  8  id.  77 ;  Lan- 
caster V.  Dolan,  1  Rawle,  231,  248 ;  Thomas  r.  Folwell,  2  Wharton,  11.    But  in  Vizon- 

^  See  note  1,  supra. 
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are  benignly  intended  to  secure  to  the  wife  a  certain  support  in 
every  event,  and  to  guard  her  against  being  overwhelmed  by 
the  misfortunes,  or  unkindness,  or  vices  of  her  husband.  They 
usually  proceed  from  the  prudence  and  foresight  of  friends,  or  the 
warm  and  anxious  affection  of  parents  ;  and,  if  fairly  made,  they 
ought  to  be  supported  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  instrument  by  which  they  are  created.  A  court  of  equity 
will  carry  the  intention  of  these  settlements  into  effect,  and  not 
permit  the  intention  to  be  defeated.  These  general  principles 
pervade  the  numerous  and  complicated  cases  on  the  subject ; 
though  it  must  be  admitted  that  those  cases  are  sometimes 
discordant  in  the  application  of  their  doctrines,  and  perplexingly 
subtle  in  their  distinctions.  (5) 

neau  v.  Pegrnm,  2  Leigh,  1S3,  the  doctrine  declared  was,  that  a  feme  covert,  as  to 
property  settled  to  her  separate  use,  was  nfeme  sole,  and  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  her 
separate  personal  estate,  and  the  profits  of  her  separate  real  estate,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  she  were  a  feme  90U,  unless  her  power  of  alienation  be  restrained  by  the 
instrument  creating  the  separate  estate. 

(h)  A  gift  of  leasehold  property  was  made  to  a  daughter  for  her  separate  use, 
free  from  the  control  of  any  future  husband,  and  she  subsequently  married  without 
a  settlement.  She  was  held  to  be  entitled,  on  a  separation,  to  the  leasehold  property, 
for  her  separate  use,  and  the  marital  right  was  excluded.  Anderson  v.  Anderson, 
2  My.  &  K.  427.  This  was  decided  by  Sir  John  Leach,  and  affirmed  by  Lord  Eldon. 
But  a  new  doctrine  on  this  subject  has  been  recently  started  in  England,  and  it  has 
been  held  that  gifts  to  a  feme  sole,  or  to  trustees  in  trust  for  a  feme  ioie,  to  her  separate 
use,  free  from  the  control  of  any  future  husband,  and  not  to  be  subject  to  his  debts 
or  disposition,  are,  as  to  such  restraints,  illegal  and  yoid,  unless  they  be  settlements 
made  in  immediate  contemplation  of  marriage.  A  clause  against  anticipation  annexed 
to  such  a  gift  is  equally  inoperative.  Massey  v.  Parker,  2  My.  &  K.  174.  It  was  also 
held  in  Barton  v.  Briscoe,  Jacob,  603,  and  in  Benson  v.  Benson,  0  Sim.  126,  that,  on  a 
settlement  in  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  for  life,  the  clause  against 
anticipation  became  inoperative  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  no  longer  binding. 
And  in  Woodmeston  u.  Walker,  2  Russ.  &  My.  197,  though  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
held  that  a  gift  of  an  annuity  to  a  single  woman,  for  her  separate  use,  independent  of 
any  future  husband,  and  with  a  restraint  on  the  disposition  of  the  same  by  anticipa^ 
lion,  was  valid  and  binding,  in  respect  to  a  future  marriage ;  yet  Lord  Ch.  Brougham, 
on  appeal,  held  that  the/e/n«  sole  was  entitled  to  the  absolute  disposal  of  the  fund  at 
once  without  any  restraint.  The  object  of  these  cheeks  was  only  to  exclude  marital 
claims.  He  held  the  same  doctrine  in  Brown  v.  Pocock,  6  Sim.  663 ;  2  Russ.  & 
My.  210 ;  1  Coop.  Sel.  Ca.  [temp.  Brougham,]  70,  fl.  c. ;  and  so  did  Sir  John  Leach, 
in  Acton  v.  White,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  429.  The  principle  declared  by  these  cases  in 
equity  was,  that  unless  the  female  to  whom  the  gift  be  made  be  married  at  the 
time  the  interest  vests,  and  the  coverture  be  continuing  down  to  the  moment  when 
the  alienation  is  attempted,  a  female  of  full  age  stands  precisely  on  the  same  foot- 
ing with  a  male,  and  equally  with  him  may  exercise  all  the  rights  of  ownership, 
notwithstanding  a  clause  against  anticipation  and  against  marital  interference.  The 
trust  fund  is  at  her  free  dbposal  while  she  is  sui  juris,  and  a  court  of  equity  only 
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In  the  case  of  Jaqmz  y.  The  Methodist  HpUeopal  Churchy  as 
reviewed  iu  the  Court  of  Errors  of  New  York,  ((?)  it  was  declared, 
that  a  feme  covert^  with  respect  to  her  separate  property,  was  to 
be  regarded  in  a  court  of  equity  as  a  feme  sole^  and  might  dispose 
of  it  without  the  assent  and  concurrence  of  her  trustee,  unless 
she  was  specially  restrained  by  the  instrument  under  which  she 
acquired  her  separate  estate.  But  it  was  held  (and  in  that  con- 
sisted the  difference  between  the  decision  in  chancery  and  the 
correction  of  it  on  appeal),  that  though  a  particular  mode  of 
disposition  was  specifically  pointed  out  in  the  instrument  or  deed 
of  settlement,  it  would  not  preclude  the  wife  from  adopting 
any  other  mode  *  of  disposition,  unless  she  was,  by  the  iu-  *  166 
strument,  specially  resti*aiued,  in  her  power  of  disposition, 

giTes  effect  to  the  restriction  upon  her  mnrringe,  nnd  while  remaining  married, 
against  marital  claims.  In  any  other  view  the  riglit  of  disposition  is  incident  to 
property.  Smith  v.  Starr,  8  Whart  62 ;  Hamersley  v.  Smith,  4  Whart.  126,  s.  p. 
The  trust  estate  created  by  will  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  not  only 
ceases  when  she  becomes  a  widow,  but  does  not  revive  on  her  subsequent  marriage, 
lb.;  Knight  v.  Knight,  6  Sim.  121.  But  see  contra,  post,  170,  note.  In  Newton  v. 
Reid,  4  Sim.  141,  the  Vice-chancellor,  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  went  further,  and  held  that 
though  the  annuity  be  given  by  will,  in  trust  for  a  daughter  for  life,  not  subject  to  the 
debts  or  control  of  any  future  husband,  nor  alienable  by  her,  and  intended  for  her 
support,  and  she  marries,  the  restrictions  were  stiU  void,  and  she  and  her  husband 
might  seU  the  annuity,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  pay  his  debts,  and  for  his  use. 
This  was  canying  the  new  doctrine  to  an  unreasonable  extent,  and  it  is  not  the  law 
in  this  country.  The  lord  chancellor,  in  Nedby  v.  Nedby  (1839),  [4  Myl.A  Cr.  376,] 
disclaimed  being  bound  by  the  decision  in  Massey  v.  Parker,  and  he  said  he  had  diffi- 
culties in  supporting  it.  He  said  further  that  Newton  v,  Reid  went  beyond  what  any- 
body had  ever  contended  for.  He  was  for  preserving  trusts  created  for  the  separate 
use  of  married  women,  and  the  rule  seems  to  be  established  in  equity  that  marriage 
does  not  per  se  merge  the  rights  of  property  to  the  feme  aoU  in  those  of  her  husband. 
A  gift  or  devise  to  her  separate  use,  independent  of  her  future  husband,  will  be  sus- 
tained, but  not  so  far  as  to  restrain  her  from  conveying  by  gift  or  devise  her  property, 
m  contemplation  of  marriage,  to  the  future  husband.  The  doctrine  in  this  country 
is,  that  the  marital  claims  will  be  defeated,  if  the  gift  by  will  to  the  daughter  be  to 
her  for  her  aofe  and  separate  km.  1  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  C. )  807.  See  the  N.  Y.  statute,  infra, 
170,  note.  The  latest  English  rule  requires  negative  words  excluding  the  marital 
right  to  render  the  payment  of  money  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  wife  for  her  own 
proper  nse,  a  trust  for  her  separate  use.    Blacklow  p.  Laws,  2  Hare,  Ch.  49. 

The  above  cases  will  be  found  selected  and  reported  in  tlic  Condensed  English 
Chancery  Reports,  published  at  Philadelphia,  by  Grigg  &  Elliot,  and  which  were 
originally  edited  by  Mr.  Peters,  and  are  now  by  Mr.  Ingrahani.  They  are  edited 
with  sklU  and  judgment,  and  contahi  all  the  English  chancery  cases  in  the  late 
voluminous  and  oppressive  English  reports  that  are  applicable  here,  and  necessary 
to  be  known.  They  are,  therefore,  most  valuable,  and  every  way  well  deserving 
the  patronage  of  the  American  bar. 

(c)  17  Johns.  64S. 

vouii.  — 14  [209] 


*  166  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  FEBSONS.  [PAHT  IV. 

to  a  particular  mode.  The  wife  was,  therefore,  held  at  liberty, 
by  that  case,  to  dispose  of  her  property  as  she  pleased,  though 
uot  in  the  mode  prescribed,  and  to  give  it  to  her  husband  as  well 
as  to  any  other  person,  if  her  disposition  of  it  be  free,  and  not  the 
result  of  flattery,  force,  or  improper  treatment. 

This  decision  of  the  Court  of  £n*ora  renders  the  wife  more 
completely  and  absolutely  a  ferM  sole^  in  respect  to  her  separate 
property,  than  the  English  decisions  would  seem  to  authorize ; 
and  it  unfortunately  withdraws  from  the  wife  those  checks  that 
were  intended  to  preserve  her  more  entirely  from  that  secret 
and  insensible,  but  powerful,  marital  influence,  which  might  be 
exerted  unduly,  and  yet  in  a  manner  to  bafile  all  inquiry  and 
detection,  (a) 

A  wife  may  also  contract  with  her  husband,  even  by  parol,  after 
marriage,  for  a  transfer  of  property  from  him  to  her,  or  to  trustees 
for  her,  provided  it  be  for  a  bona  fide  and  valuable  consideration ; 
and  she  may  have  that  property  limited  to  her  separate  use.  (6) 
This  was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Livingston  v.  Livingston^  (6)  and 
as  the  wife  died,  in  that  case,  after  the  contract  had  been  executed 

(a)  In  Morgan  v.  Elam,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  875,  the  points  discQBsed  in  Jaques  v.  The 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church  were  examined  bj  counsel  and  by  the  court  with  great 
research  and  ability,  and  the  decision  was  favorable  to  the  doctrine  as  declared  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  New  York,  in  the  above  case.  It  was  held  tliat  the  power  of 
a  married  woman  over  her  separate  estate  did  not  extend  beyond  the  plain  meaning 
of  the  deed  creating  the  estate,  and  that  she  was  to  be  considered  9kftmt  sole  in  rela- 
tion to  the  estate,  orUi/  so /car  as  the  deed  had  expressly  conferred  on  her  the  power  of 
acting  as  A/eme  sole ;  and  that  when  a  particular  mode  was  pointed  out  for  the  dis- 
position of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  she  could  not  dispose  of  it  in  onjf 
other  way.    The  same  principle  is  recognized  and  established  in  Ewing  o.  Smith, 

8  Desaus.  (S.  C.)  417,  in  Lancaster  v,  Dolan,  1  Rawle,  281,  and  in  Thomas  v.  FolweU. 
2  Whart  11.  In  Whitaker  v,  Blair,  in  the  court  of  appeals  in  Kentucky,  8  J.  J.  Mar. 
286,  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Jaques  in  Chancery,  was  considered  as  carrying  the 
greater  force  of  reason  and  principle  with  it ;  but  Uie  court  held,  in  Johnson  v.  Yates, 

9  Dana,  600,  and  in  Shipp  v.  Bowmar,  5  B.  Mon.  168,  that  a  feme  covert,  to  whose 
separate  use  lands  have  been  conveyed  to  trustees,  might,  with  her  husband,  and  on 
her  private  examination,  and  by  deed  duly  recorded,  convey  all  her  interest  therein, 
without  any  power  for  that  purpose,  though  I  apprehend  not  against  restrictive 
words.  We  may  perhaps  venture  to  consider  the  doctrine  in  Jaques  v.  The  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church,  declared  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  New  York,  as  the  better 
doctrine. 

(6)  Lady  ArundeU  v.  Phipps,  10  Ves.  139,  145 ;  Bullard  v.  Briggs,  7  Pick.  538; 
Garlick  v.  Strong,  8  Paige,  440.  But  as  against  creditors  existing  at  the  time,  post- 
nuptial agreements  wiU  not  be  permitted  to  stand  beyond  the  value  of  the  considerar 
tion.    lb. 

(c)  2  Johns.  Ch.  587. 
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on  the  part  of  the  hushand,  and  before  it  had  been  executed  on 
the  part  of  the  wife,  the  infant  children  of  the  wife  were  directed 
to  convey,  as  infant  trustees,  by  their  guardian,  the  lands  whicii 
their  mother,  by  agreement  with  her  husband,  had  contracted  to 
sell. 

A  wife  may,  also,  sell  or  mortgage  her  separate  property 
*  for  her  husband's  debts,  and  she  may  create  a  valid  power  *  167 
in  the  mortgage  to  sell  in  default  of  payment,  (a)  She 
can  convey  upon  condition,  and  she  may  prescribe  the  terms,  (b} 
It  was  long  since  held,  even  at  law,  in  the  case  of  Wott<m  v. 
Rele^  (^c)  that  the  husband  and  wife  might  grant  land  belonging 
to  the  wife,  by  fine,  with  covenant  of  warranty,  and  that  if  the 
grantee  should  be  evicted  by  a  paramount  title,  covenant  would 
lie  after  the  husband's  death,  against  the  wife  upon  the  warranty. 
This  is  a  very  strong  case  to  show  that  the  wife  may  deal  with 
her  land  by  fine  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole ;  and  what  she  can  do 
by  fine  in  England,  she  may  do  here  by  any  legal  form  of  con- 
veyance, provided  she  execute  under  a  due  examination.  The 
case  states  that  the  court  of  K.  B.  did  not  make  any  scruple  in 
maintaining  that  the  action  of  covenant  was  good  against  the 
wife  on  her  waiTanty  contained  in  her  executed  fine,  though  she 
was  fifeme  covert  when  she  entered  into  the  warranty.  It  is  also 
declared  in  the  old  books,  (<2)  that  if  the  husband  and  wife  make 
a  lease  for  years  of  the  wife's  land,  and  she  accepts  rent  after  his 
death,  she  is  liable  on  the  covenants  in  the  lease ;  for,  by  the 
acceptance  of  the  rent,  she  afiirms  the  lease,  though  she  was  at 
liberty,  after  her  husband's  death,  if  she  had  so  chosen,  to  dis- 
affirm it.  (e) 

(3.)  Protection  against  her  Covenants.  —  This  doctrine,  that  the 
wire  can  be  held  bound  to  answer  in  damages  after  her 
husband's  death,  on  her  covenant  of  *  warranty,  entered    *  168 

(a)  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  the  wife  joins  her  hfishand  in  a  mortgage  of  licr 
estate  for  his  henefit,  the  mortgage,  as  hetween  the  hushand  and  wife,  wiU  he  consid- 
ered the  debt  of  the  husband,  and  after  his  death  the  wife,  or  her  representatives, 
wiU  be  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  and  liave  the  mortgage  satis- 
fied out  of  the  husband's  assets.  ^Lord  Thurlow,  in  Clinton  v.  Hooper,  1  Yes.  Jr. 
186. 

[h)  Bemarest  r.  Wynkoop,  8  Johns.  Ch.  129;  Fybui  v.  Smith,  1  Yes.  Jr.  180; 
Essex  r.  Atkins,  14  id.  542. 

(e)  2  Sannd.  177 ;  1  Mod.  200,  8.  o. 

{d)  Greenwood  v,  Tyber,  Cro.  Jac.  668,  664 ;  1  Mod.  291. 

(e)  2  Saund.  180,  n.  0;  Worthington  v.  Young,  6  Ohio,  318. 
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into  during  coverture,  is  not  considered  by  the  courts  in  this 
country  to  be  law ;  and  it  is  certainly  contrary  to  the  settled 
principle  of  the  common  law,  that  the  wife  was  incapable  of 
binding  herself  by  contract.  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
chut<ett$,  (a)  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  a  wife  was  not 
liable  on  the  covenants  in  her  deed,  fui*ther  than  they  might 
operate  by  way  of  estoppel ;  and  though  the  question  in  these 
cases  arose  while  the  wife  was  still  married,  yet  the  objection 
went  to  destroy  altogether  the  effect  of  the  covenant.  So,  also, 
in  JackBon  v.  Vanderheyden^  (6)  it  was  declared  that  the  wife 
could  not  bind  herself  personally  by  a  covenant,  and  that  a 
covenant  of  warranty,  inserted  in  her  deed,  would  not  even  estop 
her  from  asserting  a  subsequently  acquired  interest  in  the  same 
lands. 

Though  a  wife  may  convey  her  estate  by  deed,  she  will  not  be 
bound  by  a  covenant  or  agreement  to  levy  a  fine  or  convey  her 
estate.  The  agreement  by  a  feme  covert^  with  the  assent  of  her 
husband,  for  a  sale  of  her  real  estate,  is  absolutely  void  at  law, 
and  the  courts  of  equity  never  enforce  such  a  contract  against 
her.  ((?)  In  the  execution  of  a  fine  or  other  conveyance,  the  wife 
is  privately  examined,  whether  she  acts  freely ;  and  without  such 
examination  the  act  is  invalid.  But  a  covenant  to  convey  is  made 
without  any  examination  ;  and  to  hold  the  wife  bound  by  it  would 
be  contrary  to  first  principles  on  this  subject,  for  the  wife  is  deemed 
incompetent  to  make  a  contract,  unless  it  be  in  her  character  of 
trustee,  and  when  she  does  not  possess  any  beneficial  interest  in 
her  own  right.*     The  chancery  jurisdiction  is  applied  to  the  cases 

{a)  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  21 ;  Colcord  v.  Swan,  ib.  291. 

(6)  17  Johns.  167  ;  Martin  r.  Dwelly,  6  Wend.  1,  s.  r.  This  last  point,  aa  to  eatop 
pel,  is  contrary  to  the  cases  of  Hill  v.  West,  8  Ohio,  225 ;  Colcord  v.  Swan,  7  Maaa. 
291 ;  ib.  21 ;  4  Bibb  (Ky.),  436. 

(r)  Butler  r.  Buckingham.  6  Day,  492.  See  also  Watroua  v.  Chalker,  7  Conn. 
224,  8.  p.  In  Baker  r.  Child,  2  Vem.  61,  it  was  stated,  as  by  the  court,  that  where  a 
feme  covert  agreed  with  her  husband  to  levy  a  fine,  and  he  died  before,  it  waa  done« 
the  court  would  compel  the  wife  to  perform  the  agreement.  But  this  case  waa  said, 
in  Thayer  v.  Gould,  1  Atk.  617,  to  have  been  falsely  reported,  and  that  there  waa  no 
such  decree ;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  Ambler,  498,  spoke  of  it  as  a  looao  note. 
It  is  not  law.  Sed  qu.  ^  In  the  case  of  Stead  v.  Nelson,  2  Beavan,  245,  a  wife  having 
an  estate  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  in  lands,  with  an  absolute  power  over  the  rever- 
sion, joined  her  husband  in  an  agreement  to  execute  a  mortgage,  —  held,  that  soch 
agreement  was  binding,  on  the  wife's  surviving. 

1  In  England,  a  feme  covert  cannot  by  devisecl  to  her  in  trust  for  sale.  Avery  v. 
contract  bind  herself  to  convey  an  estate     Griffin,  L.  U.  G  Eq.  606.    The  anbject  of 
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of  property  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife  by  deed  or 
will,  with  a  power  of  appointment,  and  rendered  *  subject   *  169 
to  her  disposition.     On  the  other  hand,  the  husband  has 
frequently  been  compelled,  by  decree,  to  fulfil  his  covenant,  that 
his  wife  should  levy  a  fine  of  her  real  estate,  or  else  to  suffer  by 
imprisonment  the  penalty  of  his  default,  (a) 

But  Lord  Cowper  once  refused  to  compel  the  husband  to  pro- 
cure his  wife  to  levy  a  fine,  as  being  unreasonable  coercion,  since 
it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  husband  duly  to  compel  his  wife 
to  alien  her  estate.  (()  In  other  and  later  cases,  the  courts  have 
declined  to  act  upon  such  a  doctrine  ;  (<?)  and  Lord  Ch.  B.  Gilbert 
questioned  its  soundness,  (rf)  In  Emery  v.  Wase^  («)  Lord  Eldon 
observed,  that  if  the  question  was  perfectly  res  Integra^  he  should 
hesitate  long  before  he  undertook  to  compel  the  husband,  by 
decree,  to  procure  his  wife's  conveyance ;  for  the  policy  of  the 
law  was,  that  the  wife  was  not  to  part  with  her  property,  unless 
by  her  own  spontaneous  will.  Lastly,  in  Martin  v.  Mitchell^  (/) 
where  the  husband  and  wife  had  entered  into  an  agreement  to 
sell  her  estate,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  agreement 
was  void  as  to  the  wife,  for  a  married  woman  had  no  disposing 

(a)  GrifBn  r.  Taylor,  TothUl,  106 ;  Barrington  v.  Horn,  2  £q.  Cas.  Abr.  17,  pi.  7 ; 
Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  Hall  v.  Hardy,  3  P.  Wms.  187 ;  Withers  v.  Pinchard,  cited  in 
7  Yes.  475 ;  Morris  v.  Stephenson,  7  Ves.  474. 

(h)  Ortread  v.  Round,  4  Yiner's  Abr.  203,  pi.  4. 

(c)  Free,  in  Ch.  76 ;  Amb.  49&  (d)  Gilbert's  Lex  Pnetoria,  246. 

(e)  S  Yes.  505,  514. 

(/)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  413;  Sir  James  Mansfield,  in  Davis  v.  Jones,  4  Bos.  &  P.  269 ; 
BridL  V.  Whellej,  cited  in  Howel  v.  George,  1  Mad.  7,  note,  8.  p. 

estoppel  will  be  considered  hereafter,  241,  inick  v.  Michael,  4  Sandf.  374;  Lowell  v, 

n.  1,  so  far  as  it  arisel  out  of  the  wife's  Daniels,  2  Gray,  161.    See  Bemis  v.  Call, 

fraud.      That   she    is  not  estopped  by  10  Allen,   512;    McGregor   r.  Wait,  19 

her  ooTenants    is   laid  down   in  Dom-  Gray,  72.  x^ 


x^  The  true  principle  would  seem  to  grantee  by  warranty  deed  of  a  married 

be  that  a  married  woman  is  bound  by  the  woman. 

law  of  estoppel  so  far,  and  so  far  only.  It  is  of  course  improper  to  speak  of 

as  she  is  sui  juris.     Knight  r.  Thayer,  estoppel  resting  upon  covenant.   Estoppel 

125  Mass.  26;  King  v.  Kea,  56  Ind.  1;  does  not  rest  upon  a  con^^acfuo/ obligation, 

Bank  of  America  v.  Banks,  101  U.  S.  but  upon  a  representation  of  fact,  express 

840,  247.     See    Klein   v.  Caldwell,    91  or  implied,  which  the  party  making  it  is 

Pemi.  St.  140.    In  the  two  cases  first  not  permitted   to  deny.     But   perhaps 

dted,  a  subsequently  acquired  title  was  such  a  representation  is  properly  implied 

held  to  pass  by  way  of  estoppel  to  a  from  the  act  of  covenanting. 
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power,  and  a  court  of  equity  could  not  give  any  relief  against  her 
on  such  a  contract.  She  could  not  bind  herself  by  contract, 
except  in  the  execution  of  a  power,  and  in  the  mode  prescribed  ; 
nor  would  the  court  compel  the  husband  to  procure  his  wife  to 
join  in  the  conveyance.  Such,  said  the  Master  of  the  Roils,  is 
not  now  the  law. 

*  170        *  The  English  courts  of  equity  have,  until  recently, 

thrown  a  further  and  very  important  protection  over  the 
property  settled  on  the  wife  on  her  marriage,  for  her  separate 
use,  with  a  clause  against  a  power  to  sell  or  assign  by  anticipation. 
It  was  declared  in  Ritchie  v.  Broadbent^  (a)  that  a  bill  would  not  be 
sustained,  to  transfer  to  the  husband  property  so  settled  in  trust, 
even  though  the  wife  was  a  party  to  the  bill,  and  ready  to  con- 
sent on  examination,  to  part  with  the  funds.  The  opinion  of  the 
Lord  Ch.  Baron  was  grounded  on  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
clause  against  anticipation,  and  does  not  apply  to  ordinary  cases, 
or  affect  the  general  power  of  the  wife,  where  no  such  check  is 
inserted  in  the  settlement.  A  clause  in  a  gift  or  deed  of  settle- 
ment upon  the  wife,  against  anticipation,  is  held  to  be  an  obli- 
gatory and  valid  mode  of  preventing  her  from  depriving  hei-self, 
through  marital  or  other  influence,  of  the  benefit  of  her  property. 
But  that  restraint  on  anticipation  ceases  on  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, for  the  reason  and  expediency  of  the  restraint  have  then 
also  ceased.  (6)  ^  y^ 

(a)  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  466. 

(6)  Barton  v.  Briscoe,  1  Jac.  008.  The  history  of  the  flactuations  of  the  English 
chancery  deciftlons  on  this  suhject  is  curious.    Thus,  the  English  role  formerly  was, 

^  The  principle  of  Tullett  v.  Ann-  property  settled  to  the  separate  use  of  a 
strong,  &c.,  stated  in  note  (&),  hy  which  a  woman,  either  for  life  or  in  fee,  may 
restraint  on  alienation  of  real  or  personal    come  into  operation  upon  her  suhsequent 


y^  Restraints  on  A h'enation, — It  has  been  Ch.  J).  646,  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  that  the  rule 

held  that  a  clause  in  restraint  of  alienation  against  perpetuities  should  be  held  not 

is  ineffectual  after  a  gift  of  money  which  to  apply  to  restraints  on  alienation  by 

is  not  producing  income,  and  which  there  married  women,  though  the  decision  was 

is  no  direction  to  inrest.    In  rt  Crough-  the  other  way  on  authority.     See  also 

ton's  Trusts,  8  Ch.  D.  46a    This  rule,  if  Cooper  v,  Laroche,  17  Ch.  D.  368 ;  Her- 

sound  (see  Gray,  Restraints  on  Aliena-  bert  v,  Webster,  16  Ch.  D.  610 ;    In  re 

tion,  §  181),  must  be  strictly  limited  to  Michaers  Trusts,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  661. 
the  case  stated.    In  re  Ellis's  Trusts,  17         By  statute  in  England  the  court  has 

L.  R.  Eq.  400 ;  In  re  Benton.  10  Ch.  D.  some  discretion  to  relieve  against  such 

277 ;  In  re  CUrke's  Trusts,  21  Ch.  D.  748.  clauses.    See  Hodges  v.  Hodges,  20  Ch.  D. 

It  was  mttmated  in  In  re  Ridley,  11  740. 

[214] 


LBCT.   XXVUI.]  OP  THB  BIGHTS  OP  PBES0N8.  *  170 

(4.)  Power  to  appoint  by  WUl.  —  A  wife  cannot  devise  her 
lands  by  will,  for  she  is  excepted  out  of  the  statute  of  wills  ;  nor 

that  in  caws  of  property  in  tnut  for  a  married  woman,  to  be  paid  into  her  own  hands, 
upon  her  own  receipts,  the  wife  might  stili  dispose  of  that  interest,  and  her  assignee 
would  take  it.  Hulme  v.  Tenant,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  16;  Pybus  v.  Smith,  8  id.  340 ;  1  Ves. 
Jr.  189, 8.  c.  But  in  Miss  Watson's  case.  Lord  Thurlow  altered  his  opinion,  and  held 
that  a  proTiso  in  a  settlement  that  the  wife  should  not  dispose  of  her  interest  by  any 
mode  of  anticipation  would  restrain  her ;  and  Lord  Alvanley,  in  Sockett  v.  Wray, 
4  Bio.  C.  C-  488,  held  it  to  be  a  valid  clause ;  and  so  it  has  been  since  considered.  Lord 
Eldon,  in  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Yes.  434,  and  in  Jackson  v.  Uobhouse,  2  Meriv. 
487.  Vice-Ch.  Shadwell  said  that,  when  he  was  in  the  habit  of  drawing  conveyances, 
the  proviso  that  he  inserted  against  the  power  of  anticipation  was,  tliat  the  receipts 
of  the  lady  under  her  own  hand,  to  be  given  from  time  to  time  for  accruing  rents  or 
dividends,  should  be,  and  that  no  other  receipt  should  be,  sufficient  discliarges  to  the 
trustee.  Brown  r.  Bamford,  11  Sim.  127.  This  case  was  reversed  on  appeal,  by  Lord 
Lyndhurst,  on  the  ground  that  a  general  limitation  in  default  of  appointment  did 
not  enable  the  wife  to  anticipate,  and  it  did  not  depend  on  the  form  of  the  receipt 
dause.  Now,  agiun,  such  a  clause  against  anticipation,  inserted  in  a  will  in  favor  of 
an  unroairied  female,  and  without  any  connection  with  coverture,  is  held  to  be  not 
valid.  See  Woodmeston  r.  Walker,  2  Russ.  &  My.  197 ;  Jones  v,  Salter,  ib.  208; 
Brown  v,  Pocock,  ib.  210 ;  Newton  r.  Reid,  4  Sim.  141 ;  and  see  tupra,  166,  note  a. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina,  sitting  in  equity,  has  followed  the  spirit  of 
these  latter  decisions,  and  held  that  though  real  and  personal  property  be  conveyed  in 
trust  to  apply  the  proceeds  to  A.  for  life,  with  a  clause  against  a  sale  or  andcipation, 
but  without  any  disposition  over  in  the  case  of  such  sale  or  anticipation,  yet  if  the 
eeaiui  que  tnut  be  a  male  or  single,  the  restraint  on  his  alienation  or  assignment  was 
inoperative  and  void.  Dick  v.  Pitchford,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Cq.  480.  The  diaposition  over 
would  seem  to  be  material  in  th$  construction  of  the  instrument.  Lord  Eldon,  in 
Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Yes.  429,  observed  that  property  might  be  limited  to  a  man 
until  he  became  a  bankrupt,  and  then  over.  But  that  if  property  be  given  to  a  man 
for  life,  the  donor  cannot  take  away  the  incidents  to  a  life  estate,  or  add  a  valid  clause 
that  he  should  not  alien  it  It  cannot  be  preserved  from  creditors,  unless  given  to 
some  one  else  in  trust.  But  we  have  again,  in  the  English  courts  of  equity,  a  recur- 
rence to  the  old  and  juster  doctrine ;  for  it  was  held  in  Tullett  v.  Armstrong,  1  Beavan, 
1, 21,  that  a  devise  and  bequest  in  trust  for  an  unmarried  woman,  to  her  separate  use, 
and  with  an  inability  to  alien,  was  effectual  on  any  subsequent  marriage,  both  as  to 
the  separate  use  and  the  restraint  upon  anticipation,  though,  if  unaccompanied  by 
any  restraint,  it  was  subject  to  her  power  of  alienation.  And  afterwards,  in  Dixon  v. 
Dixon,  1  Beavan,  40,  it  was  held  that  a  settlement  on  the  first  marriage  of  a  woman, 
in  trust  for  her  separate  use,  exclusive  of  any  husband,  the  trust  to  her  separate  use 
attached  upon  a  remarriage. 

The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  728,  sec.  65  (as  amended  ui  1880),  and  780, 

marriage,  although  inoperative  while  she  Wright,  2  J.  &  H.  647 ;  Taylor  v.  Meads, 
is  discovert,  is  now  entirely  established  as  13  W.  R.  894.  x^    As  to  Brandon  r.  Rob- 
law  in  England,    a.  c.  4  My.  &  Cr.  377 ;  inson,  see  iv.  181,  n.  1. 
Raggett  9.  Meox,  1  Ph.  027 ;  Wright  v. 

x^  The  same  rule  holds  generally  in  Gratt.  817.  Contra,  in  Pennsylvania, 
this  country.  Gray,  Restraints  on  Alien-  Snyder's  App.,  92  Penn.  St  604 ;  Gray, 
ation,   i   275;    Haymond  v.  Jones,    88    Restraints,  &c.,  §  276. 
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can  she  make  a  testament  of  chattels,  except  it  be  of  those  which 
she  holds  en  autre  droits  or  which  are  settled  on  her  as  her  separate* 
property,  without  the  license  of  her  husband.  He  may  covenant 
to- that  effect,  before  or  after  marriage,  and  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  enforce  the  performance  of  that  covenant.  It  is  not  strictly 
a  will,  but  in  the  nature  of  an  appointment,  which  the  husband 
is  bound  by  his  covenant  to  allow,  (c)  The  wife  may  dispose  by 
will,  or  by  act  in  her  lifetime,  of  her  separate  personal  estate, 
settled  upon  her,  or  held  in  trust  for  her,  or  the  savings  of  her 
real  estate  given  to  her  separate  use ;  and  this  she  may  do 

*  17!j.    without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  for  the  *  power  is 

incident  to  such  an  ownership,  (a)  *  It  has  been  held,  even 
at  law,  in  this  country,  (i)  that  the  wife  may,  by  the  permission 
of  her  husband,  make  a  disposition  in  the  nature  of  a  will,  of  per- 
sonal property,  placed  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  for  her  separate 
use,  by  her  husband,  or  by  a  stranger,  and  either  before  or  after 
marriage.  If  a  feme  sole  makes  a  will,  and  afterwards  marries, 
the  subsequent  marriage  is  a  revocation  in  law  of  the  will.  The 
reason  given  is,  that  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  will  to  be  absolute, 
and  the  marriage  is  deemed  equivalent  to  a  countermand  of  the 
will,  and  especially  as  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  wife,  after 
marriage,  either  to  revoke  or  continue  the  will,  inasmuch  as  she 
is  presumed  to  be  under  the  restraint  of  her  husband,  (c)  But 
it  is  equally  clear,  that  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  uses,  and  a 

sec.  63  and  65,  have  thrown  an  effectaal  protection  over  the  interests  of  persons  not 
weU  able  to  protect  themselres,  by  declaring,  (1)  that  an  express  trust  may  be 
created  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  land,  and  apply  them  to  the  use  of  any  per* 
son,  during  the  life  of  such  person,  or  for  any  shorter  term ;  (2)  by  declaring  that  no 
person  beneficiaUy  interested  in  a  trust  for  the  receipt  and  profits  of  lands  can  assign, 
or  in  any  manner  dispose  of,  such  interest ;  and,  (8)  that  where  the  trust  shall  be 
expressed  in  the  instrument  creating  the  estate,  erery  sale,  conveyance,  or  other  act 
of  the  trustees,  in  contravention  of  the  trust,  shall  be  absolutely  void.  Under  these 
provisions,  a  father  may  create  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  daughter,  and  the  interest  woold 
be  unalienable  even  with  the  consent  of  the  husband.  Nothing  can  impair  snch  a 
trust  during  the  life  of  the  cestui  que  trust;  and  the  recent  English  decisions  on  this 
subject  are  wholly  inapplicable,  and  not  law  in  New  York. 

(c)  Pridgeon  v.  Fridgeon,  1  Ch.  Cas.  117 ;  Rex  v.  Bettesworth,  8tr.  S91 ;  Newlin 
9.  Freeman,  1  Ired.  (N.  C.)  514. 

(a)  Peacock  v.  Monk.  2  Ves.  190;  Rich  v.  Cockell,  6  Ves.  960;  West  v.  West, 
8  Rand.  878  ;  Holman  v.  Perry,  4  Met.  402. 

(6)  Emery  v.  Neighbour,  2  Ualst.  [N.  J.]  142. 

(c)  Forse  &  HembUng's  case,  4  Co.  60,  b ;  2  P.  Wms.  624 ;  2  T.  R.  696«  s.  p. 

1  See  164,  n.  1,  (c). 
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power  is  given  to  a  feme  %ole^  before  marriage,  to  declare  those 
uses,  such  limitation  of  uses  may  take  effect ;  and  though  a  mar- 
ried woman  cannot  be  said  strictly  to  make  a  will,  yet  she  may 
devise,  by  way  of  execution  of  a  power,  which  is  rather  an  ap- 
pointment than  a  will ;  and  whoever  takes  under  the  will,  takes 
by  virtue  of  the  execution  of  the  power.  ((2)  Thus,  in 
the  case  of  Bradiih  v.  Qrihh%^  {e)  it  was  *  held  that  dkfeme  *  172 
covert  might  execute  by  will,  in  favor  of  her  husband,  a 
power,  given  or  reserved  to  her  while  sole,  over  her  real  estate. 
In  that  case,  the  wife  before  marriage  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  her  intended  husband,  that  she  should  have  power,  during 
the  coverture,  to  dispose  of  her  real  estate  by  will,  and  she  after- 
wards, during  coverture,  devised  the  whole  of  her  estate  to  her 
husband;  and  this  was  considered  a  valid  disposition  of  her 
estate  in  equity,  and  binding  on  her  heirs  at  law.  The  point  in 
that  case  was,  whether  a  mere  agreement  entered  into  before 
marriage  between  the  wife  and  her  intended  husband,  that  she 
should  have  power  to  dispose  of  her  real  estate  during  coverture, 
would  enable  her  to  do  it,  without  previously  to  the  marriage 
vesting  the  real  estate  in  trustees,  in  trust  for  such  persons  as  she 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  it  was  ruled  not  to  be 
necessary ;  and  the  doctrine  has  received  the  approbation  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  (a)  Equity  will  carry  into 
effect  the  will  of  a  feme  covert^  disposing  of  her  real  estate  in 
favor  of  her  husband,  or  other  persons  than  her  heirs  at  law,  pro- 

{d)  She  maj,  under  a  power  of  appointment  over  personalty  in  a  marriage  settle- 
ment,  appoint  by  deed  in  favor  of  her  husband ;  and  if  it  appear  that  she  did  it  freely 
and  onderstandingly,  equity  will  enforce  it.  Chesslyn  v.  Smith,  8  Ves.  188 ;  Whitall 
V.  Qark,  2  Edw.  Ch.  149. 

(e)  3  Johns.  Ch.  523.  By  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  782-787,  sec.  80,  87, 
a  general  and  beneficial  power  may  be  granted  to  a  married  woman,  to  dispose  during 
the  marriage,  and  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  of  lands  conveyed  or 
devised  to  her  in  fee ;  or  a  special  power  of  the  like  kind,  in  respect  to  any  estate  less 
than  a  fee,  belonging  to  her,  in  the  lands  to  which  the  power  relates.  She  may,  under 
the  power,  execute  a  mortgage ;  and,  generally,  she  may  execute  a  power  during 
coverture,  by  grant  or  devise,  according  to  the  terms  of  it ;  and  if  she  executes  a 
power  by  grant,  the  concurrence  of  her  husband  as  a  party  is  not  requisite,  but  she 
most  acknowledge,  on  a  private  examination,  the  execution  of  the  power.  And  if  a 
maiTied  woman  be  entitled  to  an  estate  in  fee,  she  may,  by  virtue  of  a  power,  create 
any  estate  which  she  might  create  if  unmarried ;  but  she  cannot  exercise  any  power 
during  her  infancy,  nor  if,  by  the  terms  of  the  power,  its  execution  by  her  during 
marriage  may  be  expressly  or  impliedly  prohibited.  lb.  sec.  00,  110,  111,  117, 
1.%. 

(a)  10  Berg.  &  B.  447. 
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yided  the  will  be  ia  pursuance  of  a  power  reserved  to  her  in  aud 
by  the  antenuptial  agreement  with  her  husband. 

(5.)  Marriage  Settiementi. — With  respect  to  antenuptial  agree- 
ments, equity  will  grant  its  aid,  and  enforce  a  specific  performance 
of  them,  provided  the  agreement  be  fair  and  valid,  and  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  consistent  with  the  principles  and  the  policy  of 
the  law.  A  voluntary  deed  is  made  good  by  a  subsequent  mar- 
riage, (i)  Equity  will  execute  covenants  in  marriage  articles 
at  the  instance  of  any  person  who  is  within  the  influence  of  the 
marriage  consideration,  and  in  favor  of  collateral  relations,  as  all 
such  persons  rest  their  claims  on  the  ground  of  valuable 
*  173  *  consideration,  (a)  ^     The  husband  and  wife,  and  their 

(6)  See  infra,  ir.  408. 

(a)  Pulrertoft  o.  Pulrertoft,  18  Ves.  92. 


^  Marriage  Settlements.  —  (a)  The  trusts 
of  a  marriage  Bettlement  were  enforced 
against  the  surviving  party  to  it  in  favor 
of  collateral  relatives,  and  the  court  inti- 
mated that  the  result  would  not  have 
been  di£&rent  even  if  the  trusts  had  been 
executory,  in  Neves  v.  Scott,  9  How.  196 ; 
18  How.  268.  See  Eaton  v.  Tillinghast, 
4  R.  L  276.  But  a  settlement  of  nearly 
all  a  woman's  property,  so  far  as  it  was 
in  favor  of  collateral  relatives,  was  set 
aside  at  the  suit  of  one  who  was  a  creditor 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  to  the  extent 
of  his  debt,  although  household  fumitm^ 
and  Jewels  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
debt  were  excepted  out  of  the  settlement. 


j4  The  trusts  of  a  marriage  settlement, 
like  other  trusts,  are  valid  even  though 
voluntary,  and  cannot  be  revoked  without 
the  consent  of  all  the  ceatuis,  at  least  when 
executed.  Paul  t».  Paul.  20  Ch.  D.  742. 
See  Paul  &.  Paul,  15  Ch.D.  580.  But  it  has 
been  held  that  a  mistake  by  which  a 
power  of  revocation  was  omitted  may  be 
rectified.  Russell's  App..  75  Penn.  St. 
269;  Hanley  v.  Pearson,  18  Ch.  D. 
645. 

A  covenant  by  a  widow  in  a  marriage 
settlement,  in  favor  of  children  of  a  for- 
mer marriage,  was  held  enforceable  by 
[218] 


Smith  v.  CherriU,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  890.  And 
if  a  man  makes  a  settlement  and  then 
marries,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, it  may  be  set  aside  in  England  even 
as  agauist  the  wife,  if  she  is  a  party  to  the 
fraud.  Bulmer  v.  Hunter,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  46, 
and  see  cases  there  cited,  x^ 

(h)  A  postnuptial  settlement  made  in 
pursuance  of  an  oral  agreement  before 
marriage,  at  least  when  this  is  not  stated 
in  the  settlement,  and  there  has  been  no 
part  performance,  is  regarded  as  volun- 
tary, such  agreements  being  required  to 
be  in  writing  by  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Warden  v.  Jones,  2  De  6.  &  J.  76.  Nor 
would  such  a  statement  make  any  differ- 


those  children  in  Gale  v.  Gale,  6  Ch.  D. 
144. 

If  the  wife,  in  cases  like  Bulmer  o. 
Hunter,  itipni}  be  innocent  of  fraud,  the 
settlement  will  be  good  as  to  her.  Prewit 
V.  Wilson.  103  U.  S.  22 ;  Herring  v.  Wick- 
ham.  29  Gratt.  628.  See  Lloyd  v.  Fulton, 
91  U.  S.  479. 

See  further,  as  to  antenuptial  agree- 
ments, IMerce  v.  Pierce,  71  N.  Y.  154 ; 
Henry  v,  Henry,  27  Ohio  St  121;  Brelt 
V.  Teaton,  101  111.  242;  In  re  Arthur, 
14  Ch.  D.  603 ;  Pawson  r.  Brown,  18 
Ch.  D.  202. 
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issue,  are  all  of  them  considered  as  within  that  influence,  and, 
at  the  instance  of  any  of  them,  equity  will  enforce  a  specific 
performance  of  ihe  articles,  (i) 

Settlements  after  marriage,  if  made  in  pursuance  of  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  entered  into  prior  to  the  marriage,  are  valid,  both 
against  creditors  and  purchaser.  The  marriage  is  itself  a  valu- 
able consideration  for  the  agreement,  and  sufficient  to  give  validity 
to  the  settlement.  This  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of  Reade  v. 
Livingston  ;  (c)  and  it  was  there  held  that  voluntary  settlements 

(6)  Osgood  V.  Strode,  2  P.  Wma.  256;  Bradish  v.  Gibbs,  8  Johng.  Ch.  660.  But  if 
the  lettlement  be  made  throagh  the  iDstrumentality  of  a  party  whoee  concurrence  is 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  settlement,  such  person  is  held  not  to  be  a  mere  volun- 
teer, but  falls  within  the  range  of  the  consideration  of  the  agreement.  Neves  v.  Scott» 
U.  S.  C.  C.  for  Georgia,  Law  Reporter,  Boston,  for  June,  1846,  [supra,  n.  1.]  An  ante- 
nuptial settlement,  founded  on  a  valuable  consideration,  such,  for  instance,  as  mar- 
riage, cannot  be  affected  by  fraud  in  the  settler,  if  tiie  other  party  be  innocent. 
Magniac  v.  Thomson,  7  Peters,  848.  In  North  and  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee, 
the  registration  of  marriage  settlements  and  contracts  is  required  by  statute,  in  order 
to  render  them  valid  as  a  lien  on  the  property  of  the  settler  as  against  creditors.  2  Dev. 
ftBatt  Eq.  [46] ;  1  Bev.  Stat.  (N.  C.)  1887,  p.  283;  Sututeof  Tennessee,  1881. 

(c)  8  Johns.  Ch.  481 ;  Thomson  v,  Dougherty,  12  Serg.  &  R.  448;  and  Magniac 
V.  Thompw>n,  1  Bald.  C.  C.  U.  8.  844;  Duffy  v.  The  Ins.  Company,  8  Watts  &  a 
418^  a.  p. 


ence.  lb.;  Albert  v.  Winn,  6  Md.  66; 
Borst  V.  Corey,  16  Barb.  186.  But  see 
Hall  V.  light,  2  DuvaU,  868.  But  some- 
times inducements  to  a  marriage  delib- 
erately held  out  beforehand,  on  the  faith 
of  which  the  marriage  was  celebrated, 
although  not  amounting  to  a  contract. 


x^  In  Holmes  v.  Winchester,  186  Mass. 
290,  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  to  a 
wife,  in  pnrsuanoe  of  a  promise  made  to 
her  on  releasing  dower,  was  held  invalid 
against  the  husband's  assignee.  But  see 
Hohnes  V.  Winchester,  188  Mass.  140.  See 
further,  as  to  consideration.  In  re  Foster  & 
Lister,  6  Ch.  D.  87;  Phillips  v,  Meyers, 
82  HL  67 ;  Patrick  v.  Patrick,  77  111,  666. 

That  a  bona  Jide  settlement,  though 
voluntary,  will  pot  be  subjected  to  the 
claims  of  subsequent  creditors,  there 
being  no  existing  creditors,  is  clear. 
Jones  V.  Clifton,  101  U.  8. 226 ;  Carpenter 
r.  Carpenter's  Exec.,  27  N.  J.  £q.  602. 


have  been  allowed  to  have  the  effect  of 
one.  2  De  Q.  &  J.  84,  86 ;  Hammersley 
V.  De  Biel,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  46;  Prole  p, 
Soady,  2  Giff.  1 ;  [  Viret  v.  Viret,  60  L.  J. 
Ch.  69 ;  Dashwood  v,  Jermyn.  12  Ch.  D. 
776.]    See  Alt  V.Alt,  4  Giff.  84.  zs 


And  in  Lloyd  v,  Fulton,  91  U.  S.  479, 
the  existence  of  creditors  was  held  to  be 
only  evidence  of  fraud. 

It  seems  the  wife  may  be  precluded 
from  claiming  her  own  property  by  allow- 
ing the  husband  to  have  possession  and 
apparent  ownership.  Humes  v.  Scruggs, 
94  U.  S.  22 ;  Clark  v.  Rosenkrans,  81 
N.  J.  Eq.  666. 

See  further,  as  to  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors, Thomson  v.  Hester,  66  Miss.  666; 
Bemheim  v.  Beer,  66  Miss.  149 ;  Evans 
V.  Nealls,  69  Ind.  14&  A  husband  may 
give  his  wife  a  preference.  Lahr's  App., 
90  Penn.  St  607 ;  post,  441  and  notes. 
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after  marriage,  upon  the  wife  or  children,  and  without  any  valid 
agreement  previous  to  the  marriage  to  support  them,  were  void  as 
against  creditors  existing  when  the  settlements  were  made.  Qd) 
But  if  the  person  be  not  indebted  at  the  time,  then  it  is  settled 
that  the  postnuptial  voluntary  settlement  upon  the  wife  or 
children,  if  made  without  any  fraudulent  intent,  is  valid  against 
subsequent  creditors.  This  was  not  only  the  doctrine  in  Reade 
V.  Livingston^  and  deduced  from  the  English  authorities,  but  it 
has  since  received  the  sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  case  of  Sexton  v.  Wheaton,  (e) 

A  settlement  after  marriage  may  be  good,  if  made  upon  a  valu- 
able consideration.  Thus,  if  the  husband  makes  a  settlement 
upon  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  receiving  from  the  trustees  of 
the  wife  possession  of  her  equitable  property,  that  will  be  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  to  give  validity  to  the  settlement,  if  it  was  a 
case  in  which  a  court  of  equity  would  have  directed  a  settlement 
out  of  the  equitable  estate  itself,  in  case  the  husband  had 
*  174  sought  the  aid  of  the  court,  in  order  to  get  *  possession  of 
it.  (a)  The  settlement  made  after  mamage  between  the 
husband  and  wife  may  be  good,  provided  the  settler  has  received 
a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  in  value  for  the  thing  settled, 
so  as  to  repel  the  presumption  of  fraud.  It  is  a  sufficient  consid- 
eration to  support  such  a  settlement,  that  the  wife  relinquishes 
her  own  estate,  or  agrees  to  make  a  charge  upon  it  for  the  benefit 

(d)  A  postnuptial  settlement,  founded  on  a  pard  agreement  before  marriage,  was 
good  against  creditors  prior  to  tlie  statute  of  frauds,  and  tlie  marriage  was  the  valuable 
consideration  which  sustained  it.  Griffin  o.  Stanhope,  Cro.  J.  454 ;  Ralph  Bovy'a 
Case,  I  Vent.  194 ;  Larender  v.  Blackstone,  2  Lev.  146.  But,  tliough  good  at  law,  a 
specific  performance  would  not  be  enforced  in  equity,  unless  the  agreement  was  con- 
fessed by  the  party  in  his  answer,  or  there  had  been  a  part  performance.  Sugden  oa 
Vendors,  107, 108 ;  2  Story,  £q.  Jur.  62.  Nor,  of  course,  will  equity  enforce  it  since 
the  statute,  though  the  marriage  takes  place  in  pursuance  of  it,  unless  in  cases  of 
fraud.  Montacute  v.  MaxweU,  1  P.  Wms.  618 ;  b.  c.  Str.  236.  There  must  be  some 
evidence  in  writing  of  the  previous  parol  promise  before  marriage.  It  is  doubtful 
whether  a  recitdL  in  a  postnuptial  settlement  of  a  previous  parol  agreement  before 
marriage  be  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  It  may  be  sufficient  as 
against  parties,  and  not  as  against  creditors.  See  the  cases  of  Beaumont  v.  Thorpe, 
1  Ves.  27;  Dundas  v.  Dutens,  1  Yes.  Jr.  199;  2  Cox,  235;  Reade  v.  Livingston, 
8  Johns.  Ch.  481.  And  see  the  American  Law  Magazine  for  July,  1848,  art.  2, 
[i.  802,]  where  the  subject  is  critically  and  learnedly  discussed.  [Lloyd  v.  Fulton, 
91  U.  S.  479.] 

(e)  8  Wheaton,  229 ;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  Mason,  443,  8.  p. 

(a)  Moore  v.  Rycault,  Free,  in  Ch.  22;  Brovm  v.  Jones,  1  Atk.  190;  Middleoome 
V.  Marlow,  2  Atk.  519 ;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  MasoOi  448. 
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of  her  husband,  or  even  if  she  agree  to  part  with  a  contingent 
interest.  (6)  But  the  amount  of  the  consideration  must  be  such 
as  to  bear  a  reasonable  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  thing  set- 
tled ;  and,  when  valid,  these  postnuptial  settlements  will  prevail 
against  existing  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers.  Qe)  A  settle- 
ment upon  a  meritorious  consideration,  or  one  not  strictly  valu- 
able, but  founded  on  some  moral  consideration,  as  gratitude, 
benevolence,  or  charity,  vrill  be  good  against  the  settler  and  his 
heirs ;  but  whether  it  would  be  good  as  against  creditors  and  pur- 
chasers does  not  seem  to  be  entirely  settled,  though  the  weight 
of  opinion  and  the  policy  of  the  law  would  rather  seem  to  be 
against  their  validity  in  such  a  case. 

If  the  wife,  previous  to  marriage,  makes  a  settlement  of  either 
her  real  or  personal  estate,  it  is  a  settlement  in  derogation  of  the 
marital  rights,  and  it  will  depend  upon  circumstances  whether  it 
be  valid.  Qd)  Where  the  wife,  before  marriage,  transferred  her 
entire  estate,  by  deed,  to  trustees,  who  were  to  permit  her  to 
receive  the  profits  during  life,  and  no  power  was  reserved  over 
the  principal  except  the  Jus  disponendi  by  will,  a  court  of  equity 
has  refused,  after  the  marriage,  to  modify  the  trust,  or  sustain  a 
bill  for  that  purpose  against  the  trustees  by  the  husband 
and  wife.  («)  In  case  the  settlement  be  *  upon  herself,  *  175 
her  children,  or  any  third  person,  it  will  be  good  in  equity 
if  made  with  the  knowledge  of  her  husband.  If  he  be  actually 
a  party  to  the  settlement,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  avoid  it, 
though  he  be  an  infant  at  the  time  it  was  made,  (a)  But  if  the 
wife  was  guilty  of  any  fraud  upon  her  husband,  as  by  inducing 
him  to  suppose  he  would  become  possessed  of  her  property,  he 
may  avoid  the  settlement,  whether  it  be  upon  herself,  her  children, 
or  any  other  person.  (5)  ^    If  the  settlement  be  upon  children  of 

(6)  Ward  p.  ShaUett,  2  Ves.  16. 

(c)  Lad7  Arundell  v.  Phipps,  10  Ves.  189;  Bullard  v.  Brigga,  7  Pick.  633. 

(d)  St.  George  ».  Wake,  1  My.  &  K.  610 ;  Bill  v.  Cureton,  2  id.  508. 

(e)  Lowrj  v.  TiernaD,  2  Harr.  &  G.  34. 
{a)  Slocombe  v.  Glubb,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  546. 

(6)  Bailer,  J.,  and  Lord  Ch.  Thnrlow,  in  Strathmore  v.  BoweB,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  846 ; 
1  Veg.  22,  8.  c. ;  Goddard  v.  Snow,  1  Russell,  4S5 ;  Howard  v.  Hooker,  2  Bep.  in  Ch. 

1  Deception  wiU  be  inferred  if,  a^ter  her  intended   husband's   knowledge   or 

the  commencement  of  the  treaty  for  map-  concurrence.    Taylor  v.  Pugh,  1  Hare, 

tiage,  the  wife  should  attempt  to  make  606 ;  Chambers  v.  Crahbe,  84  Beav.  457 ; 

any  dispoeition  of  her  property  without  Downes  v.  Jennings,  82  Beav.  290 ;  [Hall 
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a  former  husband,  and  there  be  no  imposition  practised  upon  the 
husband,  the  settlement  would  be  valid,  without  notice ;  (<;)  and 
it  would  seem  from  the  opinion  of  the  lord  chancellor,  in  Etng  v. 
Coltony  that  such  a  settlement,  even  in  favor  of  a  stranger,  might 
be  equally  good  under  the  like  circumstances.  It  is  a  general 
rule,  without  any  exception,  that  whenever  any  agreement  is 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  altering  the  terms  of  a  previous 
marriage  agreement,  by  some  only  of  the  persons  who  are  parties 
to  the  marriage  agreement,  such  subsequent  agreement  is  deemed 
fraudulent  and  void.  The  fraud  consists  in  disappointing  the 
hopes  and  expectations  raised  by  the  marriage  treaty. 

It  is  a  material  consideration,  respecting  marriage  settlements, 
not  only  whether  they  are  made  before  or  after  marriage ;  but  if 
after  marriage,  whether  upon  a  voluntary  separation,  by  mutual 
agreement,  between  the  husband  and  wife.  Lord  Eldon,  in  St,  John 
V.  St.  John^  (d)  intimated  that  a  settlement  by  way  of  separate 
maintenance,  on  a  voluntary  separation  of  husband  and  wife,  was 
against  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  void ;  and  he  made  no 
*  176  distinction  between  settlements  *  resting  on  articles,  and  a 
final  complete  settlement  by  deed ;  or  between  the  cases 
where  a  trustee  indemnified  the  husband  against  the  wife*s  debts, 
and  where  there  was  no  such  indemnity.  The  ground  of  his 
opinion  was,  that  such  settlements,  creating  a  separate  mainte- 
nance by  voluntary  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  were  in 
their  consequences  destructive  to  the  indissoluble  nature  and  the 
sanctity  of  the  marriage  contract ;  and  he  considered  the  question 
to  be  the  gravest  and  most  momentous  to  the  public  interest  that 
could  fall  under  discussion  in  a  court  of  justice.  Afterwards,  in 
Worrall  v.  Jacobs  (a)  Sir  William  Grant  said  he  apprehended  it  to 
be  settled,  that  chancery  would  not  carry  into  execution  articles 

42,  [81 ;]  St  George  v.  Wake,  1  My.  &  K.  610.  Secret  and  volantary  conTejances  by  a 
woman,  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  are  a  fraud  upon  the  marital  rights  and  void. 
Tucker  v.  Andrews,  18  Me.  124, 128;  Jordan  v.  Black,  Meigs  (Tenn.),  142;  Ramsay 
V,  Joyce,  1  McM.  [Eq.]  (S.  C.)  236 ;  Logan  i;.  Simmons,  8  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  487. 

(c)  King  V.  Colton,  2  P.  Wms.  674 ;  Jones  v.  Cole,  2  BaUey  Eq.  (S.  C.)  880. 

{d)  11  Yes.  580 ;  Beach  v.  Beach,  2  HiU  [N.  Y.],  260,  8.  p. 

(a)  8  Meriv.  256,  268. 

V,  Carmichael,  8  Baxt  211 ;  Baker  v.  effect  of  a  woman's  antenuptial  settle- 
Jordan,  78  N.  C.  145 ;  Westerman  v,  ment  in  binding  herself,  see  poti^  248; 
Westerman,  25  Ohio  St.  500.  But  see  Tarbeil  r.  Tarbeil,  10  Allen,  278 ;  SuUings 
Butler  V,  Butler,  21  Kan.  521.]    As  to  the  v.  Richmond,  5  Allen,  187. 
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of  agreement  between  husband  and  wife.  The  court  did  not 
recognize  any  power  in  the  married  parties  to  vary  the  rights  and 
duties  growing  out  of  the  marriage  conti-act,  or  to  effect  at  their 
pleasure  a  partial  dissolution  of  the  contract.  But  he  admitted 
that  engagements  between  the  husband  and  a  third  person,  as  a 
trustee,  for  instance,  though  originating  out  of,  and  relating  to,  a 
separation,  were  valid,  and  might  be  enforced  in  equity.  (6)  It 
was,  indeed,  strange  that  such  an  auxiliary  agreement  should  be 
enforced,  while  the  principal  agreement  between  the  husband  and 
wife  to  separate,  and  settle  a  maintenance  on  her,  should  be 
deemed  to  be  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law. 
If  the  question  was  re«  Integra^  said  *  Lord  Eldon,  un-  *  177 
touched  by  dictum  or  decision,  he  would  not  have  permitted 
such  a  covenant  to  be  the  foundation  of  a  suit  in  equity.  But  dicta 
have  followed  dicta^  and  decision  has  followed  decision,  to  the 
extent  of  settling  the  law  on  this  point  too  firmly  to  be  now  dis- 
turbed in  chancery,  (a)  * 

(6)  This  is  now  the  settled  law  in  England  and  in  this  oonntry.  Fltzer  r.  Fitzer, 
2  Atk.  511 ,  Cooke  r.  Wiggins,  10  Yes.  191 ;  Lord  Rodnej  v.  Chambers,  2  East,  288 ; 
2  Raithbj's  Vernon,  ^86,  note  I ;  Ros  v.  Willoughbj,  10  Price,  2 ;  Carson  v.  Murray, 
8  Fkige,  483 ;  Reed  v.  Beazley,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  97,  s.  p.  It  is  an  interesting  fact  to  find 
not  onlj  the  /er  mercatona  of  the  English  common  law,  but  tiie  refinements  of  the 
English  equitj  system,  adopted  and  enforced  in  the  State  of  Indiana,  as  early  as  1820, 
when  we  consider  how  recently  that  oountiy  had  tlien  risen  from  a  wilderness  into  a 
cultJTated  and  civilized  community.  The  reports  in  Indiana,  here  referred  to,  are 
replete  with  extensive  and  accurate  law  learning,  and  the  notes  of  the  learned  reporter, 
annexed  to  rhe  cases,  are  very  valuable.  The  general  principle  is  established,  that 
the  law  does  not  authorize  or  sanction  a  voluntary  agreement  for  a  separation  between 
husband  and  wife.  The  wife  cannot  make  a  valid  agreement  with  the  husban:!  for  a 
separation,  in  violation  of  the  marriage  contract,  except  under  the  sanction  of  the 
courts  of  equity,  and  except  in  the  cases  where  the  conduct  of  the  husband  would 
have  entitled  her  to  a  separation.  The  law  merely  tolerates  such  agreements  when 
capable  of  bemg  enforced  by  or  against  a  third  person  acting  in  behalf  of  the  wife. 
Rogers  r.  Rogers,  4  Paige,  616 ;  Champlin  v  Champlin,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  55.  So,  in  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  of  England,  on  the  same  principle,  a  deed  of  separation  is  no  bar 
to  a  soit  instituted  for  the  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath, 
2  liagg.  Eccl.  Snpp.  115.  A  private  separation  is  an  illegal  contract,  a  renunciation 
of  stipulated  duties,  from  which  the  parties  cannot  release  themselves  by  any  private 
act  of  their  own.  Mortimer  r.  Mortimer,  2  Hagg.  Cons.  318 ,  Tx^pard  v.  Johnson,  3  Ves. 
8^2 ;  McKennan  p.  Phillips.  6  Wharton,  571,  576 ;  Mercein  v.  The  People,  26  Wend. 
77,  Bronson,  J.    Nothing  can  be  clearer  or  more  sound  than  this  conjugal  doctrine. 

(a)  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  Jac.  126.  In  Todd  i».  Stoakes,  1  Salk.  116 ;  Nurse 
V.  Craig,  6  Bos.  &  P.  148 ;  Hindley  v.  Westmeath,  6  B.  &  C.  200 ;  and  in  Shelthar  v. 

1  Separation  Deeds  --Thereisnodonbt  deeds  are  perfectly  valid,  nor  that  they 
DOW  that  by  the  English  law  separation    can  be  enforced  against  the  wife,  who  is 
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*  178         *  The  law  respecting  marriage  settlements  is  essentially 
the  same  in  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  South 

Gregory,  2  Wend.  422,  the  separation  of  husband  and  wife  by  deed,  and  a  stipulation 
on  his  part  with  the  wife's  trustees  to  pay  her  a  certain  allowance,  were  admitted  to 
constitute  a  valid  provision  at  law,  sufficient  to  exempt  the  husband  from  being 
chargeable  with  her  support.  But  if  the  husband  fails  to  pay  the  stipulated  allow- 
ance, he  then  becomes  chargeable  for  necessaries  furnished  his  wife ;  and  if  the  deed 
providing  for  a  separate  maintenance  be  made  without  any  actual  and  present  aeparor 
tioHf  it  is  void.  A  deed  providing  for  the  future  separation  of  husband  and  wife  Is 
void.  Durant  v.  Titley,  7  Price,  677 ;  Bindley  v.  Westmeath,  ut  supra.  So,  a  subse- 
quent reconciliation  and  return  to  the  husband's  house  destroys  the  deed.  1  Jac 
140;  Pidgin  v.  Cram,  8  N.  H.  850.  The  wife  after  a  separation  retains  the  character 
of  a  married  woman.  The  husband  may  recover  damages  for  adultery  committed 
by  the  wife  while  living  apart  from  him,  though  the  adultery  does  not  cause  any  for- 
feiture of  her  provision  under  the  deed  of  settlement.  2  Roper,  by  Jacob,  801,  322. 
These  deeds  of  separation  and  settlement  are  inauspicious,  for  they  condemn  the  hus- 
band and  wife  to  an  ambiguous  celibacy,  and  facilitate  the  means  of  breaking  up 
families.  In  Picquet  v.  Swan,  4  Mason,  443,  the  doctrine  of  postnuptial  settlements 
was  clearly  and  accurately  discussed,  and  it  was  held  tliat  a  power  of  appointment 
therein,  to  create  new  trusts  and  make  new  appointments,  might  be  reserved  to  the 
wife,  and  be  exercised  by  her  toties  guoties.  It  was  deemed  a  necessary  consequence 
of  the  validity  of  a  postnuptial  settlement  that  the  income  of  profit  arising  to  the 
wife  thereon  follows  the  nature  of  the  principal  estate,  and  cannot  be  taken  by  the 
husband  or  his  creditors,  but  is  the  separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  subject  to  her 
disposition  and  appointment.  In  Heyer  v.  Burger,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  1,  the  husband  and 
wife  voluntarily  executed  articles  of  separation,  and  the  husband  covenanted  with  a 
trustee f  who  was  a  party  to  the  instrument,  that  the  wife  might  live  separate,  and  he 
would  not  disturb  her,  and  he  and  his  wife  assigned  over  to  the  trustee  all  her  estate, 
real  and  personal,  in  trust,  to  apply  it  to  her  future  maintenance,  and  the  wife  was  not 


not  entitled  to  accept  the  benefits  and 
repudiate  the  obligations.  Williams  v. 
Baily,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  781 ;  Wilson  r.  Wil- 
son,  1  H.  L.  C.  538,  Gibbs  p.  Harding. 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  490.  See  Hamilton  v.  Hector, 
L.  R.  6  Ch.  701.  (As  to  the  husband's 
exemption  from  liability  for  the  wife's 
support  under  the  circumstances  men- 
tioned in  note  (a)  above,  see  146,  n.  1.) 
But  a  deed  which  was  on  its  face  a  sep- 


aration deed,  and  was  made  in  anticipa- 
tion of  a  separation  which  never  took 
place,  was  held  void  and  not  capable  of 
being  upheld  as  a  voluntary  settlement. 
Bindley  v.  MuUoney,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  343. 
See  Yansittart  v,  Vansittart,  2  De  G.  & 
J.  249,  255,  260 ;  and  the  validity  of 
such  agreements  is  denied  in  Collins  v. 
Collins,  PhilUps  (N.  C),  Eq.  153.  See 
Albee  v.  Wyman,  10  Gray,  222.  z^ 


x^  Adultery  of  husband  was  held  not 
to  discharge  the  wife  from  the  restraining 
covenants  in  a  separation  deed.  Gandy 
V.  Gandy,  7  P.  D.  168;  Rose  v.  Rose,  ib. 
225;  Dixon  v,  Dixon,  24  N.  J.  Eq.'  133. 
See  also  Besant  v.  Wood,  12  Ch.  D.  606. 
But  contra,  where  the  subsequent  offence 
constitutes  a  ground  for  dissolution  of 
the  marriage,  and  not  simply  for  judicial 
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separation.  Moirall  v,  Morrall,  6  P.  D. 
98;  Gandy  v.  Gandy,  7  P.  D.  p.  172.  In 
Fox  V.  Davis,  113  Mass.  255,  it  is  stated 
that  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  separation  deeds 
where  the  separation  has  taken  place  or 
is  to  take  place  at  once,  but  against  it 
where  a  future  separation  Is  contem- 
plated. 
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Carolina,  Kentucky,  and  probably  in  other  states,  as  in  England 
and  in  New  York,  (a)  But  in  Connecticut  it  has  been  decided 
that  an  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  during  coverture, 
was  void,  and  could  not  be  enforced  in  chancery.  (6)  The  court 
of  appeals  in  that  state  would  not  admit  tlie  competency  of  the 
husband  and  wife  to  contract  with  each  other,  nor  the  competency 
of  the  wife  to  hold  personal  estate  to  her  separate  ase.  After- 
wards, in  Nichols  v.  Palmer^  (c)  an  agreement  between  the  hus- 
band and  a  third  person,  as  trustee,  though  originating  out  of  and 
relating  to  a  separation  between  husband  and  wife,  was  recognized 
as  binding. 

5.    other  Rights  and  DisabOities  incident  to  the  Marriage  Union.  — 
The  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each 
other  in  a  civil  suit.     This  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  and 
equity,  and  it  is  *  founded  as  well  on  the  interest  of  the   *  179 
parties   being  the  same,  as  on  public  policy,  (a)  ^     The 

to  applj  to  the  husband  for  assistance,  nor  to  contract  debts  on  Iiis  account,  and  the 
articles  gare  her  autlioritj  to  dispose  of  tlie  property  by  will,  and  if  not  so  disposed 
of,  to  go  to  her  heirs.  The  assistant  vice  chancellor  ))eld  that  the  settlement  was 
binding  on  the  husband,  though  subject  to  be  annulled  by  a  subsequent  reconcilia- 
tion ;  and  that  the  wife  had  a  valid  power  to  make  a  will  of  tlie  personal  estate  by 
the  postnuptial  settlement.  It  may  be  further  noticed,  on  this  subject,  that  the 
equity  of  a  married  woman  for  a  settlement  does  not  survive  to  her  children.  They 
have  no  independent  equity,  where  there  is  no  contract  for  a  settlement  or  decree. 
Lloyd  V.  Williams,  1  Madd.  450 ;  Story,  £q.,  §  1417 ;  Barker  v.  Woods,  1  Sandf. 
Ch.  129. 

In  addition  to  the  general  abridgments,  there  are  several  professed  treatises 
recently  published  on  this  head,  as  Atherley's  Treatise  on  the  T^w  of  Marriage  and 
other  Family  Settlements  and  Devises,  published  in  1813;  Heating's  Treatise  on 
Family  SetUements  and  Devises,  published  in  1815 ;  Bingham  on  the  Law  of  Infancy 
and  Coverture,  published  in  1816 ;  Roper  on  the  Law  of  Property  arising  from  the 
relation  between  Husband  and  Wife,  republished  in  New  York  in  1824;  and  the  title 
of  Baron  and  Feme,  in  Ch.  J.  Reeve's  work  on  the  Domestic  Relations.  In  those 
Essays  the  subject  can  be  studied  and  pursued  through  all  its  complicated  details. 

(a)  Rnndle  v.  Murgatroyd,  4  Dallas,  304,  307 ;  Magniac  r.  Thompson,  1  Baldw. 
344 ;  Scott  r.  Loraine,  6  Munf.  117 ;  Bray  v.  Dudgeon,  ib.  132 ;  Tyson  v.  Tyson, 
2  Hawks.  472;  Crostwaight  r;.  Hutchinson,  2  Bibb,  407;  Browning  v.  Coppage, 
8  Bibb,  87 ;  South  Carolina  Kq.  Rep.  passim, 

{b)  Dibble  r.  Button.  1  Day,  221. 

(c)  5  Day,  47. 

(a)  Davisi7.Dinwoody,4T.R.678;  Winsmore  ».  Greenbank,  Willes,  577  ;  Vowles 
V.  Toung,  13  Yes.  140;  City  Bank  r.  Bangs,  3  Paige,  36;  Copous  o.  Kauffroan,  8  id. 
683. 

1  This  is  now  modified  by  statute  pretty  v.  Drew,  12  Allen,  107, 109 ;  Morrissey  i;. 
generally  both  in  America  and  England.  People,  11  Mich.  327, 330;  Farrell  v.  Led- 
Hooper  v.  Hooper,  48  Barb.  202;  Kelly    well,  21  Wis.  182;  Mousler  v.  Harding, 
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foundations  of  society  would  be  shaken,  according  to  the  strong 
language  in  one  of  the  cases,  by  permitting  it.  Nor  can  either  of 
them  be  permitted  to  give  any  testimon}^  either  in  a  civil  or 
criminal  case,  which  goes  to  criminate  the  other ;  and  this  rule  is 
80  inviolable,  that  no  consent  will  authorize  the  breach  of  it.  (&) 
Lord  Thurlow  said,  in  Sedgvnck  v.  Watkins^  (c)  that  for  security 
of  the  peace,  ex  necessitate^  the  wife  might  make  an  affidavit 
against  her  husband,  but  that  he  did  not  know  one  other  case, 
either  at  law  or  in  chancery,  where  the  wife  was  allowed  to  be  a 
witness  against  her  husband,  (d) 

(h)  The  King  v.  Cliviger,  2  T.  R.  203.  In  this  case  the  conrt  of  K.  B.  would  not 
aUow  any  testimony  that  tended  that  way ;  but  afterwards  tlie  rule  was  by  the  same 
court  somewhat  restricted,  and  confined  to  testimony  that  went  directly  to  criminate 
the  husband,  or  could  afterwards  be  used  against  him.  The  King  v.  Inhabitants 
of  All  Saints,  4  Petersdorff's  Abr.  167.  On  the  question  of  legitimacy,  neither 
husband  nor  wife  can  be  admitted  to  prove  non-access.  This  is  an  old  and  well 
settled  rule. 

(c)  1  Ves.  Jr.  49. 

{d)  In  Bentley  v,  Cooke,  3  Doug.  422,  Lord  Mansfield  said  that  there  had  nerer 
been  any  instance,  in  a  civil  or  criminal  case,  where  the  husband  or  wife  had  been 
permitted  to  be  a  witness  for  or  against  each  other,  except  in  case  of  particular  neces- 
sity, as  where  the  wife  would  otherwise  be  exposed,  without  remedy,  to  personal 
injuiy.  There  are  exceptions  to  the  rule  stated  in  the  text,  when  the  necessity  of 
admitting  the  wife  as  a  witness  against  her  husband  is  so  strong  as  to  overbalance  the 
principle  of  public  policy  upon  which  the  rule  of  exclusion  is  founded,  as  when  the 
wife  is  the  injured  person,  complaining  of  cruel  treatment  by  her  husband.  The 
People  V.  Mercein,  8  Paige,  47.  The  exception  to  the  general  rule,  excluding  persons 
interested  from  being  witnesses  in  civil  and  criminal  cases,  applies  in  other  cases,  as 
where  a  statute  can  receive  no  execution,  unless  the  party  interested  (as  the  owner 
of  g^ods  stolen  or  robbed)  be  admitted  as  a  witness.  United  States  v  Murphy,  16 
Peters,  203.  The  law  will  not  permit  any  disclosure  by  tlie  wife,  even  after  the  hus- 
band's desth,  which  implies  a  violation  of  the  confidence  reposed  in  her  as  a  wife, 
though  she  may  in  other  cases  testify  to  his  acts  or  declarations  of  a  public  nature 
and  not  affecting  his  character.  McGuire  v.  Maloney,  1  B.  Mon.  224 ;  May  v.  Little, 
8  Ired.  (N.  C.)  27. 

The  policy  and  force  of  the  general  rule  of  exclusion  also  applies  to  render  the 
wife  incompetent,  even  after  a  divorce  a  vinculo,  to  testify  agaimt  her  husband,  as  to 
matters  of  fact  occurring  during  the  coverture,  and  which  affect  the  husband  in  his 
pecuniary  interest  or  character.  Monroe  ir.  Twistleton,  Peake's  Add.  Cases,  219; 
Doker  r.  Hasler,  Ryan  &  M.  198;  Ratcliff  r.  Wales,  1  HiU  (N.  Y.),  63;  Babcock  v. 
Booth.2HiU(N.  Y.),  181. 

33  Ind.  176;  State  v.  Straw,  60  N.  H.  On  the  matter  of  note  (5\see  State  v. 
460;  St.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  88;  32  &  83  WiUon,  81  N.  J.  (2  Vroom)  77.  and  cases 
Vict  6a  xi  cited. 


x»  See  further,  Shultz  v.  The  State,  82  121  Mass.  137 ;  Wood  ».  Chetwood,  27 

Ohio  St  276;  Gibson  v.  The  Common-  N.J.  Eq.311;  Lucas  v.  Brooks,  18  Wall, 

wealth,  87  Penn.  St.  268 ;  Brown  v.  Wood,  436, 462 ;  Crose  v.  Rutledge.  81  IlL  266. 
[226] 
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But  where  the  wife  acts  as  her  husband's  agent,  her  declara- 
tions have  been  admitted  in  evidence  to  charge  the  husband ;  for 
if  he  permits  the  wife  to  act  for  him  as  his  agent  in  any  particular 
business,  he  adopts,  and  is  bound  by  her  acts  and  admissions,  and 
they  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  him.  (e)  The  wife  cannot 
bind  her  husband  by  her  contracts,  except  as  his  agent,  and  this 
agency  may  be  inferred  by  a  jury  in  the  cases  of  orders  given  by 
her  in  those  departments  of  her  husband's  household  which  she 
has  under  her  control.  (/)  So,  also,  where  the  husband  permitted 
his  wife  to  deal  as  a/^m«  sole^  her  testimony  was  admitted,  where 
she  acted  as  agent,  to  charge  her  husband.  (^)  In  the  case,  like- 
wise, of  Fenner  v.  Letcis^  (A)  where  the  husband  and  wife  had 
agreed  to  articles  of  separation,  and  a  third  person  became  a  party 
to  the  agreement  as  the  wife's  trustee,  and  provision  was 
made  for  her  maintenance  and  enjoyment  of  *  separate  *180 
property,  it  was  held  that  the  declarations  of  the  wife 
relative  to  her  acts  as  agent  were  admissible  in  favor  of  her  hus- 
band in  a  suit  against  the  trustee.  In  such  a  case,  the  law  so  far 
regarded  the  separation  as  not  to  hold  the  husband  any  longer 
liable  for  her  support,  (a)  The  policy  of  the  rule  excluding  the 
husband  and  wife  from  being  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other, 
whether  founded,  according  to  Lord  Kenyon,  (6)  on  the  su{)posed 
bias  arising  from  the  marriage,  or,  according  to  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  (c)  in  the  necessity  of  preserving  the  peace  and  happiness 
of  families,  was  no  longer  deemed  applicable  to  that  case.  In 
Avesan  v.  Lord  Kinnaird^  (d)  dying  declarations  of  the  wife 
were  admitted  in  a'  civil  suit  against  her  husband,  they  being 
made  when  no  confidence  was  violated,  and  nothing  extracted 
from  the  bosom  of  the  wife  which  was  confided  there  by  the 
husband.  Lord  EUenborough  referred  to  the  case  of  Thompson 
V.  Trevanion^  in  Skin.  Rep.  402,  where,  in  an  action  by  husband 

(e)  Anon.,  1  Str.  Rep.  527 ;  Emerson  t\  Blonden,  1  Esp.  142;  Palethorp  i'.  Furnish, 
2  id.  511,  note ;  Clifford  v.  Burton,  8  Moore,  16 ;  1  Bing.  190,  8.  c. ;  Dacy  v.  Chemical 
Manuf.  Co.,  2  HaU  (N.  Y.j,  650;  Plummer  v.  Sells,  3  Nev.  &  M.  422. 

(/)  Freestone  ».  Butcher,  0  Carr.  &  P.  643;  Lane  r.  Ironmonger,  13  M.  4  W.  368. 

ig)  Rotter  v.  Baldwin,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  226,  227  ;  but  Lord  Eldon  said,  in  15  Yes. 
165,  that  he  had  great  difficulty  in  acceding  to  this  case  to  that  extent. 

(A)  10  Johns.  88. 

(a)  Baker  v.  Barney,  8  id.  72. 

(6)  4  T.  B.  679. 

(c)  Baker  v.  Dixie,  Cases  temp.  Hardw.  252,  [264.] 

{d)  6  East,  188. 
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and  wife  for  wounding  the  wife,  Lord  Holt  allowed  what  the  wife 
said  immediately  upon  the  hurt  received,  and  before  she  had  time 
to  devise  anything  to  her  own  advantage,  to  be  given  in  evidence 
as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce. 

These  cases  may  be  considered  as  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 
of  law,  and  which,  as  a  general  rule,  ought  to  be  steadily  and  firmly 
adhered  to,  for  it  has  a  solid  foundation  in  public  policy,  (e) 

In  civil  suits,  where  the  wife  cannot  have  the  property  de- 
manded, either  solely  to  herself  or  jointly  with  her  husband,  or 
where  the  wife  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  same  cause  if 
she  survive  her  husband,  the  husband  must  sue  alone.  (/}  In 
all  other  cases  in  which  this  rule  does  not  apply,  they  must 
*181  be  joined  in  the  suit;  and  where  the  husband  is  *8ued 
for  the  debts  of  the  wife  before  coverture,  the  action  must 
be  joint  against  husband  and  wife,  and  she  may  be  charged  in 
execution  with  her  husband;  though  if  she  be  in  custody  on 
mesne  process  only,  she  will  be  discharged  fiom  custody  on 
motion,  (a)  The  husband  may  also  be  bound  to  keep  the  peace 
as  against  his  wife ;  and  for  any  unreasonable  and  improper  con- 
finement by  him,  she  may  be  entitled  to  relief  upon  JuU>ea9 
corpus,  (i)  But  as  the  husband  is  the  guardian  of  the  wife,  and 
bound  to  protect  and  maintain  her,  the  law  has  given  him  a  rea- 
sonable superiority  and  control  over  her  person,  and  he  may 
even  put  gentle  restraints  upon  her  liberty,  if  her  conduct  be 
such  as  to  require  it,  unless  he  renounces  that  control  by  articles 

(e)  The  policy  of  the  rule  of  the  English  law,  that  husband  and  wife  cannot  be 
witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  is  much  questioned  in  Am.  Jur.  No.  80,  p.  374.  I 
remain,  howerer,  decidedly  against  the  abolition  of  the  rule. 

(/)  If  a  note  be  giyen  to  the  husband  and  wife,  on  a  sale  of  her  property,  and  she 
survive  him,  she,  and  not  his  administrator,  must  indorse  it;  for  the  interest  being 
Joint,  it  went,  of  course,  to  the  survivor.  Draper  v.  Jackson,  16  Mass.  480;  Schoon- 
maker  v.  Elmendorf,  10  Johns.  49 ;  Richardson  v.  Daggett,  4  Vt.  836. 

(a)  Anon.,  8  Wils.  124.  The  wife^will  be  discharged  from  execution  in  such  a 
case,  if  it  appears  that  she  has  no  separate  property  to  pay  the  debt  Sparkes  v. 
Bell,  8  B.  &  C.  1.  The  application  for  her  discharge  has  been  held  to  rest  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  Chalk  v.  Deacon,  6  J.  B.  Moore,  128.  Tlie  husband  and 
wife  may  be  Jointly  guilty  of  a  tortious  conversion  of  a  chattel,  and  may  be  sued 
jointly,  provided  the  conversion  be  charged  to  be  to  the  use  of  the  huband.  2  Saund. 
47,1. 

(6)  In  the  matter  of  William  P.  Brown,  on  habeas  corpus,  before  the  circuit  judge 
of  the  first  Judicial  circuit  in  New  York,  Feb.  1843,  it  was  ruled  that  a  wife  may  be 
kidnapped  by  the  husband  within  the  provisions  of  the  He  vised  Statutes,  il.  664,  and 
he  and  his  accessories  be  held  to  answer  for  the  crime. 
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of  separation,  or  it  be  taken  from  him  by  a  qualified  divorce.  (<?) 
The  husband  is  the  best  judge  of  the  wants  of  the  family,  and 
the  means  of  supplying  them  ;  and  if  he  shifts  his  domicile,  the 
wife  is  bound  to  follow  him  wherever  he  chooses  to  go.  (d)  If 
a  woman  marries,  pending  a  suit  against  her,  the  plaintifiP  may 
proceed  to  judgment  and  execution  against  her  alone,  without 
joining  tlie  husband  ;  (^)  but  for  any  cause  of  action,  either  on 
contract  or  for  tort,  arising  during  coverture,  tlie  husband  only 
can  be  taken  in  execution.  (/)  These  provisions  in  favor  of  the 
wife  are  becoming  of  less  consequence  with  us  every  yeai*,  inas- 
much as  imprisonment  for  debt  is  undergoing  constant 
relaxation  ;  and  by  statute  in  *  several  of  the  states,  no  *  182 
female  can  be  impiisoned  upon  any  execution  for  debt,  (a) 

I  trust  I  need  not  apologize  for  having  dwelt  so  long  upon  the 
consideration  of  this  most  intei*esting  of  the  domestic  relations. 
The  law  concerning  husband  and  wife  has  always  made  a  very 
prominent  and  extensive  article  in  the  codes  of  civilized  nations. 
It  occupies  a  large  title  in  the  English  equity  jurisprudence.  So 
extensive  have  become  the  trusts  growing  out  of  marriage  settle- 
ments, that  a  lawyer  of  very  great  experience  (6)  considered  that 
half  the  property  of  England  was  vested  in  nominal  owners,  and 
it  had  become  difficult  to  ascertain  whether  third  persons  were 
safe  in  dealing  for  fiduciary  property  with  the  trustee,  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  beneficial  owner.  There  are  no  regula- 
tions on  any  other  branch  of  the  law,  which  affect  so  many 
minute  interests,  and  interfere  so  deeply  with  the  prosperity,  the 
honor,  and  happiness  of  private  life.  As  evidence  of  the  im- 
mense importance  which  in  every  age  has  been  attached  to  this 
subject,  we  may  refer  to  the  Roman  law,  where  this  title  occupies 
two  entire  books  of  the  Pandects,  (e?)  and  the  better  part  of  the 
fifth  book  of  the  Code.  Among  the  modern  civilians.  Dr.  Taylor 
devotes  upwards  of  one  sixth  part  of  his  whole  work  on  the 
Elements  of  the  Civil  Law  to  the  article  of  marriage  ;  and  Hei- 
neccius,  in  his  voluminous  works,  pours  a  flood  of  various  and 

(c)  Bridgman,  Ch.  J.,  in  Manby  ».  Scott,  Bridg.  Rep.  288;  Rex  v.  Mead,  1  Burr. 
642 ;  Lister's  Case,  8  Mod.  22. 

(rf)  Chretien  r.  Her  Husband,  17  Martin  (La.),  flO. 

(«)  Doylcy  v.  White,  Cro.  Jac.  823;  Cooper  r.  Hunchin,  4  East,  621. 

(/)  Anon.,  Cro.  Car.  518;  8  Bl.  Comm.414. 

(a)  See  infra,  899,  n.  (6).  (6)  Mr.  Batler. 

(c)  Lib.  28  and  24. 
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profound  learning  on  the  subject  of  the  conjugal  relations,  (d) 
Pothier,  who  has  examined,  in  thirty-one  volumes,  the  whole 
immense  subject  of  the  municipal  law  of  France,  which  has  its 
foundations  principally  laid  upon  the  civil  law,  devotes  six  entire 
volumes  to  the  law  of  the  matrimonial  state.  When  we  reflect 
on  the  labors  of  those  great  masters  in  jurisprudence,  and  com- 
pare them  with  what  is  here  written,  a  consciousness  arises  of 
the  great  imperfection  of  this  humble  view  of  the  subject ;  and 
I  console  myself  with  the  hope,  that  I  may  have  been  able  to 
point  out  at  least  the  paths  of  inquiry  to  the  student,  and 

*  183    to  stimulate  his  *  exertions  to  become  better  acquainted 

with  this  very  comprehensive  and  most  interesting  head 
of  domestic  polity. 

There  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  provisions  of  the 
common  law  and  the  civil  law,  in  respect  to  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  matrimonial  parties.  Our  law  concerning 
marriage  settlements  appears,  to  us  at  least,  to  be  quite  simple 
and  easy  to  be  digested,  when  compared  with  the  complicated 
regulations  of  the  community  or  partnership  system  between  hus- 
band and  wife  which  prevails  in  many  parts  of  Europe,  as  France, 
Spain,  and  Holland,  and  also  in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  Tins 
system  was  carried  by  the  colonists  of  those  European  powers 
into  their  colonies,  such  as  Ceylon,  Mauritius,  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  Guiana,  Demerara,  Canada,  and  Louisiana.  Many  of  the 
regulations  cc^ncerning  the  matrimonial  union,  though  not  the 
community  system,  are  founded  on  the  Roman  law,  which  Van 

Leeuwen,  in  his  Commentaries,  terms  the  common  law  of 

*  184  nations,  (a)    I  do  not  allude  to  the  *  earlier  laws  of  the 

(d)  Vide  Opera  Hcinecc.  torn.  ii.  De  Marito  Tutore  et  Curatore  Uxoria  legitimo, 
and  torn.  vii.  Commentarius  ad  legem  Juliam  et  Papiam  Poppaeam. 

(a)  In  Louisiana,  according  to  their  new  Civil  Code,  as  amended  and  promulgated 
in  1824  (art.  2312,  2309,  2370),  the  partnership  or  communitj  of  acquets  or  gains  {eom^ 
nutnatUe  des  biena)  arising  daring  coverture,  exists  by  law  in  eyer>'  marriage  contract 
in  the  state,  where  there  is  no  stipulation  to  the  contrary.  Thb  was  a  legal  conse- 
quence of  marriage,  under  the  Spanish  law.  The  doctrine  of  the  community  of 
acquets  and  gains  was  unknown  to  the  Roman  law,  but  it  is  common  to  the  greater 
number  of  the  European  nations,  and  is  supposed  to  have  taken  its  rise  with  the 
Germans,  and  may  be  founded  on  tlie  presumption  that  the  wife,  by  her  industry  and 
care,  contributes,  equally  with  her  husband,  to  the  acquisition  of  property.  AH  the 
property  left  at  tlie  death  of  either  party  is  presumed  to  constitute  the  community 
of  acquets  and  gains,  and  this  presumption  stands  good  until  destroyed  by  proof  to 
the  contrary.    Toulller's  Droit  Civii  Fran9ais,  xii.  art.  72;  17  Martin  (La).  258; 
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Roman  republic,  by  which  the  husband  was  invested  with 
the  plenitude  of  paternal  power  of  life  and  death  oyer  the 

Christy,  Dig.  tit.  Marriage ;  Clole's  Wife  v.  Bw  Heirs,  19  Martin  (La.),  41.  But  the 
parties  may  modify  or  limit  this  partnership,  or  agree  that  it  shall  not  exist.  Tliey 
may  regulate  their  matrimonial  agreements  as  they  please,  provided  the  regulations 
be  not  contrary  to  good  morals,  and  be  conformable  to  certain  prescribed  modiflca- 
tion&  (Art.  2805.)  Parties  can,  by  an  express  matrimonial  contract,  subject  them- 
selres  to  the  communio  bmorum  as  to  personal  property,  or  adopt  the  law  of  any  country 
in  respect  thereof,  and  the  courts  will  give  effect  to  it,  unless  prohibited  by  a  positive 
law,  either  of  the  matrimonial  domicile  or  of  the  locut  rei  sita.  Vide  infra,  469,  and 
note  (6),  ib.  In  the  case  of  married  persons  removing  into  the  state  from  another  state, 
or  from  foreign  countries,  their  subsequently  acquired  property  is  subjected  to  the 
community  of  acquets.  (Art.  2870.)  Tiiis  very  point  was  decided  at  New  Orleans, 
in  Gale  ».  Davis,  4  Martin  (La.),  645,  and  in  the  case  of  Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  17 
Martin  (La.),  568.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  in  the  able  opinion  pronounced 
by  Judge  Porter,  on  behalf  of  the  court  in  the  latter  case,  held,  that  tliough  the  mar- 
riage was  contracted  in  a  state  governed  by  tlie  English  common  law,  yet  if  tlie  par- 
ties lemored  into  Louisiana,  and  there  acquired  property,  such  property,  on  the 
dissolution  of  the  marriage  in  that  state,  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  would  be  regulated 
by  the  law  of  Louisiana.  Consequently,  a  community  of  acquets  and  gains  did  exist 
between  the  married  parties,  from  the  time  of  their  removal  into  the  state,  and  the 
property  they  acquired  after  their  removal  became  common,  and  was  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them,  on  the  principles  of  partnership.  The  decision  was  founded 
on  an  ancient  Spanish  statute,  in  the  Partidas,  which  governed  at  New  Orleans  when 
it  was  a  Spanish  colony  ;  and  it  is  also  the  law  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  as 
already  mentioned.  So,  property  acquired  before  the  removal  from  the  matrimonial 
domicile  is  governed  by  the  law  of  that  domicile ;  and  if  married  persons  move  out  of 
the  country  where  the  community  of  acquets  and  gains  exists,  into  one  where  it  does 
not,  their  future  acquisitions  are  governed  by  the  law  of  their  new  domicile.  Porter.  J., 
4  La.  198;  McCoUum  i?.  Smith,  Meigs  (Tenn.),  342;  Kneeland  v,  Ensley,  ib.  620. 
The  principles  declared  in  the  case  of  Saul  v.  His  Creditors  are  essentially  rededared 
in  the  case  of  Packwood  t;.  Packwood,  9  Rob.  (La.)  488 ;  12  id.  884.  The  community 
of  acquets  and  gains  applies  to  all  the  property,  real  and  personal,  acquired  while  the 
parties  were  domiciled  in  Louisiana,  though  not  to  property  previously  acquired  during 
their  matrimonial  domicile  in  another  state,  nor  to  property  subsequently  acquired  after 
a  change  of  domicile  from  Louisiana  to  another  state.  Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  tupnu 
This  was  the  doctrine  in  the  Partidas ;  but  it  seems,  according  to  the  jurists  in  France 
and  Holland,  that  the  community  principle  prevails  and  follows  the  property  even  sub- 
sequently acquired  after  a  change  of  domicile,  on  the  ground  of  a  tacit  or  implied 
contract  having  the  effect  of  an  actual  marriage  settlement.  While  it  was  admitted 
in  tiie  case  of  Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  that,  by  the  comity  of  nations,  contracts  were  to 
be  enforced  according  to  the  principles  of  law  which  governed  the  contract  in  the 
phu^e  where  it  was  made,  yet  it  was  equally  part  of  the  rule,  that  a  positive  law,  regu- 
lating property  in  the  place  where  it  was  situated,  and  which  the  European  continental 
Jurists  call  real  statutes,  in  contradistinction  to  those  personal  statutes  which  follow 
and  goTem  the  individual  wherever  he  goes,  must  prevail  when  opposed  to  the  lex 
loci  contraduM.  The  right  of  sovereignty  settles  the  point,  wherever  the  rules  of  the 
place  of  the  contract,  and  of  the  place  of  its  execution,  conflict.  The  comity  of  nations 
must  yield  to  the  authority  of  positive  legislation;  and  it  was  admitted,  that,  inde- 
pendent of  that  authority,  the  weight  of  the  opinion  of  civilians  m  France  and  Holland 
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*  185  *  wife,  but  to  the  civil  law  in  the  more  polished  ages  of 

the   Roman  jurisprudence,  when  the  wife  was  admitted 

WS8,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  marriage  was  contracted  ought  to  be  the 
guide,  and  not  that  of  the  place  where  it  was  dissolved.  The  property  of  married 
persons  is  divided  into  separate  property,  being  tliat  which  either  party  brings  in  mar- 
riage, or  subsequently  acquires  by  inheritance  or  gift ;  and  common  property,  being 
that  acquired  in  any  other  way  by  the  husband  and  wife  during  marriage.  Art.  2314. 
The  community  of  acquets  and  gains  ceases  on  the  death  of  either  party,  and  tlie 
survlTor  takes  only  his  or  her  undivided  moiety  of  the  common  property.  Cooney's 
Heirs  v.  Clark,  7  La.  156 ;  Broussard  v.  Bernard,  ib.  216 ;  Stewart  v.  Pickard,  10  Rob. 
(La.)  18.  The  surviving  wife  cannot  renounce  the  community  of  gains,  if  she  takes 
an  active  part  in  the  community  of  gains,  but  in  that  case  she  is  only  responsible  for 
one  half  of  the  debts  contracted  during  the  marriage.  Code  Civil,  arts.  2378,  2982 ; 
Lynch  v.  Benton,  12  Rob.  (La.)  113.  The  separate  property  of  the  wife  is  divided 
into  dotaif  being  that  which  she  brings  to  the  husband  to  assist  in  the  marriage  estab- 
lishment, and  extradotal,  or  paraphernal  property,  being  that  which  forms  no  part  of 
the  dowry.  (Art  2815.)  The  husband  is  the  head  and  master,  and  the  proceeds  of 
the  dowry  belong  to  the  husband  during  the  marriage,  and  he  has  the  administration 
of  the  partnership  or  community  of  profits  of  the  matrimonial  property,  and  be  may 
dispose  of  the  revenues  which  they  produce  and  alienate  them,  without  the  consent 
of  the  wife.  But  he  cannot  convey  the  common  estate,  or  the  acquets  and  gains,  to 
the  injury  of  the  wife  during  coverture,  and  she  may,  at  his  decease,  by  action,  set 
aside  the  alienation.  The  wife  has  a  tacit  mortgage  for  her  dotal  and  paraphernal 
property,  and  also  upon  the  community  property  from  the  time  it  comes  into  the 
hands  of  the  husband.  There  is  a  marked  difference  on  this  point  between  the  com- 
munity law  in  France  and  in  Louisiana.  In  the  latter,  taken  from  the  Spanish  law, 
the  wife  has  an  interest  in  the  community  property,  and  not  a  mere  hope  or  expec- 
tancy, during  the  coverture.  It  is  not  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  community 
is  dissolved,  but  that  in  vigor  when  it  was  formed,  which  regelates  the  rights  of  haa- 
band  and  wife  to  the  property  acquired  during  coverture.  (Art.  2373.)  Porter,  J., 
Dixon  V.  Dixon,  4  La.  188, 192.  He  cannot  alienate  the  dotal  estate,  though  be  may 
enjoy  the  fruits  of  it,  nor  can  the  income  of  the  dotal  property  be  seized  by  the 
husband's  creditors.  Buard  v.  De  Russy,  6  Rob.  (La.)  HI.  But  he  is  subject,  in 
respect  to  that  property,  to  all  the  obligations  of  the  usufructuary.  (Art.  2344.)  The 
paraphernal  property  of  the  wife  is  not  bound  for  the  debts  contracted  by  the  hus- 
band while  at  the  head  of  the  community ;  neither  are  the  fruits  of  that  property 
liable  when  administered  by  the  wife.  (L.  Code,  art.  2371.)  Lambert  v.  Franclie- 
bois,  16  La.  1.  If  the  husband  and  wife  stipulate  that  there  shall  be  no  partnership 
between  them,  the  wife  preserves  the  entire  administration  of  her  property,  movable 
and  immovable,  and  may  sell  it.  (Arts.  2394.  2395.)  She  has  the  right,  during  the 
existence  of  the  community,  to  the  administration  of  her  paraphernal  property ;  and, 
on  her  death,  her  heirs  take  her  separate  estate,  and  moneys  received  by  her  husband 
on  her  account  during  marriage,  form  part  of  it.  Robin  v,  Castile,  7  La.  295.  And 
if  there  be  no  agreement  as  to  the  expenses  of  the  marriage,  the  wife  contributes  to 
the  amount  of  one  half  of  ber  income  (Art.  2387) ;  but  a  married  woman  cannot, 
under  any  circumstances,  become  a  surety  for  ber  husband.  Hughes  v.  Harrison,  19 
Martin  (La.),  251.  A  sale  by  the  husband  to  his  wife,  to  replace  her  paraphernal 
property,  sold  by  him,  is  good.  Her  land,  whether  dotal  or  not,  Is  not  affected  by  her 
husband's  debts.  Christy's  Dig.,  tit  Husband  and  Wife.  If  the  wife  renounces  the 
community,  she  in  that  case  has  a  mortgage  on  the  property  purchased  by  the  buB- 
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to  the  •benefit  of  a  liberal  antenuptial  contract,  by  which  *  186 
her  private  property  was  secured  to  her,  and  a  more  reason- 

bfiDtl  daring  coTerture,  which  takes  precedence  of  the  ordinary  creditors  of  the 
husband.  M^Donough  v.  Tregre,  10  Martin  (La.),  68.  But  she  must,  as  against  cred- 
itori,  produce  other  proof  of  the  payment  of  the  dot  or  dotal  portion  on  marriage, 
than  the  liusband's  confession  in  the  marriage  contract.  Buisson  v.  Thompson,  19 
Msrtin  (La.),  460.  And  she  has  no  mortgage  on  her  husband's  estate  for  the  fruits 
of  her  paraphernal  estate,  18  id.  103 ;  but  she  is  a  privileged  creditor,  15  id.  289 ; 
and  has  a  tacit  mortgage  for  replacing  her  paraphernal  effects  sold  by  the  husband, 
10  id.  402 ;  Johnson  v.  Filster,  4  Rob.  (La.)  71.  The  civil  law,  in  order  to  protect  the 
wife,  would  not  allow  her  dotal  property  to  be  alienated,  during  the  coverture,  even 
with  her  consent;  and  the  Spanish  laws  declare  void  any  contract  in  which  the  wife 
binds  herself  with  her  husband,  unless  the  debt  be  contracted  for  her  particular  benefit. 
1  Martin  (La.),  2'J6.  But  I  cannot  go  further,  and  give  a  more  detailed  view  of  the 
rights  of  married  persons  in  Louisiana.  My  object  is  merely  to  state  enough  to  show 
that  its  regulations  on  the  subject  are  entirely  different  from  the  laws  of  the  other 
states ;  and  to  a  mere  English  lawyer  they  will  probably  appear,  to  be  embarrassing, 
and  rather  forbidding.  Our  taste  and  modes  of  thinking  are  very  much  under  the 
influence  of  education ;  and  we  are  naturally  led  to  give  a  preference  to  the  institutions 
under  wliich  we  live,  and  with  which  we  are  best  acquainted. 

The  Louisiana  Code  appears  to  be  a  transcript  in  this,  as  well  as  most  other 
respects,  of  the  Code  Napoleon  ;  and  the  very  complicated  regulations  of  the  French 
code  on  the  subject  of  marriage  property  occupy  a  wide  space,  even  in  that  compre- 
hensive and  summary  digest  of  the  French  law.  Pothier  had  devoted  three  volumes 
of  his  works  to  the  conjugal  rights  in  community;  and  M.  Toullier,  who  had  dis- 
cussed extensively  the  law  of  marriage,  in  the  former  part  of  his  Droit  Civil  Fran^ais 
snivant  Tordre  du  code,  devoted  his  last  volumes  to  a  commentary  upon  the  regula- 
tions of  the  Code  Civil  concerning  the  community  system ;  and  Mr.  Burge,  in  his 
CommeDtaries  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  i.  382-413,  and  again  from  609  to  640, 
has  also  digested,  with  much  labor  and  research,  the  law  of  the  community  of  goods 
between  Iiusband  and  wife.  I  have  selected,  for  the  information  of  the  student,  a 
few  of  the  leading  principles  of  the  French  code  on  the  subject. 

It  is  declared  that  the  husband  owes  protection  and  maintenance  to  the  wife, 
according  to  his  means  and  condition.  Code  Civil,  nos.  218  and  214.  The  wife  owes 
him  obedience,  and  cannot  do  any  act  in  law  without  the  authority  of  her  husband ; 
and  without  his  concurrence  she  cannot  give,  alien,  or  acquire  property.  lb.  nos.  216, 
217.  But  if  the  husband  refuses  to  authorize  his  wife  to  do  any  act  in  law,  she  may 
apply  to  a  judicial  tribunal  for  leave  to  act  lb.  nos.  218,  219.  If  she  be  a  public 
trader,  ahe  may  bind  herself,  without  the  authority  of  her  husband,  in  whatever  con- 
cerns that  business.  lb.  n.  220.  She  may  also  make  a  will  without  his  authority, 
lb.  n.  226.  No  general  authority,  though  stipulated  by  the  marriage  contract,  is  valid, 
except  as  the  administration  of  the  wife's  property.  lb.  n.  228.  But  the  law  allows 
the  husband  and  wife  to  make  any  special  contract  as  to  property  which  is  not  incom- 
patible with  good  morals,  and  does  not  derogate  from  the  power  of  the  husband  over 
the  person  of  the  wife  and  children,  nor  change  the  legal  order  of  succession.  lb. 
DOS.  1387, 1888, 1389.  The  parties  may  stipulate  in  writing,  before  marriage,  that  the 
conjugal  relation,  in  respect  to  property,  shall  be  regulated  either  under  the  com- 
munity, or  under  the  dotal  rule,  and  the  code  prescribes  their  rights  and  powers  under 
each  of  these  systems,  and  they  may  modify  as  they  please  the  management  and  dis- 
position of  the  joint  property  placed  in  community.    They  may  stipulate  that  each 
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*  187    able  equality  of  condition  *  between  the  husband  and  wife 

introduced.  The  civil  law  at  first  prohibited  the  husband 
and  wife  from  making  valid  gifts  to  each  other  causa  mortis  ;  yet  the 
rigor  of  the  law  was  afterwards  done  away,  and  donations  between 
husband  and  wife  were  good  if  they  were  not  revoked  in  the  life- 
time of  the  parties;  and  Justinian  abolished  the  distinction  between 
donations  inter  vivos  ante  nuptias  et  post  nuptias,  and  lie  allowed 
donations  propter  nuptias  as  well  after  as  before  marriage,  (^d) 
The  wife  could  bind  herself  by  her  contracts  without  charging 
her  husband.  She  was  competent  to  sue  and  be  sued  without 
him.     They  could  sue  each  other,  and,  in  respect  to  the  property, 

of  the  married  parties  shall  separately  pay  their  own  debts,  and  this  stipulation  wiU 
bind  tbem,  on  the  dissolution  of  the  community,  to  account  to  each  other.  lb.  nos. 
1391, 1396, 1401, 1402, 1421, 1497, 1500. 1510, 1626.  Before  the  French  revolution,  the 
northern  provinces  of  France  were  under  tlie  customary  law,  and  the  communiiy  of 
property  governed  the  nuptial  contract ;  while  in  the  southern  provinces,  where  the 
Roman  law  prevailed,  the  contract  was  governed  by  the  dotcU  gysiem.  The  code,  by 
way  of  compromise,  left  the  parties  to  elect  the  law  by  wliich  the  marriage  was  to  be 
governed  ;  and  if  no  election  was  made,  the  community  system  was  to  prevail.  lb. 
nos.  1391,  1398.  These  marriage  contracts  cannot  be  altered  after  marriage;  and, 
ordinarily,  the  husband  administers  the  personal  property  in  community,  and  may  aeU 
or  incumber  it,  but  he  cannot  take  away,  by  will,  the  rights  of  the  wife  as  surrlyor. 
If  they  stipulate  that  they  shall  be  separate  in  property,  the  wife  retauis  the  entire 
administration  of  her  real  and  personal  property  and  revenues,  and  each  party  con- 
tributes  to  the  charges  of  the  marriage  according  to  agreement.  lb.  nos.  1636, 1637. 
In  no  case  can  the  wife  have  a  power  griven  to  her  to  alienate  her  real  estate,  without 
the  consent  of  her  husband  ;  and  if  they  marry  under  the  dotal  rule,  and  not  under 
the  rule  of  the  community,  the  husband  has  the  sole  administration  of  the  dotal 
property  during  the  marriage.    lb.  n.  1631. 

The  Dutch  matrimonial  law  in  respect  to  property  is  essentially  the  same.  See 
Van  Leeuwen's  Commentaries  on  the  Roman-Dutch  Law,  b.  4,  c.  23, 24 ;  Voet's  Com- 
mentaries on  the  Pandects,  under  the  appropriate  titles  ;  Vanderlinden's  Institutes  of 
the  Laws  of  Holland,  translated  by  Henry,  86-88 ;  Burge's  Commentaries  on  Colonial 
and  Foreign  Laws,  i.  276-332 ;  The  Master's  Report  on  the  Matrimonial  Dutch  Law, 
in  the  colony  of  Demerara,  as  given  in  Martin  t;.  Martin,  2  Russ.  &  My.  607.  The 
Dutch  and  all  the  nations  of  Europe,  except  the  Spaniards,  have  rejected  that  part  of 
the  Roman  law  which  secured  to  the  wife  all  her  property,  and  protected  it  against  the 
debts  of  her  husband.  In  Holland,  the  goods  of  both  parties  are  brought  into  com- 
munity at  marriage,  and  it  concludes  all  property  subsequently  acquired,  and  is  liable 
for  the  debts  of  both  parties,  unless  it  be  property  affected  by  a  trust  or  Jidei  commis- 
sum.  At  the  death  of  either  party,  one  half  goes  to  the  survivor,  and  the  other  half 
to  the  representatives  of  the  deceased.  In  Scotland,  the  community  of  goods  between 
the  husband  and  wife  is  of  a  more  limited  character  than  that  which  exists  in  the  con- 
tinental nations,  and  does  not  extend  to  real  property  or  subjects  which  produce 
annual  profits.  The  effect  of  marriage  on  the  property  of  the  husband  and  wife  in 
Scotland  is  largely  and  learnedly  considered  in  Burge's  Comm.  i.  423-462. 

(a)  Inst.  2.  7.  3 ;  Bynk.  Opera,  i.  166 ;  Observ.  Jur.  Rom.  lib.  6,  c.  18. 
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were  considered  as  distinct  persons,  and  the  contracts  of  the  one 
were  not  binding  on  the  other.  (^) 

Whatever  doubts  may  arise  in  the  mind  of  a  person,  educated 
in  the  school  of  the  common  law,  as  to  the  wisdom  or  policy  of 
the  powers  which,  by  the  civil  law  and  the  law  of  those  modern 
nations  which  have  adopted  it,  are  conceded  to  the  wife  in  mat- 
ters of  property,  yet,  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  the  preeminence 
of  the  Christian  nations  of  Europe,  and  of  their  descendants  and 
colonists  in  every  other  quarter  of  the  globe,  is  most  strikingly 
displayed  in  the  equality  and  dignity  which  their  institutions 
confer  upon  the  female  character. 

(6)  A  sammary  of  the  rules  of  the  civil  law  on  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  has- 
btnd  and  wife,  in  relation  to  their  property,  is  given  in  Surge's  Comm.  on  Colonial 
and  Foreign  Laws,  i.  26^275.  The  law  concerning  the  conjugal  obligations  under 
the  Scotch  law  is  fully  stated  and  condensed  in  I^rd  Stair's  Institutions,  by  More,  1. 
a  b.  See  also  a  learned  note  of  John  George  Phillimore,  Esq.,  annexed  to  his  trans- 
UdoD  of  the  celebrated  case  of  Manby  v.  Scott,  from  1  Sid.  109,  on  the  early  periods 
of  the  Roman  law  in  respect  to  conjugal  rights  and  duties. 
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LECTURE  XXIX. 

OF    PARENT    AND     CHILD. 

The  next  domestic  relation  which  we  are  to  consider  is  that 
of  parent  and  child.  The  duties  that  reciprocally  result  from  this 
connection  are  prescribed,  as  well  by  those  feelings  of  parental 
love  and  filial  reverence  which  Providence  has  implanted  in  the 
human  breast,  as  by  the  positive  precepts  of  religion,  and  of  our 
municipal  law. 

1.  Of  the  Duties  of  Parents.  —  The  duties  of  parents  to  their 
children,  as  being  their  natural  guardians,  consist  in  maintaining 
and  educating  them  during  the  season  of  infancy  and  youth,  and 
in  making  reasonable  provision  for  their  future  usefulness  and 
happiness  in  life,  by  a  situation  suited  to  their  habits,  and  a  com- 
petent provision  for  the  exigencies  of  that  situation,  (a) 

(1.)  Of  maintaining  Children, — The  wants  and  weaknesses  of 
children  render  it  necessary  that  some  person  maintains  them, 
and  the  voice  of  nature  has  pointed  out  the  parent  as  the  most  fit 
and  proper  person.  The  laws  and  customs  of  all  nations  have 
enforced  this  plain  precept  of  universiil  law.  (ft)  The  Athenian 
and  the  Roman  laws  were  so  strict  in  enforcing  the  performance 
of  this  natural  obligation  of  the  parent,  that  they  would 
*  190  not  allow  the  father  *  to  disinherit  the  child  from  passion 
or  prejudice,  but  only  for  substantial  reasons,  to  be  ap- 
proved of  in  a  court  of  justice,  (a) 

The  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  parent  to  maintain  the  child 
continues  until  the  latter  is  in  a  cqlhdition  to  provide  for  its  own 
maintenance,  and  it  extends  no  further  than  to  a  necessary 
support.     The  obligation  of  parental  duty  is  so  well  secured  by 

the  strength  of  natural  affection,  that  it  seldom  requires  to  be 

t 

(a)  Paley's  Moral  Philosophy,  233 ;  Taylor's  Elements  of  the  Cml  Law,  8S3; 
Puffendorf' 8  Droit  de  la  Nature,  b.  4,  c.  11,  sec.  4  and  5. 
(6)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  7,  sec.  4. 

(a)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  11.  351 ;  Dig.  28.  2,  30;  Novel,  116,  c.  Z, 
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enforced  by  human  laws.  According  to  the  language  of  Lord 
Coke,  it  is  ^^  nature^s  profession  to  assist,  maintain,  and  console 
the  child."  A  father's  house  is  always  open  to  his  children. 
The  best  feelings  of  our  nature  establish  and  consecrate  this  asy- 
lum. Under  the  thousand  pains  and  perils  of  human  life,  the 
home  of  the  parents  is  to  the  children  a  sure  refuge  from  evil, 
and  a  consolation  in  distress.  In  the  intenseness,  the  lively 
touches,  and  unsubdued  nature  of  parental  affection,  we  discern 
the  wisdom  and  goodness  of  the  great  Author  of  our  being,  and 
Father  of  Mercies. 

All  the  provision  that  the  statute  law  of  New  York  has  made 
on  this  subject  applies  to  the  case  of  necessary  maintenance  ;  and 
as  the  provision  was  borrowed  from  the  English  statutes  of  43 
Eliz.  and  5  Geo.  I.,  and  is  dictated  by  feelings  inherent  in  the 
human  breast,  it  has  probably  been  followed,  to  the  extent  at  least 
of  the  English  statutes,  throughout  this  country.  The  father  and 
mother,  being  of  sufficient  ability,  of  any  poor,  blind,  lame,  old, 
or  decrepit  person  whomsoever,  not  being  able  to  maintain  him- 
self, and  becoming  chargeable  to  any  city  or  town,  are  bound,  at 
their  own  charge  and  expense,  to  relieve  and  maintain  every  such 
person,  in  such  manner  as  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town 
shall  approve  of,  and  the  court  of  general  sessions  shall  order  and 
direct.  If  the  father,  or  if  the  mother,  being  a  widow,  shall 
abscond  and  leave  their  children  a  public  charge,  their 
*  estate  is  liable  to  be  sequestered,  and  the  proceeds  ap-  *  191 
plied  to  the  maintenance  of  the  children,  (a)  The  8tatute 
imposes  a  similar  obligation  upon  the  children,  under  like  circum- 
stances. This  feeble  and  scanty  statute  provision  was  intended 
for  the  indemnity  of  the  public  against  the  maintenance  of  pau- 
pers, and  it  is  all  the  injunction  that  the  statute  law  pronounces 
in  support  of  the  duty  of  parents  to  maintain  their  adult  chil- 
dren. (6)  During  the  minority  of  the  child,  the  case  is  different, 
and  the  parent  is  absolutely  bound  to  provide  reasonably  for  his 

fa)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  614. 

(6)  See  infra,  208,  n.  (/).  The  statute  law  of  New  York,  prior  to  the  Revised 
Statutes,  which  went  into  operation  in  January,  1880,  extended  this  legal  duty  of 
necessary  maintenance  to  grandparents  and  grandchildren,  reciprocally.  This  is  the 
provision  in  the  statute  of  43  Eliz.,  and  it  has  probably  been  followed,  generally,  in  the 
other  states.  See,  to  this  purpose,  4  N.  H.  162 ;  Statute  Laws  of  Connecticut,  1784, 
p.  98,  and  of  1838,  p.  863 ;  Act  of  South  Carolina,  1712 ;  2  Bailey,  320.  The  Revised 
Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  of  1836,  speak,  on  this  point,  only  of  parents  and  children. 
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maintenance  and  education  ;  and  he  may  be  sued  for  necessaries 
furnished,  and  schooling  given  to  a  child,  under  just  and  rea- 
sonable circumstances,  (c)  The  father  is  bound  to  support  his 
minor  children,  if  he  be  of  ability,  even  though  they  have  prop- 
erty of  their  own ;  but  this  obligation  in  such  a  case  does  not 
extend  to  the  mother,  (d)  ^  and  the  rule,  as  to  the  father,  has 
become  relaxed,  (e)  The  courts  now  look  with  great  liberality 
to  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case,  and  to  the  respective 
estates  of  the  father  and  children  ;  and  in  one  case,  where  the 
father  had  a  large  income,  he  was  allowed  for  the  maintenance 
of  his  infant  children,  who  had  still  a  larger  income.  (/)  The 
legal  obligation  of  the  father  to  maintain  his  child  ceases 

*  192    as  soon  as  the  child  is  of  age,  however  wealthy  *  the  father 

may  be,  unless  the  child  becomes  chargeable  to  the  public 
as  a  pauper,  (a)  The  construction  put  upon  the  statute  of  43 
Eliz.  renders  it  applicable  only  to  relations  by  blood  ;  and  the 
husband  is  not  liable  for  the  expenses  of  the  maintenance  of  the 
child  of  the  wife  by  a  former  husband,  (6)  nor  for  the  expense  of 

(c)  Simpson  v.  Robertson,  1  Esp.  Cas.  17 ;  Ford  v.  Fothergill,  ib.  211 ;  Stanton  v. 
Willson,  8  Day,  87 ;  Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Watson,  18  Johns.  480. 

(</)  Hughes  V,  Hughes,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  887  ;  Pulsford  v.  Hunter,  8  id.  416;  Haley  r. 
Bannister,  4  Madd.  275 ;  Whipple  v.  Dow,  2  Mass.  415 ;  Dawes  v.  Howard,  4  Mass.  97. 

(e)  If  the  father  be  without  means  to  maintain  and  educate  his  children  according 
to  their  future  expectations  in  life,  courts  of  equity  will  interpose  and  make  an  allow- 
ance out  of  the  estate  of  the  children,  and  in  an  urgent  case  will  even  break  into  the 
principal  of  a  vested  legacy,  for  the  purpose  of  educating  an  infant  legatee.  Newport 
r.  Cook,  2  Ashmead,  882. 

(/)  Jervoise  i*.  Silk,  Cooper,  Eq.  62.  See  also  Mabcrly  v.  Turton,  14  Ves.  499. 
Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  188G,  pt.  2,  tit.  7,  c.  78,  are  to  the  same  effect.  If 
an  infant  becomes  entitled  to  a  sum  of  money  during  infancy,  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
on  the  application  of  the  father,  will  order  a  reference  in  respect  to  the  future  main- 
tenance of  the  child  out  of  the  fund;  but  it  is  not  usual  to  make  such  an  allowance 
retrospectively.    1  Tamlyn,  22. 

(a)  Parish  of  St.  Andrew  p.  Mendez  de  Breta,  1  Ld.  Raym.  699. 

(6)  Tubb  V.  Harrison,  4  T.  R.  118 ;  Gay  v.  Ballou,  4  Wend.  408.  But  now,  by  the 
English  statute  of  4  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  76,  sec.  67,  the  person  who  marries  a  woman, 
the  mother  of  legitimate  or  illegitimate  children,  becomes  liable  to  maintain  them  aa 
part  of  his  family,  until  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  or  until  the  death  of  the  mother. 
[See  Hardy  v.  Alberton,  7  Q.  B.  D.  264.] 

1  See  193,  n.  1.    The  language  of  the  Burke,  4  Sandf.  Ch  617 ;  Watts  v.  Steele, 

text  must  be  taken  to  apply  only  to  ques-  19  Ala.  656 ;  Ransome  r.  Burgess,  L.  R. 

tions  arising  between  the  father  and  child  8  Eq.  778  ;    Carmichael  r.  Hughes,  20 

as  to  an  allowance  to  the  parent  out  of  Law  J.  n.  b.  Ch.  896 ;  6  E.  L.  &  Eq.  71 ; 

the  child's  property,  as  to  which  see  Mat-  [In  rs  Kerrison's  Trusts,  12  L.  R.  Eq. 

ter  of  Kane,  2  Barb.  Ch.  875;  Matter  of  422.] 
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the  maintenance  of  the  wife's  mother,  (c)  If,  however,  he  takes 
the  wife's  child  into  his  own  house,  he  is  then  considered  as 
standing  in  loco  parentis^  and  is  responsible  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  child  so  long  as  it  lives  with  him  ;  for,  by 
that  act,  he  holds  the  child  out  to  the  world  as  part  of  his 
family,  (d)  There  was  great  force  of  reason  and  justice  in  the 
extrajudicial  dicta  referred  to  in  the  case  in  Strange^  that  the 
hu:>band  ought  to  maintain  the  parents  of  his  wife,  if  he  was 
able,  and  they  were  not ;  because  the  wife  was  liable  before  mar- 
riage to  support  them,  and  her  personal  property  and  the  use  of 
her  real  esUite  passed,  by  the  marriage,  to  her  husband.  But  the 
statute  does  not  reach  the  case  ;  and  when  the  wife,  by  her  mar- 
riage, parts  with  her  ability  to  maintain  her  children,  she  ceases 
to  be  liable.  («)  If,  however,  the  wife  has  separate  property,  the 
Court  of  Chancery  would,  undoubtedly,  in  a  proper  case,  make  an 
order  charging  that  property  with  the  necessary  support  of  her 
children  and  parents. 

A  father  is  not  bound  by  the  contract  or  debts  of  his  son,  even 
for  articles  suitable  and  necessary,  unless  an  actual  authority  be 
proved,  or  the  circumstances  be  sufficient  to  imply  one.  Were  it 
otherwise,  a  father  who  had  an  imprudent  son  might  be  prejudiced 
to  an  indefinite  extent.  What  is  necessary  for  the  child  is 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  parent ;  and  where  *  the  infant  *  193 
is  9ub  potestate  parentis^  there  must  be  a  clear  omission  of 
duty,  as  to  necessaries,  before  a  third  person  can  interfere,  and 
furnish  them,  and  charge  the  father.  It  will  always  be  a  ques- 
tion for  a  jury,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
father's  authority  was  to  be  inferred,  (a)  If  the  father  suffers 
the  children  to  remain  abroad  with  their  mother,  or  if  he  forces 
them  from  home  by  severe  usage,  he  is  liable  for  their  neces- 
saries. (6)  ^     And  in  consequence  of  the  obligation  of  the  father 

{e}  Hex  r.  Manden,  1  Str.  190 ;  Freto  v.  Brown,  4  Masa.  676;  Anon.,  3  N.  Y.  Legal 
Obserrer,  354. 

(</)  Stone  (?.  Can*,  3  Esp.  1 ;  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Cooper  v.  Martin,  4  East,  82. 

(0  BiUingaley  v.  Critchet,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  268;  Cooper  v.  Martin,  4  East,  76. 

(a)  Baker  v.  Keen,  2  Starkie,  601 ;  Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Watson,  13  Johns.  480 ; 
Moitimore  v.  Wriglit,  6  M.  &  W.  482. 

(6)  Lord  Eldon,  in  Rawlyna  v.  Van  Dyke,  3  Esp.  262;  Stanton  v,  Willson,  3  Day, 

^  Parent  and  Child.  —  (a)  Duty  to  sup-  established  that  except  under  the  opera- 
/wrf.— -It  haa  been  said  by  Cockbum,  tion  of  the  poor  law,  there  is  no  legal 
C.  J.,  in  a  dissenting  opinion,  to  be  well     obligation  on  the  part  of  the  father  to 
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to  provide  for  the  maintenance,  and,  in  some  qualified  degree,  for 
the  education  of  his  infant  children,  he  is  entitled  to  the  custody 

87.  Though  the  father  be  liable  for  necessaries  supplied  to  his  child  without  liis 
consent,  because  he  is  bound  to  support  him,  and  is  entitled  to  his  services,  yet  a 
guardian  is  not  so  liable.    Call  v.  Ward,  4  Watts  &  S.  118. 


maintain  his  child,  unless  the  neglect  to 
do  so  should  bring  the  case  within  the 
criminal  law.  Civilly  there  is  no  such 
obligation.  And  he  cites  Parke,  B.,  in 
Mortimore  v.  Wriglit,6  M.  &  W.  482, 488. 
to  the  same  effect.  Bazeley  v.  Forder, 
L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  559,  665.  In  this  case,  to 
be  sure,  the  majority  of  the  court  held 
the  defendant  liable  to  a  third  person 
for  necessaries  supplied  for  liis  child  on 
the  order  of  his  wife.  But  it  was  on  the 
ground  that  as  she  was  justifiably  living 
separate  from  her  husband,  and  had  the 
custody  of  her  child  under  statutory  au- 
thority, the  reasonable  expenses  of  the 
child  were  part  of  her  reasonable  ex- 
penses ;  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
by  Blackburn,  J.,  it  is  intimated  that  a 
father's  legal  obligation  to  support  his 
child  is  not  more  than  to  supply  such  food 
and  clothing  as  are  necessary  for  health, 
lb.  564.  See  Reynolds  v.  Swcetser,  16 
Gray,  78.     Shelton  v.  Springett,  11  C  B. 


x^  That  there  is  no  legal  obligation  to 
support,  see  Freeman  v.  Robinson,  88 
N.  J.  L.  383 ;  McMillen  v.  Lee,  78  HI. 
443.  But  see  Furman  v.  Van  Sise,  66 
N.  Y.  436,  430 ;  Holtzman  v.  Castlcman, 
2  McArth.  555.  In  general,  if  support  is 
furnished  by  a  parent,  even  though  he  be 
also  guardian,  or  by  one  standing  in  loco 
parentis^  as  a  step-father,  it  is  presumed  to 
be  furnished  gratuitously,  and  no  allow- 
ance is  to  be  made  for  it.  Smith  v,  Rogers, 
24  Kans.  140 ;  Uorton's  App.,  94  Penn. 
St.  62 ;  Gerdes.  v.  Weiser,  64  Iowa,  591 ; 
Burke  v.  Turner,  85  N.  C.  500 ;  Mc- 
Knight's  ExVs  v.  Walsh,  8  C.  E.  Green, 
180 ;  Walling's  Case,  85  N.  J.  Eq.  105, 
and  note.  But  the  same  authorities  hold 
(hat  the  court,  if  applied  to  in  the  first 
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462,  is  clear  to  the  same  point,  and  Jervis, 
C.  J.,  says, "  If  a  father  turns  his  son  upon 
the  world,  the  son's  only  resource  in  the 
absence  of  anything  to  show  a  contract 
on  the  father's  part,  is  to  apply  to  the 
parish,  and  then  the  proper  steps  will  be 
taken  to  enforce  the  performance  of  the 
parent's  legal  duty."  Gordon  v.  Potter,  17 
Vt.  1348;  Raymond  r.  I^yl,  10  Barb.  483; 
Chilcott  t'.  Trimble,  13  Barb.  602.  There 
are  tiiday  more  or  less  considered,  to  a 
contrary  eflcct  in  several  American  cases. 
Dennis  v.  Clark,  2  Cush.  317,  353 ;  Weeks 
V,  Merrow,  40  Me.  151 ;  Townsend  c. 
Burnham,  33  N.  H.  270;  Cromwell  r. 
Benjamin,  41  Barb.  658 ;  Fitler  r.  Fitler, 
88  Penn.  St.  50.  x^ 

{h)  Right  to  Services.  —  And  it  has  been 
said  that  it  is  in  consideration  of  the  duty 
to  furnish  adequate  support  to  his  child 
during  infancy,  that  the  father  has  a  right 
to  the  child's  services,  or  to  their  value 
if  rendered  to  a  third  person.    [Grand 


instance,  may  make  an  allowance  to  the 
parent  out  of  the  infant's  estate  for  the 
support  of  the  latter,  whenever  the  parent 
is  unable  to  support  the  child  in  its  proper 
position.  The  earnings  of  the  child  belong 
to  the  father,  unless  the  child  is  emanci- 
pated. Donegan  v.  Davis,  66  Ala.  862; 
Wright  V.  Dean,  79  Ind.  407;  Grand 
Rapids,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Showers,  71 
Ind.  451.  On  the  death  of  the  father  the 
same  right  to  services  vests  in  the  mother. 
Furman  u.  Van  Sisc,  66  N.  Y.  486.  But 
see  dissenting  opinion  of  Allen,  J. 

Where  services  were  rendered  by  a 
child  who  was  of  age  and  married,  bnt 
lived  with  the  father,  they  were  held  pre- 
sumably gratuitous.  Houck  v,  Houck, 
99  Penn.  St  652. 
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of  their  persons,  and  to  the  value  of  their  labor  and  services. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  right  in  the  father  is  perfect, 


Raphls,  &c.  B.  R  Co.  v.  Showers,  71  Ind. 
461.]  ( Omtra,  50  N.  U.  601,  infra.)  But 
this  is  the  extent  of  the  father's  rigrht 
He  cannot,  for  instance,  recorer  a  bounty 
doe  the  son  for  enlistment,  for  that  is  a 
gift  and  not  wages.  Banks  i;.  Conant, 
14  Allen.  497 ;  Mears  v.  BiclLford,  55  Me. 
628;  Abbott  n.  Convene,  4  Allen,  630, 
533.  Whatever  tlie  ground,  the  right  to 
recorer  for  the  services  of  a  minor  son 
was  extended  to  a  widow,  in  a  case  where 
the  son  had  been  maintained  by  her,  had 
no  guardian,  and  had  rendered  the  ser- 
vices by  her  permission.  Matthowson  v. 
Perry,  37  Conn.  435 ;  Hammond  v.  Cor- 
bett,  50  N.  H.  601.  Compare  Boynton  v. 
Clay,  68  Me.  236,  where  the  son  recovered. 
It  is  fnrther  said  that  the  father's  right 
to  his  child's  services  may  be  forfeited  by 
misconduct,  and  it  may  be  transferred  to 
tlie  minor  either  by  contract  or  by  gift, 
but  a  gift  is  revocable  until  acted  upon. 
Abbott  V.  Converse,  supra.  Sec  Reg.  v. 
Selbome.  2  El.  &  £1.  275.  As  to  seduc- 
tioD,  see  205,  n.  1. 

(c)  Custody. —  It  is  further  said  that 
the  exclusive  right  of  the  father  to  the 
custody  of  the  child  arises  from  the  same 
consideration.  Johnson  r.  Terry,  34  Conn. 


t'  The  question  of  custody  under  the 
English  statutes  now  lies  almost  entirely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court  Sym- 
ington V.  Symington,  2  L.  R.  H.  L.  Sc. 
416;  /ji  le  Taylor,  4  Ch.  D.  167;  In  re 
Goldsworthy,  2  Q.  B.  D.  76 ;  The  Queen 
p  Nash,  10  Q.  B.  I>.  464.  The  court  will, 
however,  follow  the  common-law  rules, 
unless  reason  is  shown  to  the  contrary. 
Cases  su/rra.  In  Symington  v,  Syming- 
ton, supra,  the  custody  of  the  sons  was 
committed  to  the  father,  and  that  of  the 
daughters  to  the  mother.  In  The  Queen 
V  Nash,  the  natural  right  of  the  mother 
of  an  illegitimate  child  to  its  custody  was 
recognized.    See  also  Nine  v.  Starr,  8  Or. 
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259,  263.  But  the  mother  is  said  to  be 
entitled  as  guardian  by  nurture  of  her 
children  under  14,  after  her  husband's 
death.  In  re  Moore,  11  Ir.  Com.  Law, 
l.x^  Although  the  strict  doctrine  of  the 
common  law  (see  In  re  Hakewill,  12  C.  B. 
223)  was  asserted  in  Johnson  v.  Terry, 
supra,  and  it  was  there  said  that  a  father 
could  not  bar  himself  from  asserting  his 
right  by  contract  or  otherwise  (see  also 
Yansittart  v.  Yansittart,  4  K.  &  J.  62; 
2  De  G.  &  J.  240,  and  cases  cited  ;  liam. 
ilton  V.  Hector,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  701 ;  In  rs 
Andrews,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  163),  the  equita^ 
ble  principles  stated  in  the  text,  104  (see 
as  to  chancery  guardians,  post,  Icct.  80), 
are  repeated  in  Dumain  r.  Gwynne,  10 
Allen,  270,  271 ;  and  in  that  case  such  a 
contract  by  a  wife  who  had  the  lawful 
custody  of  the  children  was  considered 
not  to  be  necessarily  void,  as  to  either  hei; 
or  her  husband.  See  Albert  v.  Perry, 
1  McCarter,  540.  And  such  a  contract 
by  a  father  was  thought  valid  where  his 
conduct  to  the  child  had  been  very  gross. 
Swift  V.  Swift,  34  Beav.  206 ;  s.  c.  34  L.  J. 
Ch.  200 ;  affid.  ib.  304.  A  striking  illustnir 
tion  of  the  discretion  now  exercised  by  the 
courts  is  found  in  Matter  of  Neal,  3  Am. 


40.  In  the  recent  cases  in  this  country 
the  courts  have  exercised  a  similar  dis- 
cretion, and  have  been  governed  mainly 
by  considerations  as  to  the  welfare  of  the 
children.  Corrie  r.  Corrie,  42  Mich.  609; 
McKim  V.  McKim,  12  R.  I.  402 ;  a.  c.  34 
Am.  Rep.  604  and  note;  English  r.  Eng- 
lish, 32  N.  J.  Eq  7.38;  Matter  of  Bort.  25 
Kans.  308;  McShan  r;.  McShan,  66  Miss. 
413 ;  Matter  of  Welch,  74  N.  Y.  299.  See 
Carr  v.  Carr,  22  Gratt.  168.  In  D'Alton 
V.  D'Alton,  4  P.  D.  87,  and  Matter  of 
Bort,  sujira,  the  custody  was  given  to  a 
third  person  instead  of  to  either  parent. 
See  also  Heinemann's  App.,  96  Penn. 
St.  112. 
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while  the  child  is  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years.     But  as  the 
father's  guardianship,  by  nature,  continues  until  the  child  has 


Law  KeT.  67S,  where  the  father  had  been 
gailtj  of  no  fault.  See  In  re  Goodenough, 
19  Wis.  274;  State  r.  Libbey,  44  N.  H. 
821 ;  In  n  Pool,  14  Law  Rep.  260.  x^  As 
to  the  choice  allowed  the  infant,  —  in 
England,  whatever  the  precocity  of  the 
child,  a  girl  up  to  sixteen  has  no  discre- 
tion to  consent  to  leaving  her  father,  and 
he  may  have  her  delivered  up  to  him 
on  ftabeaa  oorpua.  Reg.  v.  Howes,  8  £1.  & 
El.  382.  But  see  In  re  Connor,  16  Ir.  C. 
L.  112,  where  fourteen  was  held  the  age 
of  discretion  for  a  boy.  Hyde  v.  Hyde, 
29  L.  J.  Mat.  Cas.  160.  Mental  capacity 
has  been  thought  an  important  consider- 
ation. Curtis  p.  Curtis,  6  Gray,  685; 
In  re  Goodenough,  supra.  Other  cases,  in 
which  the  propriety  of  the  use  of  habeas 
corpus  is  also  considered,  are  State  v. 
Baird,  3  0.  E.  Green,  194;  4  C.  E.  Green, 
481 ;  State  i^.  Richardson,  40  N.  H.  272 ; 
State  V.  Banks,  26  Ind.  496;  Reg.  r. 
Clarke,  7  El.  &  Bl.  186 ;  In  re  Andrews, 
supra;  pout,  206,  and  notes.  Both  in  Eng- 
land and  in  many  of  the  United  States, 
either  as  the  result  of  legislation  or  with- 
out it,  the  custody  of  the  children  may  in 


some  cases  be  given  to  the  mother.  Baxe- 
ley  V.  Forder,  Dumain  v,  Gwynne,  State 
V.  Baird,  In  re  Moore,  supra ;  Thomas  v, 
Thomas,  5  C.  E.  Green,  97.  In  one  case 
the  English  court  for  matrimonial  causes 
denied  the  custody  of  the  children  to 
either  parent,  on  the  ground  of  their 
unfitness,  and  gave  it  to  a  third  persoil. 
Chetwynd  v.  Chetwynd,  36  Law  J.  Mat. 
Cas.  21. 

(d)  Education. — The  general  principle 
as  to  religious  education  is  that  a  child  is 
to  be  educated  in  the  religion  of  its  father, 
Hawksworth  r.  Hawksworth,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
639;  Austin  v.  Austin,  34  L.  J.  r.  8.  Ch. 
499;  [In  re  Agar-Ellis,  10  Ch.  D.  49;  In 
re  Agar-Ellis,  24  Ch.  D.  317 ;]  see  Skin- 
ner  t;.  Orde,  L.  R.  4  P.  C.  60;  although 
in  a  case  which  has  since  been  thought 
to  have  gone  rather  far,  where  a  child 
had  already  reached  the  age  of  nine,  and 
had  acquired  a  strong  preference  for  the 
religion  of  his  mother,  who  was  his  guar- 
dian, the  court  declined  to  interfere, 
Stourton  v.  Stourton,  8  De  G.,  M.  &  O. 
760.x* 


jfl  The  courts  have  gone  very  far  in 
refusing  to  allow  a  father  to  regain  the 
custody  of  a  child  which  he  had  volunta- 
rily surrendered  when  it  seemed  against 
the  best  interest  of  the  child.  Cliapsky 
o.  Wood,  26  Kans.  660 ;  s.  c.  40  Am.  Rep. 
321  and  note ;  Verser  v.  Ford,  37  Ark.  27. 
Comp.  Matter  of  Scarritt,  76  Mo.  565. 
See  Moore  v.  Christian,  66  Miss.  408; 
Clark  V,  Bayer.  32  Ohio  St.  299.  In 
Bentley  v.  Terry,  69  Ga.  555,  it  was  held 
that  a  contract  transferring  such  custody 
was  valid  and  irrevocable.  Such  a  con- 
tract is  now  valid  by  statute  in  England, 
subject,  however,  to  the  right  of  the  court 
to  refuse  to  enforce  it  if  it  is  contrary  to 
the  interests  of  the  children.  But  such  a 
contract  only  devests  the  father  of  his 
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rights.  It  does  not  transfer  his  rights, 
but  leaves  the  court  free  to  consult  sim- 
ply the  interests  of  the  child  as  to  custody 
and  education.    In  re  Besant,  11  Ch.  D. 

608. 

x*  An  agreement  by  a  father  to  relin- 
quish the  control  of  the  religious  educsr 
tion  of  his  child  is  invalid ;  but  the  right 
may  be  abandoned,  and  then  the  court 
will  consider  simply  the  interests  of  the 
children.  Andrews  r.  Salt,  8  L.  R.  Ch. 
622 ;  In  re  Clarke,  21  Ch.  D.  817.  And  it 
would  seem  that  where  the  welfare  of  the 
children  absolutely  requires  it,  a  father 
njay  be  restrained  from  interference  even 
without  an  abandonment  being  shown. 
In  re  Grimes,  11  Ir.  R.  Eq.  465. 
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arrived  to  full  age,  and  as  he  is  entitled  by  statute  to  constitute 
a  testamentary  guardian  of  the  person  and  estate  of  his  children 
until  the  age  of  twenty-one,  the  inference  would  seem  to  be,  that 
he  was,  in  contemplation  of  the  law,  entitled  to  the  custody  of 
the  pei*sons,  and  to  the  value  of  the  services  and  labor,  of  his  chil- 
dren, during  their  minority.  This  is.  a  principle  assumed  by  the 
elementary  writers,  (<?)  and  in  several  of  the  judicial  decisions,  (c?) 
In  Gale  v.  Parrot^  («)  it  was  observed,  that  if  the  minor  was 
eloigned  from  the  parent,  he  might,  of  necessity,  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  fruits  of  his  own  labor,  and  that  it  would  require  only 
slight  circumstances  to  enable  the  court  to  infer  the  parent's 
consent  to  the  son's  receipt  and  enjoyment  of  his  *  own  *  194 
wages.  The  father,  says  Blackstone,  has  the  benefit  of  his 
children's  labor  while  they  live  with  him,  and  are  maintained  by 
him;  and  this  is  no  more  than  he  is  entitled  to  from  his  appren- 
•tices  or  servants,  (a) 

The  father  may  obtain  the  custody  of  his  children  by  the  writ 
oi  habeas  corpus^  when  they  are  improperly  detained  from  him ;  (A) 
but  the  courts,  both  of  law  and  equity,  will  investigate  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  act  according  to  sound  discretion,  and  will  not 
always,  and  of  course,  interfere  upon  habeas  corpus^  and  take  a 
child,  though  under  fourteen  years  of  age,  from  the  possession  of 
a  third  person,  and  deliver  it  over  to  the  father  against  the  will  of 
the  child.  They  will  consult  the  inclination  of  an  infant,  if  it  be 
of  a  suflBciently  mature  age  to  judge  for  itself,  and  even  control 
the  right  of  the  father  to  the  possession  and  education  of  his 
child  when  the  nature  of  the  case  appears  to  warrant  it.  (<?) 

(e)  1  Bl.  Comm.  463;  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  290. 

{d)  Day  v,  Everett,  7  Mass.  145;  Benson  v.  Remington,  2  Nfass.  118;  Plammer  v. 
Webb,  4  Mason,  380.  The  father  may  maintain  suit  in  the  admiralty  for  the  wages 
of  a  minor  son,  earned  in  a  maritime  service. 

(e)  1  N.  H.  28. 

(a)  1  Bl.  Comm.  458.  A  father  may,  by  agreement  with  his  minor  child,  relinquish 
to  the  child  the  right  which  he  would  otherwise  have  to  his  services,  and  authorize 
those  who  employ  him  to  pay  him  his  own  earnings.  Jenney  v.  Alden,  12  Mass.  375 ; 
Whiting  r.  Earle,  8  Pick.  201 ;  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  7  Cowen,  02 ;  Morse  v. 
Welton,  6  Conn.  547 ;  Vamey  r.  Young,  11  Vt  258;  Tillotson  v.  McCrillis,  ib.  477. 
The  father  is  not  entitled  to  the  wages  of  a  son,  nor  to  avoid  his  reasonable  contracts, 
when  he  separates  from  the  mother  and  leaves  the  son  under  her  care.  Wodell  v, 
Coggeshall,  2  Met.  89.  The  son,  fai  such  cases,  may  make  a  valid  special  contract 
with  his  employer.    Chilson  v.  Phillips,  1  Vt.  41. 

(h)  The  King  r.  De  Manneville,  6  East,  221. 

(c)  Archer's  Case,  1  Ld.  Raym.  073 ;  Rex  v.  Smith,  2  Str.  982 ;  Rex  v.  Delaval, 
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*  196    ♦  The  father  may  also  maintain  trespass  for  a  tort  to  ao 
infant  child,  proTided  he  can  show  a  loss  of  service,  for 
that  is  the  gist  of  the  action  by  the  father,  (a) 

8  Burr.  1484 ;  Commonwealth  r.  Addicks,  5  Binnej,  620 ;  The  case  of  M'Dowles, 
8  Johns.  828;  Commonwealth  t^.  Nutt,  1  Browne  (Penn.),  148;  Ozanne  v. Delile,  17 
Martin  (La.),  82;  Matter  of  WolUtonecraft,  4  Johns.  Ch.  SO;  Creoze  u.  Hunter, 
2  Cox's  Cases,  242;  De  Manneville  v,  De  Manneville,  10  Yes.  62 ;  In  the  matter  of 
Mitchell,  R.  M.  Charlton  (Ga.),  494.  In  re  Ann  Lloyd,  8  Mann.  &  Gr.  647,  an  ille- 
gitimate child,  between  eleven  and  twelve  years  of  age,  brought  up  on  habeas  corpus, 
being  allowed  to  choose  between  her  mother  and  putative  father,  elected  to  go  to  the 
latter.  Though  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  Jurisdiction  to  control  the  father's  posses- 
sion of  his  child,  yet  in  England  a  court  of  common  law  has  no  such  delegated 
authority.  Ex  parte  Skinner,  9  Moore,  278;  M'Clellan's  Case,  1  Dowl.  81.  See  also 
infra,  220,  221.  In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Greenhill,  4  Ad.  &  El.  624,  it  was  held 
that  the  father  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  legitimate  children  when  they  were 
loo  young  to  exercise  a  discretion  as  to  their  custody .  The  father's  right  is  superiorto 
that  of  the  mother,  unless  it  appears  that  the  child  would  be  exposed  to  cruelty  or 
gross  corruption.  See  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Mercein,  3  Hill  (X.  Y.),  899;  to  the 
same  point,  infra,  206,  note.  Upon  habeas  corpus  the  clianoellor  in  England  has  the 
same  jurisdiction  as  a  judge,  and  has  nothing  to  attend  to  but  personal  ill  usage  to 
the  child,  as  a  ground  for  taking  it  from  the  father.  But  when  there  is  a  cause  m 
court,  other  circumstances  may  be  considered ;  and  if  the  father  cannot  educate  the 
child  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the  propertif  given  to  it  by  another,  the  court  will  not  permit  the 
father  to  withhold  from  it  that  education ;  and  in  a  special  case  of  the  kind,  chancery 
would  not,  on  the  father's  application,  withdraw  a  child  from  the  custody  of  its  aunt. 
Lyons  u.  Blenkin,  1  Jac.  245 ;  Lord  Thurlow,  in  Powel  v.  Cleaver,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  610, 
8.  p.  Lord  Cottenham,  in  Campbell  v.  Mackay,  2  My.  &  Cr.  31,  expressed  himself 
strongly  on  the  injurious  effects  of  a  permanent  residence  of  English  minors  abroad, 
and  he  would  not  allow  an  infant  ward  of  the  court  to  be  removed  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  except  in  a  case  of  imperative  necessity.  The  New  York  Revised 
Statutes,  ii.  148, 149,  sec.  69,  have  authorized  tlic  Supreme  Court  to  award  a  habeas 
corpus  on  behalf  of  the  wife,  when  the  husband  and  wife  lived  separate,  without  being 
divorced,  and  to  dispose  of  the  custody  of  minor  children  in  sound  discretion ;  and  the 
chancellor  or  a  judge  may,  upon  haUas  corpus,  recover  and  dispose  of  any  child  de- 
tained by  the  Society  of  Shakers.  So  in  the  case  of  a  suit  by  the  wife  for  divorce  or 
separation,  the  court  may,  pending  the  suit,  or  at  or  after  a  final  hearing,  as  occasion 
may  require,  make  such  order  for  the  custody,  care,  and  education  of  the  children  as 
may  seem  proper.  The  severity  of  the  rule  in  the  English  courts  of  law  that  the 
father  has  an  absolute  control  over  ihe  custody  of  his  infant  child,  however  young, 
and  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  the  mother,  and  in  destruction  of  her  claim  to  the 
custody  of  the  child,  has  been  so  strongly  felt,  thiit  in  1837,  Mr.  Sergeant  Talfourd 
introduced  or  proposed  in  Parliament  a  bill,  to  empower  the  lord  chancellor  and  judges 
to  make  orders  relating  to  the  custody  of  infant  children  of  tender  age.  in  cases  where 
the  parents  are  living  apart,  upon  the  application  of  either  parent,  or  on  the  return 
of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  At  the  instance  of  the  father.  In  Ahrenfeldt ».  Ahren- 
feldt,  before  the  MSiatant  vice-chancellor  of  New  York,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  407.  in  a  bill  by 
the  mother  for  a  separation  from  her  husband  for  abandonment,  and  a  claim  for  the 
custody  of  her  infant  children,  the  court  considered  it  to  be  the  settled  English  law. 


(a)  Hall  p.  Hallander,  4  B.  &  C.  860. 
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(2.)  Of  educating  Children.  —  The  education  of  children  in  a 
manner  suitable  to  their  station  and  calling  is  another  branch  of 
parental  duty,  of  imperfect  obligation  generally  in  tho  eye  of  the 
municipal  law,  but  of  very  great  importance  to  the  welfare  of  the 
state.  Without  some  preparation  made  in  youth  for  the  sequel 
of  life,  children  of  all  conditions  would  probably  become  idle  and 
vicious  when  they  gi'ow  up,  either  from  the  want  of  good  instruc- 
tion and  habits,  and  the  means  of  subsistence,  or  from  want  of 
rational  and  useful  occupation.  A  parent  who  sends  his  son  into 
the  world  uneducated,  and  without  skill  in  any  art  or  science, 
does  a  great  injury  to  mankind,  as  well  as  to  his  own  family,  for 
he  defrauds  the  community  of  a  useful  citizen,  and  bequeaths  to 
it  a  nuisance.  This  parental  duty  is  strongly  and  persuasively 
inculcated  by  the  writers  on  natural  law.  (6)  Solon  was  so  deeply 
impressed  with  the  force  of  the  obligation,  that  he  even  excused 
the  children  of  Athens  from  maintaining  their  parents,  if  they 
had  neglected  to  train  them  up  to  some  art  or  profession,  {c) 
Sevei-al  of  the  states  of  antiquity  were  too  solicitous  to  form  their 
youth  for  the  various  duties  of  civil  life,  even  to  intrust  their 
education  solely  to  the  parent ;  but  this,  as  in  Crete  and  Sparta, 
was  upon  the  principle,  totally  inadmissible  in  the  modern  civil- 
ized world,  of  the  absorption  of  the  individual  in  the  body  politic, 
and  of  his  entire  subjection  to  the  despotism  of  the  state. 

Distinguislied  exertions  have  been  made  in  several  parts  of 
modern  Europe,  and  with  which  none  of  the  educational  institu- 

tbat  the  father  had  the  right  to  the  custody  of  his  children,  with  the  exception  of 
very  tender  infancy,  unless  his  conduct  was  such  as  to  endanger  the  bodily  or  moral 
welfare  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  tiie  common  law  had  been 
weakened,  though  not  overthrown,  in  the  United  States.  In  the  case  of  Mercein  v. 
The  People,  25  Wend.  64,  it  was  decided,  in  the  Court  of  Errors  of  New  York,  that 
as  a  general  rule  the  father  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  minor  children,  but 
that  if  the  parents  lived  apart,  under  a  voluntary  separation,  and  the  father  had  left 
the  infant  in  the  custody  of  the  mother,  that  custody  would  not  be  transferred  to  the 
father  on  habeaa  corpus  when  the  infant  was  of  tender  age  and  sickly  habit,  and  espe- 
cially if  the  qualifications  of  the  mother  for  the  care  were  superior.  The  decision  in 
the  Supreme  Court  was,  that  the  husband  had  the  better  title  and  paramount  right 
to  the  custody  of  his  minor  children,  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  disqualification  on 
his  part  for  the  discharge  of  his  parental  duties,  and  the  alienism  of  the  husband  was 
not  such  a  disqualification.  The  Court  of  Errors  was  equally  decided  on  the  question 
touching  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  its  judgment  was  consequently 
affirmed.    See  also  the  case  of  The  People  ».  Mercein,  3  Hill,  infra,  205,  note  (a). 

it)  Pulfendorf,  b.  4,  c  11.  sec.  6;  Paiey's  Moral  Philosophy,  224,  225. 

(r)  Plutarch's  Life  of  Solon* 
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tions  of  antiquity  are  to  be  compared,  for  the  inti-oduction 
♦  196    of  elementary  *  instruction  accessible  to  the  young  of  all 

classes.  This  has  been  the  case  particularly  in  Denmark, 
Norway,  Sweden,  Prussia,  some  parts  of  Germany,  and  Switzer- 
land, (a)  The  Austrian  empire  is  distinguished  for  an  organized 
Bj'^stem  of  popular  instruction,  under  the  late  Emperor  Francis, 
pervading  al|  classes  of  the  people.  The  university,  the  classic 
gymnasium,  the  commercial  academy,  and  the  primary  village 
schools,  with  licensed  normal  teachers,  in  a  main  degree  are 
gratuitously  open  to  all.  The  entire  supervision  and  control  of 
the  whole  system  resides  in  the  government,  which  directs  the 
course  of  instruction  and  the  books ;  and  no  person  is  competent 
to  hold  any  office,  or  exercise  any  calling,  who  has  not  been 
educated  within  the  realm.  Like  Prussia,  Austria  offers  educa- 
tion to  all;  but,  not  like  Prussia,  she  compels  it  upon  none,  except 
by  indirect  influence.  She  combines  education  with  religious 
instruction,  but  allows  Protestants  and  Jews  to  have  their  sep- 
arate religious  instruction  upon  very  tolerant  principles.  (6)  In 
this  branch  of  political  economy  Scotland  attained  to  early  and 
honorable  preeminence.  In  1616,  the  Scotch  Parliament  adopted 
incipient  measures  for  settling  and  supporting  a  common  school 
in  each  parish,  at  the  expense  of  the  heritors  or  landed  proprietors. 
By  the  statute  of  1683,  the  assessments  for  the  support  of  the 
parochial  schools  were  to  be  made  by  the  heritors  of  the  parish, 
and,  on  their  refusal,  by  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants.  The 
statute  of  1646  rendered  the  assessment  compulsory  on  each 
parish,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  schoolhouse,  and  electing 
and  supporting  the  schoolmaster.  Though  this  latter  statute  was 
repealed  at  the  restoration  of  Charles  II.,  it  was  reenacted  by  the 
Scottish  Parliament  in  1696  ;  and  this  excellent  school  establish- 
ment and  plan  of  national  instruction  has  had  a  propitious  inilu- 

(a)  Norway  and  Sweden  are  highly  educated  countries  in  elementary  learning, 
and  their  parish  Bchools  are  universal  and  excellent.  Laing's  Norway,  444 ;  Lning'a 
Sweden,  425. 

(6)  Mr.  Tumbull,  in  his  work  on  Austria,  and  which  is  one  of  the  best  English 
books  extant  on  the  social  and  political  condition  of  Austria,  says  that  three  fifths  of 
the  juvenile  population  of  the  Austrian  empire,  with  the  exception  of  Hungary,  actu«. 
ally  receive  scholastic  instruction.  And  as  the  system  of  education  is  uniform,  mild, 
essentially  practical,  free  from  excitement,  and  without  the  indulgence  or  permission 
of  any  daring  speculation  or  vagaries,  political  or  religious,  it  conduces,  according  to 
Mr.  Turnbull,  to  form  the  most  patient,  mild,  orderly,  benevolent,  and  happy  people 
on  the  face  of  the  globe.    See  Tumhuirs  Austria,  ii.  c.  6,  ed.  London,  1840. 
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ence  on  the  moral  and  enterprising  character  of  the  nation.  ((?) 
The  establishment  of  common  schools,  and  provision  for  the  edu- 
cation and  supply  of  competent  teachers,  in  the  Prussian  dominions, 
by  Frederick  II.,  was  surprisingly  liberal,  and  shed  lustre  on  his 
reign.  He  began  the  system  in  1750,  and  some  years  afterwards 
directed,  by  ordinance,  that  a  school  should  be  kept  in  every  vil- 
lage, and  subsistence  for  the  school  and  the  master  raised  by  a 
school  tax  levied  on  the  lord  of  the  village,  and  the  tenants  with- 
out distinction.  The  boys  were  to  be  sent  from  their  sixth  to  their 
thirteenth  year,  whether  the  parents  were  able  to  pay  the  school 
tax  or  not ;  and  the  parent  or  guardian  was  doubly  taxed  who 
neglected,  without  sufficient  cause,  to  send  his  child  or  pupil,  (d) 

(c)  Dr.  Cmrie'B  Life  of  Burns,  i.  App.  No.  1,  note  a.  This  elegant  writer  says 
that  he  gaye  hia  statement  of  the  history  of  the  Scottish  laws  upon  "  unquestionable 
authority." 

(d)  Adams's  Lectures  on  Silesia,  361-372.  In  the  more  recent  and  more  general 
Prussian  system  of  common  schools,  and  coerciTe  popular  instruction,  the  duty  of 
parents  to  send  their  children  to  school  is  enforced  by  law.  Each  commune  or  parish 
is  bound  to  maintain,  at  its  own  expense,  an  elementary  or  primary  acAoolf  by  provid- 
ing a  suitable  salary  to  the  schoolmaster,  and  a  good  schoolhouse  properly  supplied 
with  books  and  other  means  of  instruction.  Every  town  must  support  one  or  mora 
burgher  ackooU  of  a  somewhat  higher  order.  This  interference  of  government  in  the 
institution  of  a  system  of  coercive  instruction  in  the  common  schools  was  in  use  in 
Germany,  Scotland,  and  New  England,  in  the  17th  century ;  and  it  has  been  found, 
by  experience,  tliat  coercion,  in  some  indirect  way  at  least,  is  necessary  to  insure  the 
requisite  education  to  the  lower  classes.  The  gymnasia^  or  colleges,  in  Prussia,  are 
principaUy  supported  at  the  expense  of  the  state.  Primary  seminaries,  or  normal 
schools,  for  the  training  of  schoolmasters,  are  provided,  and  supported  partly  at  the 
expense  of  the  state,  and  partly  at  the  expense  of  the  departments. 

Each  commune  has  its  superintending  committee,  of  which  the  magistrates  of  the 
commune  constitute  a  part.  The  law,  under  strong  penalties,  imposes  upon  parents 
the  obligation  of  sending  their  children  to  school ;  and  the  law  of  1819  is  applied  to 
aU  the  ten  proTinces  of  the  Prussian  dominion.  A  large  proportion  of  the  regulations, 
enforced  by  the  law  of  1819,  were  contained  in  enactments  of  the  date  of  1718  and 
1736 ;  and  this  system  of  public  instruction  has  elevated  the  German  people  to  a  high 
rank  in  the  scale  of  intelligence.  Many  other  states  besides  Prussia,  such  as  Bavaria, 
Saxony,  Hesse-Cassel,  Saxe- Weimar,  Nassau,  Wurtemburg,  and  Baden,  have  followed 
the  same  coercive  system ;  and  through  the  exertions  of  Af.  Cousin,  the  distinguished 
French  professor,  the  Prussian  system  of  popular  instruction,  as  digested  by  law  in 
1819,  and  especially  the  system  of  primary  normal  schools  for  educating  schoolmasters, 
has  been  introduced,  and  essentially  adopted  in  France,  in  the  beginning  of  1833. 
These  normal  schools  have  been  found  the  most  efficient  means  of  raising  the  standard 
of  primary  instruction  in  Prussia,  Austria,  Bavaria,  Holland,  and  Scotland.  The  for- 
mer French  law  of  1816,  on  the  same  subject,  was  wanting  in  means  to  give  it  effect. 
Rapport  sur  I'^tat  de  I'instruction  publique  dans  quelques  pays  de  TAUemagne  et 
particuli^rement  en  Prusse,  par  M.  Victor  Cousin,  Conseiller  d'lSltat,  Professeur  de 
Philosophie,  Merobre  d'Institution,  &c.  This  report  was  translated  into  English  by 
Sarah  Austin,  and  published  in  New  York  in  1885.    It  was  made  to  the  minister  of 
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Great  pains  have  been  taken,  and  municipal  and  noble  provi- 
sions made,  in  this  country,  to  diffuse  the  means  of  knowledge, 

public  instruction  in  1831,  and  was  followed  by  a  supplementary  report,  in  1833, 
aftording  fresh  proofs  of  the  prosperity  of  primary  instruction  in  Prussia  under  the 
coercive  system.  The  work,  as  translated,  is  deemed  so  highly  valuable,  that  it  baa 
been,  by  the  order  of  the  legislature  of  some  of  the  United  States,  distributed  in  the 
school  districts  at  the  public  expense.  In  Franco,  every  commune  is  obliged  to  have 
a  school ;  and  it  is  stated  that  there  are  28,196  communes  which  have  schoolhouses, 
and  only  8,991  whicli  have  not.  But  parents  are  not  compelled  in  France,  as  in  Ger- 
many, to  send  their  children  to  school,  and  the  inliabitants  of  the  rural  districts  very 
greatly  neglect  it.  The  plan  of  elementary  schools  in  Austrian  Lombard^  was  intro- 
duced from  Austria  in  Germany,  in  1821.  It  is  compulsory,  like  that  of  Prussia.  All 
male  children,  between  six  and  twelve  years  of  age,  must  attend  the  elementary 
schools,  or  a  fine  is  inflicted  on  the  parents.  The  teachers  receive  salaries,  and  roust 
have  been  trained  in  the  normal  schools.  The  elementary  schools  are  vigorously 
superintended.  In  1832,  they  amounted  to  3,535,  and  of  these,  71  were  normal 
schools ;  and  the  teachers,  male  and  female,  then  amounted  to  3,484,  and  the  pupils, 
male  and  female,  to  160,767,  besides  22,112  children  and  youths  taught  in  more  private 
establishments.  The  pupils  in  the  schools  amounted  to  l-12th  of  the  population.  If 
we  add  thereto  the  number  of  elementary  schools  and  pupils  in  the  Auslro-Venettan 
provinces,  which  are  of  slower  advance,  the  whole  number  of  pupils  throughout 
Austrian  IlaJy  amounted,  in  1880,  to  220.419,  or  l-19th  of  the  gross  population.  The 
amount  has  since  considerably  increased,  for,  in  1837,  the  local  or  elementary  schools 
amounted  to  4,531.  Part  of  the  expenses  was  defrayed  by  the  communes,  and  the 
residue  by  the  government.  And  with  respect  to  the  educational  system  in  Prussia, 
Mr.  Laing,  in  his  remarks  on  the  social  and  political  state  of  continental  Europe 
(Notes  of  a  Traveller,  London,  1812),  observes  that  the  Intervention  of  the  military 
system,  and  the  want  of  free,  social  institutions  and  of  parental  control  and  influence 
in  Prussia,  counteract  the  goodness  and  value  of  the  educational  machinery,  and  leave 
the  people  without  just  and  elevated  moral  influences,  and  without  active,  rigorous^ 
free,  and  independent  personal  exertions. 

With  respect  to  the  condition  of  the  common-school  system  of  education  in  the 
neighboring  English  colonies  in  America,  I  would  refer  the  student  to  the  valuable 
work  of  George  R.  Young,  Esq.,  of  Halifax,  Nova  Scotia,  on  Colonial  Literature, 
Science,  and  Education.  He  has  given  a  very  instructive  detail  of  the  state  of  educa- 
tion in  Lower  and  Upper  Canada,  Nova  Scotia,  New  Brunswick,  Newfoundland,  and 
Prince  Edward's  Island.  In  regard  to  East  Canada,  there  has  not  been  any  legislative 
provision,  until  recently,  for  popular  education.  Its  educational  endowments  for 
colleges  and  seminaries  were  owing  to  the  liberality  and  zeal  of  tlie  Catholic  Church, 
and  they  have  been  munificent,  and  the  course  of  education  in  them  has  been  well 
conducted  under  accomplished  teachers.  Though  they  are  Catholic  institutions. 
Catholics  and  Protestants  are  admitted  in  the  best  of  them  indiscriminately,  and  no 
attempts  made  to  convert  the  youth.  They  are  institutions  for  the  teaching  of  the 
higher  branches  of  literature  and  science.  Efforts  have  recently  been  made  for  the 
endowment  of  a  high  school,  as  well  as  a  Protestant  college  at  Montreal.  In  1841 
there  was  an  act  of  the  united  legislature  of  East  and  West  Canada  for  the  establish- 
ment, endowment,  and  support  of  common  schools  throughout  the  United  Province, 
for  children  from  five  to  sixteen  years  of  age.  This  statute  requires  local  assessments 
on  the  school  districts  in  aid  of  the  public  funds,  and  it  is  considered  by  Mr.  Young 
aa  opening  a  new  era  in  Canada,  and  laying  the  foundation  of  popular  education.    It 
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and  to  render  ordinary  instruction  accessible  to  all.  (jr)  Several  of 
the  states  have  made  the  maintenance  of  public  schools  an  article 

contains  no  provision  for  the  religions  instruction  of  the  scholar,  and  is  so  far  radically 
defective ;  but  it  enables  the  minority  of  every  parish  professing  a  religious  faith  dif> 
ferent  from  that  of  the  majority,  to  have  separate  trustees  and  schools,  subject  to  the 
general  visitation  and  rules  provided  by  statute,  and  to  receive  their  due  portion  of 
the  moneys  appropriated  by  law  or  raised  by  assessment.  The  new  act  iias  been 
acted  upon  in  West,  but  is  inoperative  in  East  Canada,  because  the  French  have 
declined  to  organize  the  districts  according  to  the  system.  The  insuperable  difficulty 
in  Lower  Canada  is  the  hostile  division  of  the  two  races,  French  and  English.  They 
are  to  most  intents  and  purposes  two  separate  nations,  with  intense  hatred  of  each 
other,  and  the  French  common  people  are  in  most  deplorable  ignorance.  Young  on 
Colonial  Literature,  &c.,  i.  179-211.  Upper  or  West  Canada  has  highly  respectable 
collegiate  institutions,  but  their  district  and  common  school  system  is  far  from 
flourishing. 

In  Nova  Scotia,  the  system  of  grammar  and  common  schools  is  established  and 
supported  by  funds  from  the  treasury  and  by  parents,  and  raised  from  tlie  parishes. 
The  system  has,  by  several  statutes  in  18S2,  1836,  and  1841,  been  placed  under  the 
management  of  a  board  of  commissioners,  but  it  is  not  sufficiently  vigorous,  and  a 
great  number  of  children  are  left  without  any  education.  The  great  objection  to  the 
institution  is  the  inadequacy  of  the  funds,  the  absence  of  all  religious  instruction,  the 
want  of  proper  school-books,  and  the  want  of  coercion,  instead  of  the  principle  of  vol- 
untary assessments.  Halifax  has  its  schools  for  the  higher  classes,  and  its  schools  for 
the  common  people  of  all  degrees,  and  they  are  well  conducted  and  duly  appreciated. 
New  Brunswick  has  the  same  defective  8y8tem,'though  the  most  praiseworthy  efforts 
have  been  made  on  the  part  of  the  executive  government  to  improve  the  laws  and 
regulations  on  the  subject,  by  the  introduction  of  the  use  of  the  Bible,  and  of  normal 
and  industrial  schools.  One  serious  difficulty  in  the  colonies  arises  from  the  Catholic 
population  being  opposed  to  the  use  of  the  Bible  in  schools,  and  the  Protestant  being 
adverse  to  the  system  without  it. 

{e)  It  has  been  uniformly  a  part  of  the  land  tyttfm  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
for  public  schools.  By  the  ordinances  of  Congress,  under  the  articles  of  confedera- 
tion of  May  20,  1786,  and  of  July  13,  1787,  respecting  the  territory  of  the  United 
Sutes  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio  ;  and  by  the  acts  of  Congress  of  March  30,  1802, 
c.  40.  and  of  March  3, 1803,  c.  74,  for  the  admission  of  Ohio ;  and  the  act  of  April  19, 
1816,  c.  67,  for  the  admission  of  Indiana ;  and  the  act  of  April  18,  1818,  c.  (52,  for  the 
admission  of  Illinois  ;  and  the  act  of  March  6,  1820.  c.  20,  for  tlie  admission  of  Mis- 
souri into  the  Union,  it  was  made  a  specific  condition,  among  other  tilings,  that  a 
section  of  each  township  should  be  permanently  applied  for  the  use  of  public  schools. 
So,  the  act  of  February  16,  1811,  c.  81,  relative  to  the  territory  of  Louisiana;  and 
the  act  of  March  3,  1823,  c.  28,  relative  to  the  territory  of  Florida  ;  and  the  act  of 
Jane  23,  1836,  c.  120,  relative  to  the  admission  of  Arkansas  into  the  Union,  all  pro- 
vided for  the  appropriation  of  lands  in  each  township  for  the  use  of  public  schools. 
The  elevated  policy  of  the  federal  government  (and  wliich  applied  equally  to  public 
roads  and  highways),  as  one  of  our  American  statesmen  (Mr.  Cushing)  has  justly 
observed,  was  "  a  noble  and  beautiful  idea  of  providing  wise  institutions  for  the 
mibom  millions  of  the  West ;  of  anticipating  their  good  by  a  sort  of  parental  provi- 
dence; and  of  associating  together  the  social  and  the  territorial  development  of  the 
people,  by  incorporating  these  provisions  with  the  land  titles  derived  from  the  public 
domain,  and  making  school  reservations  and  road  reservations  essential  parts  of  that 
policy." 
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in  their  constitutions.  (/)  In  New  England  it  has  been  a  steady 
and  governing  principle,  from  the  very  foundation  of  the  colonies, 
that  it  was  the  right  and  duty  of  government  to  provide,  by  means 
of  fair  and  just  taxation,  for  the  instruction  of  all  the  youth  in 
the  elements  of  learning,  morals,  and  religion.  Each  town  and 
parish  was  obliged,  by  law,  to  maintain  an  English  school  a  con- 
siderable portion  of  the  year,  and  the  school  was  under  the  super- 
intendence of  the  public  authority,  and  the  poorest  children  in 
the  country  had  access  to  these  schools.  (^)  Selectmen  in  each 
town  were  to  see  that,  in  every  family,  children  and  apprentices 
were  taught  to  read,  and  taught  a  knowledge  of  the  capital  laws, 
and  were  catechised  weekly.  In  Massachusetts,  by  statute,  in 
1647,  each  town,  consisting  of  fifty  householders,  was  directed  to 
maintain  a  school  to  teach  their  children  to  read  and  write  ;  and 
every  town  of  one  hundred  families  was  to  maintain  a  grammar 
school  to  fit  youth  for  the  college.  (A)  The  common  schools  in 
Massachusetts  have  been  kept  up  to  this  day,  by  direct  tax  and 
individual  subscription,  and  nowhere,  in  a  population  of  equal 
extent,  has  common  elementary  education  been  more  universally 
diffused.  In  the  early  history  of  Connecticut  we  meet  with 
similar  provident  provisions  for  the  maintenance  of  public  schools. 

(/)  The  states  of  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Vermont,  Connecticut,  New  York,  Penn> 
sylvania,  Indiana,  Michigan,  Tennessee,  Arkansas,  and  Alabama. 

ig)  Common  schools  for  each  town  were  instituted  in  Massachusetts  in  the  earl/ 
settlement  of  the  colony,  and  the  general  instruction  of  children  was  made  a  public 
charge  and  duty.  The  colony,  as  the  United  States  have  since  done,  incorporated 
public  instruction  and  improvement  with  their  land  titles  ;  and  in  assigning  townships 
to  settlers,  it  was  the  practice  to  reserve  one  lot  for  schools  and  another  for  parochial 
uses.  The  first  legal  provision  for  enforcing  this  duty,  and  sustaining  the  83'stem  nf 
common  schools,  was  in  1647 ;  and  Massachusetts  has  the  honor  of  taking  the  lead, 
in  this  country,  in  this  great  and  wise  policy.  Winthrop's  Illstory  of  New  England, 
ii.  215.  This  compulsory  system  upon  parents  and  masters  to  teach  their  children 
and  servants  to  read,  and  to  g^ive  them  some  knowledge  of  the  Scriptures,  and  of  the 
capital  laws,  and  to  bring  them  up  in  some  lawful  employment,  was  enforced  by  fine 
in  Massachusetts,  by  the  act  of  1642,  and  in  the  Plymouth  Colony  Laws,  1671.  •  Brig« 
ham's  ed.  1836,  p.  270.  The  compulsory  ^ysd^m  of  supporting  common  and  grammar 
schools  in  each  town  is  sustained  to  this  day  in  Massachusetts,  and  enforced  by  indict- 
ment. In  1818,  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Dedham  were  indicted,  tried,  and  con- 
victed under  a  statute  of  1789,  of  the  offence  of  neglecting  for  a  year  to  keep  and 
support  a  (jrammar  school  to  instruct  children  in  the  Greek,  Latin,  and  English  lan- 
guages.    16  Mass.  141. 

(A)  See  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  published  in  1675.     The  Plymouth  Colony 
Laws  confined  the  necessity  of  the  Latin  school  to  the  county  towns.    See  Plymouth 
Colony  Laws,  ed.  1886,  p.  300. 
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In  the  colony  of  New  Haven,  in  1656,  and  in  the  colony  of  Con- 
necticut, in  the  years  1650,  1672,  1677,  1690,  and  1700,  laws 
were  enacted  for  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  com- 
mon schools ;  and  in  that  last  year,  their  common  schools  were 
placed  upon  a  permanent  foundation.  (») 

The  State  of  Connecticut  has  a  very  large  school  fund,  which 
was  first  created  in  1795,  and  which  has  been  economically  and 
judiciously  managed,  and  appropriated  essentially  to  the  support 
of  common  schools  ;  and  ordinary  education  is  so  far  enforced  in 
that  state,  that  if  parents  will  not  teach  their  children  the  ele- 
ments of  knowledge,  by  causing  them  to  read  the  English  tongue 
well,  and  to  know  the  laws  against  capital  offences,  the  select- 
men of  the  town  are  enjoined  to  take  the  children  from  such 
parents,  and  bind  them  out  to  proper  masters,  to  be  taught  some 
useful  employment,  and  to  read  and  write,  and  the  rules  of  arith- 
metit;  necessary  to  transact  ordinary  business.  (J) 

(i)  TrambnU's  History  of  Connecticut,  i.  808;  N.  A.  Review,  if.  s.  Tii.  880,  881 ; 
Pitkin's  History  of  the  United  States,  i.  161 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821, 
pi  897,  note.  One  of  the  early  statutes  of  Connecticut,  in  1650,  contained  in  the 
revised  code  of  1702,  p.  10,  declared,  that  "  the  education  of  children  was  of  singular, 
behoof  and  benefit  to  any  people ; "  and  it  was  made  a  duty  in  the  selectmen  and 
grand  Jurymen  of  the  several  towns,  to  see  and  enforce  the  law  that  all  children  and 
apprentices  were  taught  to  read  the  English  tongue,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  capital 
laws.  They  were  also,  in  each  town  of  one  hundred  families,  to  maintain  a  grammar 
sebool,  to  instruct  youths  for  the  university.  By  the  law  of  1677,  each  county  town 
was  bound  to  keep  and  maintain  a  Latin  school.  The  statutes  were  preserved  in  force 
through  the  subsequent  history  of  that  colony,  and  by  capital  laws  was  meant  tlie 
crimuial  code,  so  far  as  related  to  crimes  punishable  with  death.  Every  town  of 
seventy  householders  was  to  be  constantly  provided  with  a  sufficient  schoolmaster  to 
teach  children  to  read  and  write;  and  schoolmasters  were  maintained  by  a  public  tax. 
Sutute  Laws  of  Connecticut,  1784,  p.  215.  The  digest  of  the  system  of  school 
locieties  and  common  schools,  in  1821,  declared  that  all  parents,  and  those  who  have 
the  care  of  children,  were  bound  to  bring  them  up  to  some  honest  and  lawful  calling 
or  employment,  and  to  have  them  taught  to  read  and  write,  and  cipher,  as  far  as  the 
first  four  rules  of  arithmetic.  Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821,  pp.  107.  800. 
Pennsylvania  went  further  than  the  New  England  colonies  as  to  teaching  the  laws, 
for  one  of  ita  earliest  provincial  acts  declared  that  the  laws  of  the  province  "should 
be  one  of  the  books  taught  in  the  schools  of  the  province."  Such  a  provision,  how- 
ever, could  only  be  practicable  in  the  early  state  of  society,  when  the  statute  laws 
were  few  and  simple.  It  would  be  idle  and  absurd  to  introduce  as  text-books  into 
oar  common  schools,  if  not  into  our  academies,  Uie  bulky  and  complicated  statute 
codes. 

(;)  During  the  twenty-seven  years  that  Chief  Justice  Reeve  was  in  extensive 
practice  in  Connecticut  as  a  lawyer,  he  informs  us,  he  never  met  with  but  one  person 
In  that  state  who  could  not  write.  The  Connecticut  scltool  fund  is,  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  that  state,  declared  to  be  inviolate  and  perpetual.    In  1831.  it  amounted  to 

[251] 


•  196  OF  THE  EIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  [PAKT  IV. 

Massachusetts  had  not,  until  recently,  any  permanent  school 
fund,  yet  liberal  donations  were  made  for  the  support  of  grammar 

$1,902,057,  yielding  a  yearly  income  of  $78,074.  The  whole  number  of  scholars  was 
85,000 ;  and  as  the  entire  population  was  short  of  300,000  souls,  this  public  charitable 
fund  for  tlie  support  of  the  common  schools,  when  considered  in  the  ratio  of  the  popu- 
lation, was,  in  point  of  extent,  without  a  parallel.  But  a  good  Judge  and  zealous 
writer  on  this  subject,  Mr.  J.  Orville  Taylor,  author  of  the  valuable  treatise  entitled 
'*  Tlie  District  Sciiool,"  is  of  opinion  that  the  Connecticut  scliool  fund  hns  operated 
injuriously,  by  reason  of  its  very  magnitude.  It  does  too  much  for  the  people,  or  it 
does  not  do  enough.  It  damps  all  individual  effort  for  the  common  schools,  and  the 
establishment  cannot  do  without  individual  effort  It  defrays  the  expense  of  the  dis- 
trict schools  for  six  months  in  the  year,  and  then  for  the  residue  of  the  year  the  com- 
mon schools  are  sadly  neglected,  and  the  school  houses  closed.  See  his  Preface  to 
the  American  edition  of  M.  Cousin's  Report  on  Public  Instruction  in  Prussia.  Every 
provision  of  the  kind  must  undoubtedly  be  pernicious,  if  it  extinguishes  stimulus, 
and  leaves  tlie  inhabitants  contented  with  the  provision,  and  careless  and  indifferent 
to  all  further  exertion. 

We  learn,  from  the  Report  of  Seth  P.  Beers,  Esq.,  the  commissioner  of  the  Con- 
necticut school  fund,  made  to  the  legislature  in  May,  1839,  that  the  capital  of  the 
state  school  fund  amounted,  in  April,  1838,  to  $2,028,531 ;  and  the  number  of  chil- 
dren between  four  and  sixteen  years  of  age,  returned  to  the  comptroller  in  1838,  from 
211  school  societies,  was  83,977;  and  the  dividend  from  the  school  fund,  for  the  year 
ending  March,  1830,  was  $104,000,  being  $1.25  to  each  child.  In  addition  to  this 
annual  distribution,  there  were  society  and  local  school  funds,  town  deposit  fond, 
school  society  tax,  district  tax,  and  the  tax  on  parents  of  children  attending  school. 
These  subordinate  funds  are  stated  by  other  authority  to  amount  to  another  miilioD 
of  dollars,  and  of  which  the  town  deposit  fund  has  a  capital  of  $704,670.  But  the 
system  of  common  schools,  so  beautiful  in  theory,  was  in  no  correspondent  degree 
efficient  in  practice.  The  Report  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Common  Schools, 
instituted  in  1838,  and  made  to  the  legislature  of  Connecticut  in  May,  1839,  was 
accompanied  by  the  report  to  that  board,  of  Henry  Barnard,  second  secretary  to  the 
board,  containing  a  laborious  and  thorough  examination  of  the  condition  of  the  com- 
mon schools  in  every  part  of  the  state.  It  is  a  bold  and  startling  document,  founded 
on  the  most  painstaking  and  critical  inquiry,  and  contains  a  minute,  accurate,  com- 
prehensive, and  instructive  exhibition  of  the  practical  condition  and  operation  of  the 
common-school  system  of  education. 

In  pointing  out  the  defects  in  the  organization  and  administration  of  the  Bchool 
system,  his  object  was  to  have  them  met  and  removed,  and  to  establish  a  higher  and 
more  vigorous  standard  in  the  education  and  examination  of  teachers.  He  stated 
that  the  school  system  had  fallen  into  feeble  and  irregular  action,  and  a  widespread 
apathy  prevailed  in  regard  to  the  condition  and  prospects  of  common  schools ;  that 
the  reliance  on  the  public  funds  had  led  to  the  almost  entire  abandonment  of  prop- 
erty taxation;  that  private  schools,  supported  by  men  of  property,  had  operated 
most  injuriously  to  the  public  schools,  by  reducing  their  nieans,  drawing  away  the 
best  teachers  and  the  best  patronage,  and  leading  to  the  abandonment  of  all  interest 
in  them  by  some  of  the  most  intelligent  families ;  that  there  were  not  less  than 
10,000  children  under  sixteen  in  private  schools,  at  an  aggregate  expense  of  not  less 
than  $200,000  for  tuition  alone,  and  more  than  was  paid  for  teachers'  wages  in  all  the 
public  schools  of  the  state.  This  alarming  fact  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the  low 
condition  of  the  common  schools,  and  tended  to  degrade  them  into  the  character  of 
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schools  ordained  by  law  in  every  town  of  the  state  of  a  certain 
size ;  and  common  schools  in  each  town  were  supported  by  a  town 

charitj  schools ;  that  those  parents  who  abandon  the  patronage  of  common  schools 
avoid  thereby  all  the  expense  of  supporting  tliem  beyond  the  ayails  of  the  public 
money ;  that  the  distribution  of  the  school-fund  dividends  had  not  been  in  a  way  to 
excite  local  exertion,  as  was  the  policy  in  the  states  of  New  York,  Ohio,  and  Pennsyl- 
rania;  that  there  were  211  school  societies  and  1,700  school  districts  in  the  state, 
and  yet  in  ten  of  the  largest  of  the  school  societies,  not  above  twelve  persons  attend 
to  the  election  of  school  officers,  though  these  societies  include  10,000  electors,  who 
voted  at  the  state  election ;  that  there  was  a  non-attendance  of  the  proper  children 
of  tlie  common  schools  to  17,000,  and  it  was  a  frightful  fact,  showing  the  want  of 
general  interest  in  those  institutions;  that  in  the  cities  and  populous  districts, school 
money  was  drawn  on  nearly  twice  the  number  of  children  who  attended  the  public 
schools ;  that  more  than  one  eighth  of  all  the  children  are  sent  to  private  schools, 
and  one  sixth  of  ail  tlie  children  are  in  no  school,  public  or  private ;  that  the  school 
districts  were  injuriously  multiplied,  and  schoolhouses  generally  badly  built,  badly 
arranged,  and  badly  located ;  that  the  great  defects  of  the  system,  and  the  inade- 
quate compensation  to  teachers,  and  their  short  time  of  employment  in  the  year,  and 
the  forbidding  and  discouraging  circumstances  against  the  entrance  of  competent 
teachers  into  common  schools,  and  the  great  inducements  to  enter  private  schools 
and  academies,  especially  to  female  teachers,  have  contributed  to  this  degradation  of 
common  schools.  He  proposed  that  one  half  of  the  dividends  of  the  school  fund 
should  be  proportioned  to  the  amount  of  money  raised  by  the  school  societies,  or  to 
the  number  of  children,  and  their  actual  attendance  for  any  given  period.  He  further 
proposed  that  the  expense  of  the  schools  should  be  made  to  fall,  not  exclusively  upon 
those  who  tend  their  children,  but  upon  the  property  of  the  school  society  or  town ; 
be  stated  that  the  great  instrumentality  to  tlie  prosperity  of  the  common-school 
system  was  good  teacher»,  and  they  could  be  procured  only  by  education  for  the  very 
employment,  and  by  higher  wages;  he  urged  that  a  seminary  for  teachers,  espe- 
cially for  females,  with  a  model  school  annexed,  ought  to  be  endowed  by  the  state 
and  private  contributions ;  and  he  pressed,  in  an  animated  manner,  the  necessity  of 
the  establishment  of  normal  schools  for  the  education  of  teachers,  male  and  female, 
qualified  to  conduct  the  schools ;  and  he  held  out  the  example  oi  the  efforts,  not  only 
in  Prussia,  Austria,  Bavaria,  Holland,  France,  and  Scotland,  but  of  New  York,  Massa- 
chusetts, Ohio,  and  Pennsylvania,  as  well  worthy  of  imitation. 

The  above  report  was  so  impressive,  that  it  led,  in  1889,  to  further  legislative 
provisions  "concerning  schools; "and  in  the  annual  reports  of  the  commissioners 
of  common  schools,  and  of  the  secretary  of  the  board,  in  May,  1840,  it  appears 
that  the  spirit  of  improvement  in  the  system  of  common  schools,  and  attention  to 
their  support,  have  been  sensibly  excited.  This  is  encouraging  information ;  we 
cannot  rely  entirely  on  the  efficacy  of  compulsory  legislation,  respecting  the  edu- 
cation of  children,  though  the  voluntary  system,  if  left  to  itself,  will  not  be  sufficient, 
and  will  absolutely  fail.  Common-school  establishments  and  education  ought  to  rest 
in  part  upon  local  assessment,  and  to  be  sustained  and  enforced  by  law,  according  to 
the  New  England  policy.  That  which  costs  nothing  is  lightly  esteemed,  and  people 
generally  will  not  take  or  feel  much  interest  in  the  welfare  of  common  schools,  unless 
they  are  taxed  for  their  support.  The  essential  means  of  success  are  the  zealous 
cooperation  of  parents,  with  good  teachers,  well  educated  for  the  purpose,  and  with 
good  booka.  The  object  of  popular  education  should  be  to  improve,  not  only  the 
faitellectoal,  but  the  moral  condition  of  the  children ;  for  knowledge,  without  practical 
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tax,  required  by  law  to  be  raised.  In  1834,  provision  was  made 
by  law  for  a  permanent  school  fund,  to  be  limited  to  a  million  of 
dollars.  (A)  Further  eflForts  were  made  by  law  in  Massachusetts, 
in  1837  and  1838,  to  elevate  the  standard  of  common-school 
education,  by  the  establishment  of  a  board  of  education,  and 
the  gradual  formation  of  district-school  libraries.  (Z)  In  1842, 
pecuniary  provision  was  made  in  Massachusetts  by  law,  for  three 
years,  for  the  support  of  normal  schools,  under  the  direction  of 
the  board  of  education,  and  also  an  appropriation  was  made  from 
the  school  fund,  to  be  expended  in  books  for  the  school-district 
libraries.  Common  schools  are  established  throughout  all  the 
New  England  States,  and  they  are  supported  by  a  town  tax, 
together  with  some  auxiliary  legislative  provisions  and  perma- 
nent funds.  It  is  computed  that  in  the  six  New  England  states 
there  are  not  less  than  half  a  million  of  children  who  receive 
elementary  instruction  yearly  in  the  common  schools. 

The  legislature  of  New  Jersey,  by  statutes  in  1816, 1817, 1818, 

morality,  leads  to  evil.  The  teachings  on  this  latter  subject  should  rest  for  their 
basis  on  the  Bible,  as  containing  the  only  solid  foundation  of  religious  belief.  Since 
the  last  edition  of  these  commentaries,  I  have  examined  tlie  Connecticut  Common 
School  Journal,  published  under  the  direction  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  com- 
mon schools,  at  Hartford,  between  1839  and  1842,  in  four  volumes ;  and  also  the  third 
and  fourth  annual  reports  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of  common  schools  in  Con- 
necticut ;  and  also  the  several  reports  of  Henry  Barnard,  Esq.,  secretary  of  the  board, 
the  most  able,  efficient,  and  best-informed  officer  that  could,  perhaps,  be  engaged  in 
the  service ;  and  the  pamphlets  from  the  same  source,  on  scftoolkouse  architecture,  and 
on  legal  provision  respecting  the  education  and  employment  of  children  in  factories,  ^.  They 
contain  a  digest  of,  the  fullest  and  most  valuable  information  that  is  readily  to  be 
obtained  on  the  subject  of  common  schools,  both  in  Europe  and  the  United  States. 
It  would  be  unsuitable,  in  a  work  of  this  kind,  to  go  further  into  the  subject  than  I 
have  already,  or  undertake  any  detail  of  that  mass  of  information ;  and  I  can  only 
refer  to  those  documents,  with  the  highest  opinion  of  their  merits  and  value. 

{1c)  The  Massachusetts  laws  concerning  common  schools  were  redigested  in  1820, 
and  incorporated  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1836.  In  1830,  there  were  in  Massachu- 
setts 2,517  school  districts,  and  4,070  male  and  female  teachers;  and  146,639 children 
between  four  and  sixteen  years  of  age  attended  in  that  year.  The  common  schools 
were  supported  by  a  tax  levied  by  the  towns  and  cities  respectively,  amounting  to 
$391,993,  and  by  voluntart/  contributions,  to  $47,693.  The  towns  had  also,  aU  of  them, 
their  share  of  the  $20,000  interest  of  the  state  school  fund.  And  in  addition  to  aU  this, 
the  amount  of  tuition  in  private  schools  and  academies  was  estimated  for  that  year  at 
$326,642,  and  the  number  of  scholars  attending  those  latter  institutions  was  rated 
at  28,762.  Bigelow's  Abstract  for  1836.  In  1889,  the  Massachusetts  school  fund 
amounted  to  $487,692. 

(/)  The  necessity  of  better  educated  teachers,  and  of  a  more  thorough  moral  edu- 
cation, and  of  a  deeper  interest  being  taken  in  the  success  of  common  schools,  was 
eloquently  enforced  in  the  North  American  Review  for  October,  1888,  art.  1. 
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1819,  1821,  and  1828,  made  provision  for  the  establishment  and 
gradual  increase  of  a  fund  for  the  support  of  free  schools ;  and 
in  1838  they  organized  and  reduced  to  practice  the  system  of 
common  schools.  The  trustees  of  the  school  fund  (and  which,  in 
1835,  amounted  to  $344,000)  were  directed  to  appropriate  annu- 
ally, out  of  the  income  of  that  fund,  $80,000  for  the  support  of 
public  schools,  and  the  same  was  to  be  apportioned  among  the 
counties  and  towns  in  a  ratio  to  their  tax  list.  The  school  com- 
mittee in  each  town  were  to  divide  the  same  into  school  districts, 
and  trustees  for  the  several  districts  were  to  be  chosen  to  carry 
the  law  into  effect.  The  money  for  each  school  district  was  to  be 
apportioned  in  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  children  between  five 
and  sixteen  years  of  age,  and  the  moneys  might  be  appropriated 
for  building,  renting,  and  repairing  schoolrooms,  purchasing 
fuel,  furniture,  and  books,  and  paying  teachers.  Each  town 
was  authorized,  at  its  annual  town  meeting,  to  raise  by  tax  such 
further  sum,  not  exceeding  twice  the  amount  received  from  the 
school  fund,  as  might  be  deemed  proper  for  the  support  of  public 
schools,  (jni) 

This  is  a  feeble  system,  inasmuch  as  it  leaves  the  annuity  to  be 
appropriated  to  buildings,  fuel,  &c.,  which  the  school  districts  or 
towns  should  supply  out  of  their  own  resources,  and  by  which  the 
compensation  to  competent  teachers  must  greatly  suffer ;  audit 
makes  no  provision  for  the  education  of  teachers,  and  creates  no 
compulsory  duty  upon  the  towns  to  raise,  by  taxation,  moneys  in 
aid  of  the  school  fund,  but  leaves  the  schools  to  rest  upon  this 
provision.  The  colony  law  of  East  New  Jersey,  in  1693,  was  at 
least  as  efficient,  when  it  authorized  each  town  to  establish  and 
levy  a  rate  for  the  maintenance  of  a  schoolmaster.  These  defects 
in  the  New  Jersey  system  are  noticed  and  urged  in  the  annual 
report  of  the  trustees  for  1839.  But  by  the  constitution  of  New 
Jersey,  in  1844,  the  funds  for  the  support  of  free  schools,  and 
all  moneys  received  therefor,  shall  be  a  perpetual  fund,  and  the 
legislature  is  forbidden  to  divert  it  under  any  pretence. 

The  first  eminent  lawgiver  of  Pennsylvania  took  care  to  incor- 
porate with  the  frame  of  government  prepared  for  that  province 
in  1682,  the  important  truth,  "that  men  of  wisdom  and  virtue 
were  requisite  to  preserve  a  good  constitution,  and  that  these 
qualities  did  not  descend  with  worldly  inheritance,  but  were  to  be 
(m)  Elmer's  Digest,  497-602. 
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carefully  propagated  by  a  virtuous  education  of  youth."  A  law 
was  passed,  a  very  few  years  after  the  colonists  under  William 
Penn  first  landed  upon  the  soil,  declaring  that  ^instruction  in 
good  and  commendable  learning  is  to  be  preferred  before  wealth." 
And  the  law  enjoined  it  as  a  duty  upon  the  several  county  courts, 
to  see  that  all  the  children  in  the  province  were  instructed  in 
reading  and  writing,  so  that  they  might  be  able,  at  least,  to  read 
the  Scriptures ;  and  it  imposed  a  penalty  of  £5  upon  every  parent, 
guardian,  or  overseer,  of  sufScient  estate  and  abilit}',  for  every 
child  not  thus  educated.  This  compulsory  provision  was  after- 
wards departed  from,  but  how  it  happened  we  cannot  now  ascer- 
tain, (w)  The  present  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  enjoins  it 
upon  the  legislature  as  a  duty  to  provide  by  law  for  the  establish- 
ment of  schools  throughout  the  state,  and  in  such  manner  that 
the  poor -may  be  tsiught  ffratis.  In  1831,  the  legislature  estab- 
lished a  school  fund,  with  the  means  of  its  progressive  enlarge- 
ment, and  the  interest,  when  amounting  to  $100,000  annually, 
was  to  be  applied  to  the  support  of  common  schools.  In  1838, 
there  were  above  230,000  children  in  the  common  schools,  which 
were  kept  open  about  seven  months  in  the  year.  The  state  appro- 
priation for  schools,  in  1829,  was  $C50,000,  and  a  like  sum  was  to 
be  i-aised,  by  taxes,  in  840  school  districts,  (o) 

The  State  of  Ohio,  in  1825,  commenced  the  establishment  of  a 
system  of  free  schools,  and  lands  to  the  estimated  amount  of  half 
a  million  of  acres  had  been  previousl}*^  set  apart  for  that  pur- 
pose, (p)  In  1839,  the  Ohio  school  fund  amounted  to  81,424,175. 
In  Maryland,  a  law  in  favor  of  primary  schools  was  passed  in 
1825,  and  the  fund  provided  for  that  purpose  amounted,  in  1831, 
to  $142,663.  In  1796,  the  legislature  of  Virginia  made  provision 
for  the  establishment  and  support  of  elementary  schools  for  all 
children,  rich  and  poor,  and  a  similar  plan  was  adopted  by  the 

(n)  Wharton's  Discourso  before  the  Alamni  of  the  Unirersity  of  Penniylvania, 
1886. 

(o)  See,  in  Purdon's  Digest,  289-300,  the  yarioiis  statute  provisions  in  Pennsyl- 
Tania  for  the  general  system  of  common  scliools,  and  for  the  common-school  fund, 
and  for  the  education  of  tlie  poor. 

ip)  Statute  Laws  of  Oliio,  1829,  1838.  Professor  Stowe  was  employed  by  the 
legislature  of  Ohio  to  visit  Europe  and  examine  its  educational  institutions ;  and 
his  report,  in  1839,  of  the  results  of  his  mission  to  England,  Scotland,  France, 
Prussia,  and  several  states  of  Germany,  is  very  instructive  and  excellent  on  the 
subject  of  common  and  normal  schools. 
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legislature  in  1816,  and  the  system  was  enlarged  in  1820  ;  but  it 
was  not  a  compulsory  system,  though  it  was  said  by  a  competent 
judge  to  be,  in  1836,  in  a  course  of  experiment  that  promised 
success,  {q)  In  South  Carolina  there  were,  in  1829,  518  tree 
schools,  and  f  37,000  appropriated  to  them,  (r)  In  the  states 
of  Indiana,  Illinois,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Missis- 
sippi, Louisiana,  Georgia,  and  Alabama,  there  are  *  funds  *  197 
either  provided,  or  in  preparation  for  common  schools,  and 
for  the  organization  and  government  of  them  in  every  local  dis- 
trict. Id  Georgia,  by  statute  in  1821,  half  a  million  of  dollars 
were  appropriated  as  a  school  fund,  one  half  for  the  support  of 
free  schools,  and  the  other  half  to  endow  county  academies.  In 
1836,  one  third  of  the  surplus  fund  derived  from  the  United  States 
was  added  to  the  school  fund,  and  a  committee  was  appointed  by 
the  legislature  to  digest  and  report  a  plan  of  common-school  edu- 
cation adapted  to  the  people  of  the  state.  The  former  system 
had  been  extremely  imperfect  and  miserably  executed,  (a)  In 
Kentucky,  the  system  was  understood  to  be  prosperous,  and  in 
1830  there  were  upwai-ds  of  30,000  children  taught  in  the  com- 
mon schools,  and  in  1839  the  annual  income  of  the  school  fund 
was  $50,000.  The  constitution  of  Tennessee,  in  1835,  declared 
that  the  common-school  fund,  and  all  property  appropriated  for 
that  object,  should  be  a  perpetual  fund,  never  to  be  diverted  to 
any  other  use  than  the  support  and  encouragement  of  common 
schools.  A  succession  of  statutes  have  created,  enlarged,  and 
nourished  the  common-school  fund  in  that  state.  (()  So  the  con- 
stitution of  Michigan,  in  li335,  enforced  the  duty  which  had  been 
partly  anticipated  by  the  statute  of  April  18,  1833,  providing  for 
the  laying  out  of  school  districts  in  each  town,  and  the  assessment 
of  taxes  for  the  erection  of  schoolhouses.  But  the  act  was  no 
further  compulsory,  and  yet  we  may  look  for  effectual  support  and 

'  (9)  Dr.  Tucker,  in  his  life  of  Jefferson,  i. 

(r)  Americnn  Jurist,  No.  4,  p.  801,  898;  Jefferson's  Writings,  i.  39;  American 
Jurist,  No.  11. 

(a)  Prince's  Dig.  2d  ed.  10,  26,  27,  29.  For  the  various  and  successive  statutes 
making  provision  and  establishing  funds  for  free  schools  and  academies,  and  for  liter- 
toy  and  charitable  institutions  in  Georgia,  see  the  Codification  of  the  Statute  Law  of 
Georgia,  by  W.  A.  Hotchkiss,  1846,  tit  8,  c.  6,  7. 

(6)  Statute  Laws  of  Tennessee,  ed.  1886,  pp.  168-176.  See,  in  the  case  of  the 
Governor,  Ac  v.  McEwen,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  241,  the  legislative  effort  to  give  secu- 
ritj  to  the  common-school  fund. 
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success  to  the  cause  of  popular  education  in  that  state;  for  the 
University  of  Michigan  is  said,  by  the  leai-ned  and  elegant  histo- 
rian of  that  state,  (<?)  to  be  founded  on  a  wider  scale,  and  with 
a  more  liberal  endowment,  than  any  other  on  this  side  of  the 
Atlantic. 

In  Indiana,  a  provisional  act,  relative  to  schools  in  the 

*  198    congressional  townships,  was  passed  in  1838,  and  *the  acts 

of  1832  and  1885  contained  provisions  for  the  encourage- 
ment of  common  schools  and  county  seminaries,  (a)  The  capital 
of  the  school  fund  was  stated  to  be,  in  1839,  two  millions  of 
dollars.  In  Mississippi,  by  a  series  of  statutes,  common  schools 
in  each  town  of  the  state  are  directed  to  be  established  by  the 
trustees  of  school  lands,  reserved  in  each  township,  and  the 
trustees  are  chosen  by  the  resident  heads  of  families  in  each 
township,  (b) 

From  this  brief  and  imperfect  review  of  some  of  the  most  im- 
portant state  institutions  on  the  subject,  it  would  appear  that  the 
establishment  of  permanent  school  funds,  and  the  zealous  and 
eflScient  support  of  common  schools,  was  an  increasing  and  favorite 
policy  throughout  the  United  States,  and  special  provision  for  the 
education  of  common  teachers  was  a  matter  of  general  interest 
and  attention,  (e) 

(c)  History  of  Michigan,  by  James  H.  LaDman,  1839,  p.  247. 

(a)  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1888.  pp.  609,  546,  547,  558. 

(6)  Lnws  of  Mississippi,  ed.  1889,  by  Alden  &  Vanhoesen,  37^-^1. 

(c)  An  excellent  summary  of  the  public  prorision  made  for  the  support  of  conmKMi 
•chools  in  the  United  States,  and  one  full  in  details  of  the  existing  system  in  each 
state,  as  it  existed  in  1884,  is  to  be  found  where  we  should  not  naturally  have  expected 
to  find  it,  in  the  Appendix  to  Mr.  Crawford's  Report  on  the  Penitentiaries  of  th« 
United  States,  published  in  London,  by  order  of  government,  during  the  year  183& 
His  reflections  upon  the  value  and  defects  of  the  system  in  each  state  are  free  and 
Judicious.  A  bill  for  the  general  education  of  the  poor,  by  the  establishment  of  coa»> 
mon  schools,  was  introduced  into  the  British  Parliament,  in  1820,  by  Mr.  Brougham ; 
and  it  appeared,  from  the  estimate  made  in  the  House  of  Commons,  that  a  large  pro- 
portion of  the  children  of  England  requiring  common  education  were  withoat  its 
benefits.  The  bill  was  not  acted  upon,  though  supported  with  his  customary  seal 
and  ability  by  that  distinguished  statesman.  (Annual  Register  for  1820,  pt.  1,  pp.  49- 
56.)  In  1829,  it  was  estimated  that  there  were  not  less  than  a  million  and  a  lialf  of 
the  children  of  the  humbler  classes  in  England  receiving  instruction  from  the  endowed 
and  tlie  unendowed  schools,  and  the  Sunday  schools.  In  1833,  the  business  of  popu- 
lar education  was  taken  up  in  the  British  Parliament,  and  £20,000  voted  in  aid  of  it» 
for  the  erection  of  schoolhouses ;  and  no  aid  was  to  be  afforded  till  one  half  of  the 
estimated  expense  was  raised  by  private  contribution.  It  was  found  that  private 
liberality  outstripped  that  of  Parliament,  and  ninety-eight  new  schoolhouaea  i 
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*  The  laws  of  New  York  on  this  subject  require  a  more  *  199 
particular  consideration.  They  were  formerly  exceedingly 
deficient,  and  there  was  no  legal  provision  for  the  establishment 
of  town  schools  for  the  common  education  of  children  except  the 
very  unimportant  authority  given  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  and 
two  justices,  to  bind  out  poor  children  as  apprentices,  according 
to  their  degree  and  ability,  and  the  obligation  imposed  upon  their 
masters  to  teach  them  to  read  and  write.  But  since  the  year 
1795,  a  more  liberal  and  enlightened  spirit  has  adorned  its  domestic 
annals,  and  from  that  era  we  date  the  commencement  of  a  great 
and  spirited  effort  on  the  part  of  government  to  encourage  com- 
mon schools  throughout  the  state.  The  annual  sum  of  950,000 
was  appropriated  for  five  years,  and  distributed  equally  among 
the  several  towns,  for  the  establishment  and  encouragement  of 
schools,  for  teaching  children  the  most  useful  and  necessary 
branches  of  a  good  English  education.  A  sum  equal  to  one 
half  of  the  sum  granted  by  the  state  to  each  town  was  directed 
to  be  raised  by  each  town  during  the  same  period,  for  an  addi- 
tional aid  to  the  schools,  (a)  In  1805,  a  permanent  fund  for 
the  support  of  common  schools  was  first  providedr(i)  and  it 
was  enlarged  by  subsequent  legislative  appropriations,  (tf)  An 
increasing  anxiety  for  the  growth,  security,  and  application  of 

erected  within  the  year.  In  Mtty,  1835,  Lord  Brougham  pressed  again  tipon  Parlia- 
menl  the  necessity  of  f iirtlier  and  more  adequate  proTJsion  for  common  schools,  and 
he  considered  that  Uie  means  of  elementary  instruction  were  greatly  deficient  He 
introduced  resolutions,  declaring  that  seminaries,  where  good  schoolmasters  might  be 
trained,  ought  to  be  established,  and  infant  schools  ought  to  be  encouraged ;  yet  not 
BO  as  to  relax  the  efforts  of  private  beneficence,  or  to  discourage  the  poorer  classes  of 
the  people  from  contributing  to  the  costs  of  educating  their  own  children.  In  1887, 
Lord  Brougham  introduced  into  the  House  of  Ijords  his  education  bill,  providing  for 
an  education  department  of  the  state,  having  the  general  superintendence  of  educap 
tioo.  England  was,  at  that  time,  m  point  of  general  education,  far  behind  Germany. 
The  introduction  and  prosperous  establishment  of  common  schools,  by  the  Christian 
oussionaries,  in  the  South  Sea  Islands,  and  especially  in  the  Sandwich  Islands  within 
the  Ust  few  years,  is  a  fact  deeply  interesting.  The  rapid  transformation  of  the 
naiires  of  those  blands  from  beUig  sarages  and  heathens  in  1820,  to,  in  1880,  a  cirit- 
iaed  and  Christian  people,  is  very  remarkable,  and  reflects  honor,  not  only  on  the 
mild  and  teachable  disposition  of  the  natives,  but  also  on  the  diligence,  discretion, 
fidelity,  and  zeal  with  which  the  missionaries  have  devoted  themselves  to  fulfil  the 
purposes  of  thefar  trust. 

(a)  Act  of  0th  ApriL  1796,  c  75,  entitled  **  An  Act  for  the  Encouragement  ol 
Schools." 

(6)  Act  of  April  2, 1806,  c.  06. 

(c)  Act  of  March  18»  1807»  c  82. 
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*  200    the  fund,  and  a  deep  sense  of  its  *  value  and  importance, 

were  constantly  felt.  In  1811,  the  legislature  (a)  took 
measures  for  a  preparation  and  digest  of  a  system  for  the  organi- 
zation and  establishment  of  common  schools,  and  the  distribution 
of  the  interest  of  the  school  fund.  In  1812,  (5)  the  present  system 
was  established,  under  the  direction  of  an  officer  known  as  the 
superintendent  of  common  schools.  The  interest  of  the  school 
fund  was  directed  to  be  annually  distributed  among  the  several 
towns  in  a  ratio  to  their  population,  provided  the  towns  should 
raise  a  sum  equal  to  their  proportion,  by  a  tax  upon  themselves. 
Each  town  was  directed  to  be  divided  into  school  districts,  and 
town  commissioners  and  school  inspectors  were  directed  to  be 
chosen,  and  the  children,  who  had  access  to  these  schools  were  to 
be  between  the  ages  of  five  and  fifteen  years. 

This  system,  thus  established,  has  prospered  to  a  surprising 
degree.  In  1821,  the  fund  distributed  was  $80,000,  in  addition 
to  a  like  sum,  which  was  raised  by  taxation,  in  the  several  school 
districts,  and  applied  in  the  same  way,  and  the  secretary  of  state 
was  declaimed  to  be  e,x  officio  superintendent  of  common  schools. 
In  1823,  there  were  7,382  school  districts,  and  consequently  as 
many  common  schools ;  and  upwards  of  400,000  children,  or 
more  than  one  fourth  of  the  entire  population  of  the  state,  were 
instructed  in  these  common  schools.  The  sum  of  $182,000  and 
upwards  was  expended  in  that  year  from  the  permanent  school 
fund,  and  the  moneys  raised  by  town  taxes  for  that  purpose  in 
the  support  of  common  schools.  The  general  and  local  fund, 
according  to  the  report  of  the  superintendent  of  common  schools 
of  the  8th  of  January,  1824,  amounted  to  $1,637,000  ;  and  it  has 
since  been  in  a  course  of  progressive  enlargement. 

According  to  the  annual  report  of  the  superintendent  of  com- 
mon schools  made  in  January,  1831,  there  were  in  the  state 
9,062  district  schools,  in  which  were  taught,  during  the  year 
1830,  499,429   children  between   five  and  sixteen  years 

*  201    *  of  age  ;  and  the  general  average  of  instruction  was  for 

the  period  of  eight  months.  The  sum  appropriated  among 
the  common  schools,  in  the  year  1830,  was  $239,713,  of  which 
$100,000  was  derived  from  the  state  treasury,  and  the  residue 
was  raised  from  taxes  upon  the  towns,  and  from  local  funds. 

(a)  Act  of  April  9, 1811,  c.  846,  sec.  54. 
(6)  Act  of  Jane  10, 1812,  c.  2«l. 
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The  instruction  is  probably  very  scanty  in  many  of  the  schools, 
from  the  want  of  school  books  and  good  teachers ;  but  the  ele- 
ments of  knowledge  are  taught,  and  the  foundations  of  learning 
are  laid,  (a)     The  school  fund  is  solid  and  durable ;  and  it  is 

(a)  On  the  Ist  of  January,  1835,  there  were  10, Id2  school  districts  m  the  sute,  and 
641,401  children,  between  the  agifs  of  five  and  sixteen,  were  taught,  in  1884,  in  the 
common  schools.  The  sum  of  9782,069  (with  the  exception  of  a  few  thousand  dol- 
lars expended  in  the  city  of  New  York  upon  schoolhouses)  was  paid,  in  1834,  to 
teachers  for  their  wages ;  and  of  that  sum,  92^12,181  were  distributed  to  tlie  common 
schools  from  public  funds,  snd  the  residue  was  contributed  by  the  inliabitants.  The 
surplus  rerenue  of  the  literature  fund  is  directed  by  law  to  be  distributed  by  the 
regents  of  the  university  among  the  incorporated  academies  under  their  care  (of  wliich 
there  were,  in  1883,  67,  with  6,606  students),  for  the  education  of  common-school 
teachers.  It  was  computed  that  $8,000  would  be  annually  applied  for  that  object. 
In  1846,  tlie  capital  of  the  school  fund  was  12,646,453.  The  revenue  distributed  was 
1275,000,  and  with  a  like  sum  raised  by  taxation,  amounted  to  9660,000.  The  num- 
ber of  oiiganized  schools  was  11,018.  Number  of  children  between  the  age  of  five 
and  sixteen  was  600,014.  The  capital  of  tlie  literature  fund  was,  in  1839,  $268,164, 
yielding  a  revenue  of  $48,109,  and  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  regents  of  the 
university^  to  pay  tutors  in  the  academies,  and  for  instructing  teachers  of  common 
ichools. 

It  is  compated  that  the  state  employs,  annually,  10,000  common-school  teachers ; 
and  the  legislature,  in  1836,  made  provisions  to  facilitate  the  education  of  common- 
ichool  teachers  in  the  esublishment  of  school-district  libraries,  and  furnishing  each 
school  with  the  reports  of  the  regents  of  the  university,  on  tlie  education  of  the 
teachers.    Laws  of  New  York,  1836,  c.  34  and  80. 

In  1838,  great  improvements  were  made  by  New  York  in  the  enlargement  and 
efficiency  of  the  system  of  popular  education.  The  governor,  in  his  annual  message 
to  the  legislature,  recommended  the  subject  to  their  consideration  in  a  forcible  and 
enlightened  manner ;  and  the  report  of  a  committee  of  the  house  of  assembly  con- 
tained a  liberal  and  comprehensive  plan  of  improvement,  which  was  carried  essen- 
tially Into  effect  by  the  act  of  April  17, 1838,  c.  287.  It  directed  that  the  share  of  the 
sute  in  the  surplus  revenue  of  the  United  States,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  June 
28, 1886,  should  be  wholly  applied  to  the  purposes  of  education.  $110,000  thereof 
were  to  be  annually  distributed  to  the  support  of  common  schools,  but  upon  the  con- 
ation that,  to  entitle  the  general  school  districts  to  their  share  of  the  common-school 
fund,  and  of  the  surplus  fund  coming  from  the  United  States,  each  school  district  was 
to  maintain  a  school  taught  by  a  qualified  teacher  for  four  months  in  each  year.  The 
further  sum  of  $66,000  was  to  be  appropriated  by  the  trustees  of  the  school  districts 
for  three  years  (and  which  was  enlarged  by  the  act  of  1889,  c.  177,  to  five  years),  for 
the  purpose  of  a  district  library,  and,  after  that  time,  either  for  a  library  or  for  the 
payment  of  teachers'  wages,  in  the  discretion  of  the  school  districts.  Five  thousand 
dollars  were  also  appropriated  for  five  years,  and  until  otherwise  directed  by  law,  to 
Geneva  College ;  and  the  like  sum  for  the  like  period  to  the  university  in  New  York, 
for  the  payment  of  professors  and  teachers ;  and  $3,000  for  the  like  period  and  purpose 
to  Hamilton  College ;  and  the  further  sum  of  $28,000  of  the  like  surplus  to  the  literar 
tnre  fund,  and  which,  vrith  the  $12,000  of  the  then  existing  literature  fund,  was  directed 
to  be  annually  distributed  by  the  regents  among  the  academies  and  incorporated 
schools,  subject  to  their  visitation ;  but  the  latter  grant  was  upon  the  condition  that 
a  suitable  boUding  for  each  academy  was  erected  and  finished,  and  a  suitable  library 
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placed  under  the  guai^anty  of  the  constitution,  which  declares  (ft) 
that  *'^  the  proceeds  of  all  lands  belonging  to  this  state,  except 

and  philosophical  apparatuB  furnished^  and  a  proper  preceptor  employed,  and  the 
whole  to  be  of  the  value  of  at  least  92,600 ;  and  it  was  further  provided,  that  every 
aoademj  so  receiving  a  sum  equal  to  $700  a  year  should  maintain  a  department  for 
the  instruction  of  common-school  teachers.  The  residue  of  the  income  was  to  be 
annually  added  to  the  capital  of  the  common-school  fond,  and  duly  invested.  In  1830, 
further  provision  was  made,  tliat  whenever  the  supervisors  of  any  county  should  omit 
in  any  year  to  raise  by  tax  a  sum  equal  to  that  apportioned  to  the  towns  of  tlie  county 
under  the  common-school  system  by  the  superintendent  of  common  schools,  the 
school  moneys  appropriated  for  such  county  should  be  withheld,  or  so  much  of  that 
proportion  as  the  county  should  not  raise.  The  superintendent  was  to  appoint  visitors 
for  the  common  schools  of  the  counties,  and  at  tli«  request  of  the  trustees  to  select  the 
library,  and  provision  was  made  for  the  use  and  preservation  of  the  books  of  school- 
district  libraries.  Act  of  April  15, 1880,  c.  177,  and  May  3,  1880,  c.  330.  These 
wise  and  enlightened  provisions  do  great  honor  to  the  educational  policy  of  New  York. 
A  plan  of  local  supervision,  through  the  agency  of  county  and  town  superintendents, 
has  been  found  most  efficient  towards  the  success  of  the  common-school  system.  In 
1830,  more  than  100,000  volumes  of  useful  books  were  disseminated  through  the 
10,000  school  districts  in  New  York.  In  the  governor's  message  to  the  legislature  of 
New  York,  in  January,  1842,  it  was  stated  that  the  productive  capital  of  the  common- 
school  fund  was  ^2,036,625;  and  that  there  were  10,880  school  districts  and  libraries, 
with  an  aggregate  amount  of  630,000  volumes ;  and  that  the  whole  capital  perma- 
nently invested  for  the  support  of  education,  including  the  literary  and  common-school 
fund,  th« endowments  of  colleges,  and  the  value  of  school  edifices,  was  ten  and  a  half 
millions  of  dollars.  But  facts  are  not  quite  in  accordance  with  the  splendid  vision, 
on  paper,  of  the  New  York  common-school  system.  In  the  report  of  Mr. Young,  the 
secretary  of  state,  in  January,  1843  (and  he  is,  ex  officio,  superintendent  of  common 
schools),  he  is  of  opinion  that  the  school  districts  have  been  needlessly  multiplied  and 
divided ;  that  more  than  one  half  of  the  cliildren  residing  in  the  school  districts  were 
Irregular  and  uncertain  attendants ;  that  it  was  bad  policy  to  distribute  the  proceeds 
of  the  school  fund  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  children  rending  within  each  district 
limits,  instead  of  making  the  distribution  according  to  the  time  the  children  are  in 
actual  attendance  ;  that  of  the  7,534  schoolhouses  under  the  system,  only  4,000  were 
in  good  repair,  and  the  rest  unfit  for  use.  The  legislature  of  New  York,  by  the  act 
of  May  7, 1844,  c.  311,  established  a  normal  school  in  the  county  of  Albany,  *'  for  th« 
Instruction  and  practice  of  teachers  of  common  schools  in  the  science  of  education, 
and  in  the  art  of  teaching,"  and  $10,000  were  to  be  annually  appropriated  for  that 
purpose.  And  in  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  3d  ed.,  under  the  head  of  "  pub- 
lic instruction,"  there  is  a  well-digested  code  in  detail  of  the  establishment,  organiza- 
tion, government,  powers,  and  funds  of  the  colleges,  academies,  select  schools,  normal 
schools,  common  schools,  school  districts,  and  libraries,  which  have  finom  time  to  time 
been  wisely  and  liberally  provided  and  endowed ;  and  for  this  system  at  large,  I  muat 
refer  to  the  statutes,  without  going  into  further  particulars. 

But  the  Revised  Constitution  of  New  York,  in  1846,  art.  9,  has  made  some  material 
alteration  in  the  distribution  of  public  moneys  for  education.  It  declares  that  the 
capital  of  the  commonmchool  fund,  the  capital  of  the  literature  fund,  and  the  capital 
of  the  United  States  deposit  fund,  shall  be  preserved  inviolate,  and  that  the  rerenuet 


[262] 


(b)  Art  7,  sec.  10. 


LBCT.  XZIX.]  OP  THB  BIOHTB  OF  PEB80N8. 

such  parts  thereof  as  may  be  reserved  or  appropriated  to  public 
use,  which  shall  thereafter  be  sold  or  disposed  of,  together  with  the 
fund  denominated  the  common-school  fund,  shall  be  and  remain  a 
perpetual  fund,  the  interest  of  which  shall  be  inviolably  appro- 
priated and  applied  to  the  support  of  common  schools  throughout 
this  state. " 

Such  provisions  for  the  universal  diffusion  of  common  and 
useful  instruction  may  be  contemplated  with  pride  and  cheering 
anticipations.  But  the  splendid  provisions  which  have  been  made 
in  some  of  the  states,  and  especially  in  Connecticut  and  New  York, 
for  the  support  of  common  schools,  ought  not  to  relax  the  efforts 
of  parents  and  guardians,  and  of  the  community  at  large,  to 
encourage  and  sustain  a  more  thorough  and  elevated  system  of 
education.  They  ought  not  to  remain  contented  with  the  means 
the  state  fund  affords,  of  instruction  without  taxation  and  without 
expense.  The  true  province  of  a  school  fund  is  not  to  supersede, 
but  to  encourage  and  stimulate,  the  proper  efforts  of  parents  and 
town  authorities,  in  sustaining  and  perfecting  the  system  of  com* 
ibonHSchool  education.  Individuals  ought  to  cooperate  with  the 
public  authorities,  and  a  wise  and  patriotic  legislature  cannot 
cease  to  patronize  and  endow  academies  and  colleges,  and  render 
the  elements  of  science  and  the  higher  branches  of  education 
accessible  in  every  state.  Without  a  large  portion  amongst 
us  of  men  of  superior  *  education,  who  can  teach  the  *  202 
teachers  of  common  schools,  we  cannot  expect  that  the 
great  duties  appertaining  to  public  trusts  will  continue  to  be  dis- 
charged with  the  requisite  skill,  ability,  and  integrity.  It  is  not 
eommon  schools  alone  (for  they  must,  of  necessity,  be  confined 
to  very  humble  teaching),  it  is  the  higher  schools,  academies,  and 
ooUeges,  that  must  educate  those  accomplished  men  who  are  fit  to 
lead  the  public  councils,  and  be  intrusted  with  the  guardianship 
of  our  laws  and  liberties,  and  who  can  elevate  the  character  of 
the  nation,  (a) 

of  the  oommoiMchool  f  mid  shall  be  applied  to  the  support  of  common  schools ;  the 
rereniies  of  the  literature  fnad  shall  be  applied  to  the  support  of  academies,  and  the 
SUB  of  S25,000  of  the  reyenues  of  the  United  States  deposit  fund  shall  each  year  be 
appropriated  to  and  make  part  of  the  capital  of  the  common-school  fund.  These 
constitutional  provisions  seem  to  hare  drawn  unwisely  all  legislatiye  support  from 
colleges,  Dormai  schools,  and  district  libraries. 

(a)  President  Humphrey  justly  remarks,  that  it  was  a  great  orersight,  when  the 
Coonecticat  school  fund  of  two  millions  of  dollars  was  established,  that  the  academies 
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The  remaining  branch  of  parental  duty  consists  in  making  com- 
petent provision,  according  to  the  condition  and  circumstances  of 
the  father,  for  the  future  welfare  and  settlement  of  the  child ; 
but  this  duty  is  not  susceptible  of  municipal  regulations,  and  it  is 
usually  left  to  the  dictates  of  reason  and  natural  affection.  Our 
laws  have  not  interfered  on  this  point,  and  have  left  ev^ry  man 
to  dispose  of  his  property  as  he  pleases,  and  to  point  out  in  his 
discretion  the  path  his  children  ought  to  pursue.  The  writers  on 
general  law  allow  that  parents  may  dispose  of  their  property  as 
they  please,  after  providing  for  the  necessary  maintenance 
*  203  of  their  infant  *  children  and  those  adults  who  are  not  of 
ability  to  provide  for  themselves,  (a)  A  father  may,  at  his 
death,  devise  all  his  estate  to  strangers,  and  leave  his  children 
upon  the  parish  ;  and  the  public  can  have  no  remedy  by  way  of 
indemnity  against  the  executor.  ^^I  am  surprised,'*  said  Lord 
Alvanley,  (6)  **  that  this  should  be  the  law  of  any  country,  but 
I  am  afraid  it  is  the  law  of  England.'* 

2.  Of  the  Rights  of  Parents.  — The  rights  of  parents  result  from 
tiieir  duties.  As  they  are  bound  to  maintain  and  educate  their 
children,  the  law  has  given  them  a  right  to  such  authority  ;  and 
in  the  support  of  that  authority,  a  right  to  the  exercise  of  such 
discipline  as  may  be  reqmsite  for  the  discharge  of  their  sacred 
trust.  ((?)     This  is  the  true  foundation  of  parental  power ;  and 

were  not  brought  in  for  a  share  of  the  income ;  and  that  it  is  a  wise  provision  in  the 
school  laws  of  New  York,  which  empowers  the  regents  of  the  universities  to  help  the 
academies  of  that  state.  Mr.  Young,  of  Nova  Scotia,  on  Colonial  Literature,  Science, 
and  Education,  i.  216,  says,  the  perfect  and  modem  system  of  education  ought  to 
consist  of  —  1.  Infant  schools  for  the  training  of  children  ;  2.  Normal  scliools  for  the 
education  of  teachers;  3.  Common  schools;  4.  Academies;  6.  Useful  knowledge 
institutions ;  6.  Itinerating  libraries ;  7.  Colleges  for  the  higher  branches  of  learning 
and  science.  Again,  he  says,  education  ought  to  be  conducted  under  the  superintend- 
ence of  the  government,  and  regulated  by  law,  and  supported  by  legislative  funds  or 
local  taxation,  and  the  funds  made  permanent,  certain,  and  compulsive. 

(a)  Puff.  Droit  de  la  Nature,  lib.  4,  c.  11,  sec.  7. 

(6)  5  Ves.  444.  See  tn/ra,  327,  and  iv.  602,  603,  as  to  the  provision  made  by  the 
laws  of  ancient  Athens  and  Rome  for  children,  out  of  the  estates  of  their  parents. 
[See  also  103,  n.  1.] 

(c)  In  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth  v.  Armstrong,  in  the  session  of  the  peace  for 
Lycoming  County.  Pennsylvania,  in  1842,  Mr.  Justice  Lewis,  the  president  Judge, 
decided,  after  a  learned  examination  of  the  subject,  that  a  minister  of  the  gospel  had 
no  light,  contrary  to  the  express  commands  of  the  father,  to  receive  an  infant  daugh- 
ter, under  the  immediate  guardianship  of  the  father,  from  the  church  to  which  the 
father  belonged,  and  in  which  the  child  was  baptized  and  instructed,  and  initiate  it, 
by  baptism,  into  another  church  of  a  different  denomination.    It  wns  held  to  be  the 
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yet  the  ancients  generally  carried  the  power  of  the  parent  to  a 
most  atrocious  extent  over  the  person  and  liberty  of  the  child. 
The  Persians,  Egyptians,  Greeks,  Gauls,  and  Romans  tolerated 
infanticide,  and  allowed  to  fathers  a  very  absolute  dominion  over 
their  offspring ;  but  the  Romans,  according  to  Justinian,  exceeded 
all  other  people,  and  the  liberty  and  lives  of  the  children  were 
placed  within  the  power  of  the  father,  (d)  It  was  not, 
however,  an  absolute  *  license  of  power  among  the  Romans,  *  204 
to  be  executed  in  a  wanton  and  arbitrary  manner.  It  was  a 
regular  domestic  jurisdiction,  though  in  many  instances  this  paren- 
tal power  was  exercised  without  the  forms  of  justice.  The  power 
of  the  father  over  the  life  of  his  child  was  weakened  greatly  in 
public  opinion  by  the  time  of  Augustus,  under  the  silent  opera- 
tion of  refined  manners  and  cultivated  morals.  It  was  looked 
upon  as  obsolete  when  the  Pandects  were  compiled,  (a)  Bynker- 
shoek  was  of  opinion  that  the  power  ceased  under  the  Emperor 
Hadrian,  for  he  banished  a  father  for  killing  his  son.  The  Em- 
peror Constantine  made  the  crime  capital  as  to  adult  children. 
In  the  age  of  Tacitus  the  exposing  of  infants  was  unlawful ;  but 
merely  holding  it  to  be  unlawful  was  not  sufficient.  (6)  When 
the  crime  of  exposing  and  killing  infants  was  made  capital,  under 

right  and  the  duty  of  the  father,  not  only  to  maintain  his  infant  children,  but  to 
initmct  their  minds  in  moral  and  religious  principles,  and  to  regulate  their  consciences 
hy  a  course  of  education  and  discipline.  All  interference  with  the  parental  power 
and  duty,  except  by  the  courts  of  justice,  when  that  power  is  abused,  is  injurious  to 
domestic  subordination,  and  to  the  public  peace,  morals,  and  security.  Parents,  says 
a  distinguished  jurist  on  natural  law,  have  the  right  by  the  law  of  nature  to  direct  the 
actions  of  their  children,  as  being  a  power  necessary  to  their  proper  education.  It  is 
the  wiU  of  God,  therefore,  tliat  parents  should  have  and  exercise  that  power.  Nay, 
he  obserTes,  parents  have  the  right  to  direct  their  children  to  embrace  the  religion 
which  they  themselves  approve.  (Hcineccius's  Elem.  Jur.  Nat  et  Gentium,  b.  2, 
c  3,  sec  52,  65.) 

(</)  Inst.  1.  9 ;  De  Patria  Potestate ;  Law  of  the  Twelve  Tables.  See  i.  524,  note ; 
Taylor's  Elements  of  the  Civil  Law,  395, 397,402;  Voyage  du  Anarcharsis  en  Gr^, 
iii.  c.  26;  Caesar  de  BeL  Gal.  lib.  [6,  c.  19;]  St.  John's  History  of  the  Manners  and 
Costoms  of  Ancient  Greece,  i.  120-125.  Infanticide  was  the  horrible  and  stubborn 
vice  of  almost  all  antiquity.  Gibbon's  History,  viiL  55-57.  Nuodt  de  Partus  Expo- 
sitione  et  Nece  apud  Veteres,  which  is  considered  to  be  a  singular  work  of  great 
socuracy  on  this  subject.  Sallust  mentions  the  extreme  exercise  of  the  parental 
power  at  Rome,  as  a  thing  of  course,  and  without  any  observation.  In  his  erat  Fulvius 
senatoris  filina,  retractum  ex  itinere  parens  necari  jussit.    Sal.  Bel.  Cat.  c.  39. 

(a)  Liceat  eoe  exheredare,  quos  occidere  licebat.    Dig.  28.  2.  11. 

(6)  Numerum  Uberorum  finure,  aut  queroquam  ex  agnatis  necare,  flagitium  habetur, 
plasque  ibi  boni  mores  valent,  quam  alibi  bona  leges.    Tac.  de  Mor.  Ger.  c.  19. 
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Valentinian  and  Valens,  then  the  practice  was  finally  extermi- 
nated, ((;)  and  the  paternal  power  reduced  to  the  standard  of  reason 
and  of  our  own  municipal  law,  which  admits  only  the  jiu  dome^- 
ticcB  emendationisy  or  right  of  inflicting  moderate  correction 

*  205   under  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  (d)     In  *  every- 

thing that  related  to  tlie  domestic  connections,  the  Eng- 
lish common  law  has  an  undoubted  superiority  over  the  Roman. 
Under  the  latter,  the  paternal  power  continued  during  the  6on*8 
life,  and  did  not  cease  even  on  his  arriving  at  the  greatest  honors. 
The  son  could  not  sue  without  his  father's  consent,  or  marry 
without  his  consent ;  and  whatever  he  acquired,  he  acquired  for 
the  father's  advantage  ;  and  in  respect  to  the  father,  the  son  was 
considered  rather  in  the  light  of  property  than  a  rational  being. 
Such  a  code  of  law  was  barbarous,  and  unfit  for  a  free  and  civil- 
ized people ;  and  Justinian  himself  pronounced  it  unhuman, 
and  mitigated  its  rigor  so  far  as  to  secure  to  the  son  the  prop- 
erty he  acquired  by  any  other  means  than  by  his  father ;  and  yet 
even  as  to  all  acquisitions  of  the  son,  the  father  was  still  entided 
to  the  use.  (a) 

The  father,  and  on  his  death  the  mother,  is  generally  entitled 
to  the  custody  of  the  infant  children,  inasmuch  as  they  are  their 
natural  protectora,  for  maintenance  and  education.  (()     But  the 

(e)  Dr.  Taylor,  in  his  Elements  of  the  CiTil  Law,  403-400,  girea  a  concise  hiatoiy 
of  the  progress  of  the  Roman  Jurisprudence,  in  its  efforts  to  destroy  this  monatroos 
power  of  the  parent ;  but  Bynkershoek  has  composed  a  regular  treatise,  with  infinite 
learning,  on  this  subject.  It  is  entitled,  Opusculum  de  Jure  occidendi,  vendendi,  ec 
exponendi  liberos  apud  yeteres  Romanos ;  Opera,  i.  840 ;  and  it  led  him  into  some 
controversy  with  his  predecessor,  the  leanied  Noodt,  on  the  doubtful  points  and  ns 
condite  learning  attached  to  that  discussion.  Heineccius,  in  his  Syntagma  Antiq. 
Rom.  Jnr.  lib.  1,  tit.  0,  Opera,  It.,  has  also  given  the  history  of  the  Roman  jurispru- 
dence, from  Romulus  to  Justinian,  relative  to  this  tremendous  power  of  the  father, 
and  which,  he  says,  was  justly  termed,  by  the  Roman  authors,  patria  rmajeUxu. 
[7  Am.  Law  Rev.  01.] 

(d)  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  00,  sec.  23. 

(a)  Inst  2.  9. 1.  If  an  infant  son  marries  against  the  will  of  bis  father,  tliia  does 
not  emancipate  him,  and  the  father  may  sue  for  and  recover  his  wages,  or  value  of 
his  services.    White  v.  Henry,  Law  Reporter  for  July,  1840,  [24  Me.  631.] 

(6)  The  father  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his  legitimate  children,  to  the  ezdosiaii 
of  their  motlier,  though  they  be  within  the  age  of  nurture.  Rex  v.  Greenhiil,  0  Nev. 
&  M.  244  ;  4  Ad.  &  El.  024,  8.  c.  If  the  child  be  brought  up  on  haheiu  cor/nu,  and  be  of 
an  age  to  exercise  a  choice,  the  court  will  leave  him  to  elect  where  he  will  go.  If  not, 
he  goes  to  the  father,  unless  he  had  abused  the  right  to  the  custody  of  his  child,  or 
there  be  an  apprehension  of  cruelty,  or  some  exhibition  of  gross  profligacy,  or  want  of 
ability  to  provide  for  his  ehildren.  Tbe  People  ex  rdaL  Nickenon,  19  Wend.  10.  But 
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courts  of  justice  may,  in  their  sound  discretion,  and  when  the 
morals,  or  safety,  or  interests  of  the  children  strongly  require  it, 
withdraw  the  infants  from  the  custody  of  the  father  or  mother, 
and  place  the  care  and  custody  of  them  elsewhere.  (^)  The 
parent,  or  one  in  loco  parentU^  may,  under  certain  circumstances, 
maintain  an  action  for  the  seduction  of  his  daughter,  though,  if 
she  be  actually  in  the  service  or  apprenticeship  of  another,  he 
cannot  maintain  the  action,  unless  the  wrong  be  done  under  color 
of  a  contract,  (^d^  ^    So  the  power  allowed  by  law  to  the  parent 

if  the  parenU  live  in  a  state  of  separatioB,  without  being  divorced,  and  without  the 
fault  of  the  wife,  the  courts  inay,  on  the  application  of  the  mother,  award  the  cus- 
tody of  the  child  to  the  mother,  accordii>g  to  the  provision  of  the  New  York  R.  S.  ti. 
14S,  sec  1,  2.  So  m  England,  hy  the  statute  of  2  &  3  Vict  c.  64,  if  the  ciuld  be 
within  seTen  years,  ttie  lord  chancellor  or  master  of  the  rolls  may,  npon  the  mother's 
petition,  make  an  order  on  the  father  or  testamentary  guardian  to  deliver  it  into  her 
custody.  In  tlie  case  of  Foster  v.  Alston,  6  Howard  (Miss.),  406,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  over  the  disposition  of  minors  brought  before  them  uponAa6eo«  corpus,  was 
veiy  elaborately  discussed,  and  it  was  held  that  the  court  was  not  bound  to  restore 
to  a  testamenury  guardian  a  child  forcibly  taken  from  him  and  placed  with  the 
mother,  though  the  guardian  had  not  abused  his  trust,  and  was  not  incompetent  to 
discharge  it  The  court,  consulting  the  interests  and  inclinations  of  the  child,  allowed 
it  to  remain  with  the  mother.    See  tujmt,  IM,  105. 

(c)  Matter  of  Wollstonecraft,  4  Johns.  Cb.  80 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Addicks,  5  Bin- 
Dey,  520;  Ex  parte  Grouse.  4  Wharton,  9;  United  States  v.  Green,  3  Mason,  482; 
Case  of  Wellesley  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort,  2  Russell,  1 ;  The  State  v.  Smith,  6  Greenl. 
462.  See  also  infra,  221,  note  (a) ;  Macpherson  on  Infants,  142-152.  In  the  case  of 
Hie  People  r.  Mercein,  3  Hill,  899,  it  was  held,  after  an  elaborate  discussion,  as  a 
general  rule  of  law,  that  as  between  husband  and  wife,  the  claim  of  the  former  to  the 
custody  of  their  infant  children  is  paramount,  and  will  be  enforced  on  habeas  corpus, 
though  the  child  be  a  daughter  under  five  years  of  age.  It  was  further  declared  that 
the  husband  could  not,  by  agreement  with  the  wife,  alienate  to  her  his  right  to  the 
custody  of  their  children,  and  the  agreement  was  void. 

(d)  3  Bl.  Comm.  141 ;  Dean  v.  Peel,  5  East,  45 ;  Harris  v.  Butler,  2  M.  &  W.  589; 
Spdght  V.  Oliviera,  2  SUrkie,  498;  Blaymire  v.  Haley,  6  M.  &  W.  55w  But  the 
American  cases  hold  a  contrary  doctrine.  A  parent  may  maintain  the  action  for 
the  seduction  of  his  hifant  daughter,  tlKNigh  she  be  living  apart  from  him,  and  in  the 
service  of  another,  for  he  has  a  right  to  her  services,  and  to  claim  them,  and  is  legally 
bound  to  maintam  her,  and  to  bear  her  expenses  as  a  consequence  of  the  seduction. 
The  case  would  be  different  if  the  parent  had  devested  himself  of  all  right  to  reclaim 
her  services,  and  all  his  rights  and  liabilities  had  become  extinguished.    Martin  v. 

Payne,  9  Johns.  887 ;  Homketh  ».  Barr,  8  Serg.  &  R.  86 ;  Sargent  ». ,  5  Cowen, 

106 ;  Clark  v.  Fitdi,  2  Wend.  469 ;  Hewitt  v.  Prime,  21  Wend.  79. 

1  Sedueiion.  -^  It  is  well  settled  that  a  got  with  child,  and  although  there  was  no 
loss  of  service  must  be  alleged  and  proved,  contract  of  service.  Evans  v.  Walton,  L.  R. 
Bat  an  action  can  be  maintained  for  2  C.  P.  615,  citing  and  commenthng  on 
fraudalently  depriving  a  father  of  his  Eager  v,  Grimwood,  1  Exch.  61.  See 
daughter's  services*  although  she  be  not    Stowe  v.  Hey  wood,  7  Allen,  118 ;  Abra- 
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over  the  person  of  the  child  may  be  delegated  to  a  tutor  or 
instructor,  the  better  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  education,  (e) 
The  father,  and  in  certain  cases  the  mother,  had,  at  common 
law,  as  guardian  in  socage,  a  right  to  the  custody  of  the  estate  of 
the  heir  during  his  minority,  and  to  take  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  as  will  be  more  fully  shown  in  the  next  lecture;  and 

(«)  A  schoolmaster,  who  stands  in  that  character,  loco  parenti$,  may  in  proper  cases 
inflict  moderate  and  reasonable  chastisement.  The  State  u.  Pendergrass,  2  Dev.  &  Bat. 
866.  The  father,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  managers  of  a  house  of  refuge,  cannot 
commit  a  child  to  their  custody,  unless  that  child  be  adjudged  a  proper  subject  for 
such  a  place  by  due  course  of  law.    Commonwealth  v.  M'Keagy,  1  Ashmead,  248. 


hams  V.  Kidney,  104  Mass.  222 ;  [Blagge 
V.  Ilsley,  127  Mass.  101.]  A  constructive 
service  is  sufficient.  Thus  the  moment 
that  the  actual  service  of  a  minor  daughter 
with  a  third  person  is  termbiated,  although 
wrongfully,  and  she  intends  to  return  to 
her  father,  he  has  a  right  to  her  service, 
and  can  maintain  an  action  for  her  se- 
duction. In  such  cases  the  practice  has 
become  inveterate  of  giving  damages  be- 
yond tiie  mere  loss  of  service  in  respect 
of  the  loss  aggravated  by  the  injury  to 
the  person  seduced  {e.g.  disgrace,  &c.). 
Terry  v.  Hutchinson,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  609.  x^ 
In  Greenwood  v.  Greenwood,  28  Md.  870, 
an  action  was  maintained  although  the 
daughter  was  temporarily  absent  from  her 
father's  house,  he  not  having  destroyed 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  See 
Griffiths  V.  Teetgen,  15  C.  B.  844 ;  Thomp- 
son 0.  Ross,  5  H.  &  N.  16 ;  Manly  v.  Field, 
7  0.  B.  N.  8.  06.  So  in  Sutton  v.  Huff- 
man, 3  Vroom,  68,  although  in  addition 
tlie  daughter  was  over  twenty-one.  Lipe 
p.  Bisenlerd,  32  N.  T.  229.    The  cases  last 


xi  Morgan  v.  Ross,  74  Mo.  818.  Evi- 
dence of  the  pecuniary  condition  of  de- 
fendant was  held  not  admissible  in  Hod- 
soU  V.  Taylor,  9  L.  R.  Q.-  B.  79.  But  see 
Clem  t^.  Holmes,  38  Gratt  722;  Laveiy 
9.  Grooke,  62  Wis.  612,  contra. 

It  would  seem,  according  to  the  later 
authorities,  that  nothing  short  of  an  aban- 
donment by  the  father  of  his  right  to 
control   his   minor   daughter's    services 
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cited  go  upon  the  ground  that  whether 
emancipation  has  taken  place  or  not  is  a 
question  of  fact,  and  that  although  after 
a  child  has  attained  twenty-one  either  her 
parent  or  she  may  dissolve  the  existing 
relation,  her  attaining  that  age  does  not 
ipso  facto  emancipate  her.  See  Brown  v. 
Ramsay,  6  Dutcher,  1 17.  But  very  clearly 
the  parent  has  no  action  when  the  daugh- 
ter is  absent  from  home  under  a  contract 
made  by  her  for  her  own  benefit  after 
coming  of  age.  Lee  v.  Hodges,  IS  Gratt. 
726.  Neither  had  he  in  a  case  like  the 
last,  where  the  daughter  was  seduced 
while  staying  a  few  days  at  his  house  by 
the  permission  of  her  mistress ;  she  did 
not  thereby  become  his  servant ;  and  at 
the  time  of  her  confinement  she  had 
entered  the  service  of  another.  Hedges 
V.  Tagg.  41  L.  J.  N.  8.  Ex.  160;  L.  R.  7 
Ex.  283.  See,  generally,  Patterson  o. 
Thompson,  24  Ark.  66 ;  [Davidson  v. 
Abbott,  62  Vt.  670 ;  Long  v.  Keightley, 
11  Ir.  B.  C.  L.  221.] 


will  preclude  him  from  recovering.  The 
mere  fact  that  the  daughter  is  at  the 
time  of  the  seduction  in  the  service  of 
another  is  held  insufficient.  Furman  v. 
Van  Sise,  66  N.  Y.  436;  Lavery  ». 
Crooke,  62  Wis.  612;  Blagge  v.  Ilsley, 
127  Mass.  191. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  mother,  see 
Furman  r.  Van  Sise,  wpra;  Davidson  v. 
Abbott,  62  Vt.  670. 
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generally  in  this  country  the  father,  may,  by  deed  or  will, 
*  dispose,  after  his  death,  of  the  custody  and  tuition  of  his  *  206 
children  under  age.  This  power  was  originally  given  by 
the  English  statute  of  12  Charles  II.  c.  24 ;  and  the  person  so 
invested  may  take  the  care  and  management  of  the  estate,  real 
and  personal,  belonging  to  the  infants  ;  and  may  maintain  actions 
against  any  person  who  shall  wrongfully  take  or  detain  them  from 
his  custody. 

This  power  of  the  father  ceases  on  the  arrival  of  the  child  at 
the  age  of  majority,  which  has  been  variously  established  in 
different  countries,  but  with  us  is  fixed  at  the  age  of  twenty-one ; 
and  this  is  the  period  of  majority  now  fixed  by  the  French  civil 
code,  (a)  In  this  respect,  the  Napoleon  Code  was  an  improve- 
ment upon  the  former  law  of  France,  (i)  which,  in  imitation  of 
the  civil  law,  continued  the  minority  to  the  end  of  twenty-five 
years. 

In  case  of  the  death  of  the  father  during  the  minority  of  the 
child,  his  authority  and  duty,  by  the  principles  of  natural  law, 
would  devolve  upon  the  mother  ;  and  some  nations,  and  particu- 
larly the  French  in  their  new  civil  code,  (<?)  have  so  ordained. 
The  father  is,  however,  under  the  French  law,  allowed  by  will  to 
appoint  an  adviser  to  the  mother,  without  whose  advice  she  can 
do  no  act  relating  to  the  guardianship.  This  is  analogous  to  our 
law,  which  allows  the  father,  and  the  father  only,  to  create  a 
testamentary  guardianship  of  the  child.  But  if  there  be  no  such 
testamentary  disposition,  the  mother,  after  the  father's  death,  is 
entitled  to  the  guardianship  of  the  person,  and,  in  some  cases, 
of  the  estate,  of  the  infant,  until  it  arrives  at  the  age  of  four- 
teen, when  it  is  of  sufficient  age  to  choose  a  guardian  for 
itself,  (d)  In  New  York,  •  the  mother  is,  in  that  case,  by  *  207 
statute,  entitled  to  the  guanlianship  of  the  estate,  (a) 

3.  Of  the  Dutiea  of  Children.  —  The  duties  that  are  enjoined 
upon  children  to  their  parents  are  obedience  and  assistance 
during  their  own  minority,  and  gratitude  and  reverence  during 
the  rest  of  their  lives.     This,  as  well  as  the  other  primary  duties 

(a)  No.  4S8.     [See  206,  n.  1.] 

(6)  Inatit  Droit  Fran9aU«  pur  Argon,  b.  i.  c.  7.  (c)  No.  890-402. 

(d)  litt  Bee  123;  8  Co.  88;  Co.  Lltt.  84,  b ;  2  Atk.  14;  8  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Guar- 
dian, B.  D.  E. ;  7  Yes.  848. 

(a)  N.  T.  Rerlaed  Sutatea,  i.  718,  lec.  & 
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of  domestic  life,  have  generally  been  the  object  of  municipal  law. 
Disobedience  to  parents  was  punished  under  the  Jewish  law  with 
death ;  (i)  and  with  the  Hindoos  it  was  attended  with  the  loss 
of  the  child's  inheritance.  ((?)  Nor  can  the  classical  scholar  be 
at  a  loss  to  recollect  how  assiduously  the  ancient  Greeks  provided 
for  the  exercise  of  filial  gratitude.  They  considered  the  neglect 
of  it  to  be  extremely  impious,  and  attended  with  the  most  certain 
eflfects  of  divine  vengeance,  (d)  It  was  only  an  object  of  civil 
animadversion.  Solon  ordered  all  persons  who  refused  to  make 
due  provisions  for  their  parents  to  be  punished  with  infamy  ;  and 
the  same  penalty  was  incurred  for  personal  violence  towards 
them,  (e)  When  children  undertook  any  hazardous  enterprise, 
it  was  customary  to  engage  a  friend  to  maintain  and  pi*otect  their 
parents  ;  and  we  have  a  beautiful  allusion  to  this  custom  in  the 
speech  which  Virgil  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Euryalus,  when 
rushing  into  danger.  (/) 

The  laws  of  New  York  have,  in  some  small  degree, 
*  208  taken  *  care  to  enforce  this  duty,  not  only  by  leaving  it 
in  the  power  of  the  parent,  in  his  discretion,  totally  to 
disinherit,  by  will,  his  ungrateful  children,  but  by  compelling  the 
children  (being  of  sufficient  ability)  of  poor,  old,  lame,  or  impo- 
tent persons  (not  able  to  maintain  themselves),  to  relieve  and 
maintain  them,  (a)  This  is  the  only  legal  provision  made  (for 
the  common  law  makes  none)  to  enforce  a  plain  obligation  of  the 
law  of  nature.  (6)  It  has  more  than  once  been  held  in  this 
country,  after  a  critical  examination  of  authorities,  that  a  moral 
obligation,  without  some  preexisting  legal  obligation  applicable 
to  the  subject-matter,  was  not  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a 
promise ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  promise  of  a  son  to  pa}' 
for  past  expenditures  in  relief  of  an  indigent  parent,  or  of  a 
father  to  pay  for  the  relief  of  a  poor  and  sick  son,  who  was  of  age 

(b)  Dent  xxi.  18. 

(e)  Gen  too  Code,  bj  Halhed,  64.  The  first  emigrants  to  Mftssftchnfletts  foUowed 
the  Jewish  law,  and  made  filial  disobedience  a  capital  crime.  Goremor  Hntchinson. 
in  his  History  of  Massachusetts,  i.  441,  says  that  he  had  met  with  but  one  conriction 
under  that  sanguinary  law,  and  that  offender  was  reprieved. 

id)  Iliad,  b.  9,  V.  454 ;  Odyss.  b.  2,  t.  134 ;  Hesiod's  Oper.  &  Die.  b.  1,  t.  ia^l86. 

(e)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  ii.  347-351. 

(/)  Tn,  oro,  solare  inopem,  et  succurre  relictse.    JSneid,  9,  2CK). 

(a)  N.  Y.  Reyised  Statutes,  i.  614. 

(6)  Le  Blanc,  J.,  4  East,  84 ;  Edwards  o.  Davis,  16  Johns.  281 ;  Bex  r.  Mnoden, 
Str.  190. 
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and  indigent,  and  not  a  member  of  his  family,  was  not  binding  in 
law.  (0 

4.  Of  XDegltiiiuite  Ghfldren.  —  I  proceed  next  to  examine  the 
ffltoation  of  illegitimate  children,  or  bastards,  being  persons  who 
are  begotten  and  born  out  of  lawful  wedlock. 

These  unhappy  fruits  of  illicit  connection  were,  by  the  civil  and 
canon  laws,  made  capable  of  being  legitimated  by  the  subsequent 
marriage  of  their  parents ;  and  this  doctrine  of  legitimation  pre* 
vails  at  this  day,  with  different  modifications,  in  France, 
Germany,  Holland,  and  Scotland,  (d)  But  *  this  principle  *  209 
has  never  been  introduced  into  the   English   law ;  (a)  ^ 

(c)  Mills  V.  Wyman,  8  Pick.  207 ;  Cook  r.  Bradley,  7  Conn.  67. 

\d)  CoQSttiinier  de  Nomiandie,  c.  27 ;  2  Dotnat,  36i ;  Code  Civil,  n.  331 ;  1  Bnk. 
Inst  116;  Inst  1. 10. 13 ;  Code,  5. 27. 10;  Novel,  80,  c.  8 ;  Butler's  note,  181,  to  lib.  3, 
Ca  Lilt. ;  Voet,  Com.  ad  Psnd.  26, 7,  sec.  6  and  11 ;  Dissertation  dans  laquelle  on  dis* 
cnte  les  Principes  da  Droit  Romain,  et  da  Droit  Francis,  par  rapport  aoz  Batards ; 
Oevrres  de  Chancelier  D'Agaessean,  vii.  381,  470. 

la)  In  Doe  ex  dem,  BirtwhUtle  v.  Vardiil,  6  B.  A  C.  438,  it  was  held  that  a  child 
bom  in  Scotland  of  nnmarried  parents  domiciled  there,  and  who  afterwards  marries, 
could  not  inherit  lands  in  England,  for  the  English  law  does  not  recognize  the  legiti- 
BMcj,  by  foreign  law  and  bj  marriage,  of  persons  so  bom,  and  follows  its  own  rnles 
of  descent    Bm  the  case  was  afterwards  carried  up  on  error  to  the  House  of  Lords ; 


1  lUeffkimaU  Childrm.  —  Doe  dem.  Birt- 
whistle  p.  VardiU  is  referred  to  in  Fentoo 
V.  Livingstone,  3  Macq.  497, 532, 644,  ante, 
ft3,B.  1 ;  Smith  v.  Derr,  34  Penn.  St  120. 
JU  Don's  Estate,  4  Drewiy,  194, 198,  puts 
It  that  certain  rules  of  inheritance  are 
annexed  to  real  estate  bj  the  lex  rei  sitm, 
krrespective  of  personal  ffofics,  and  that 
aitliough  one  who  was  legitimate  bj  the 
law  of  the  place  where  his  parents  were 
domiciled  and  married  and  he  was  bora 
would  be  legitimate  in  England,  he  must 
also  satisfy  the  English  canons  of  descent 
in  order  to  inherit  English  lands.  In  Rb 
Wright's  Trusts,  2  K.  A  J.  696,  it  was 
held  that  a  domiciled  Englishman,  the 
putative  fatlier  of  a  bastard  bora  in 
Fhuce  of  a  Frenchwoman,  did  not  make 
the  child  legitimate  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  under  a  bequest  to  his  children  in 
an  Snglish  will,  bj  changing  his  domicile 
ta  Fmnce  and  marrying  the  mother  there. 
The  argument  is  tliat  the  child  follows 
the  domicile  of  his  father,  and  that  by  the 


English  law  bastardy  is  indelible.  This 
is  perhaps  open  to  the  objection  that  it 
assumes  the  existence  of  the  relation  of 
parent  and  child  for  the  purpose  of  de^ 
stroking  it.  Considering  that  the  English 
law  regards  the  bastard  as  filivs  nuUiM, 
it  would  seem  more  reasonable  to  hold 
that  the  concurring  domicile  of  the  mother 
and  place  of  birth  of  the  child  determined 
the  MtatuB  of  the  latter,  and  that  when  the 
law  which  properly  determined  his  ttatus 
declared  him  legitimate,  that  was  a  fact 
which  the  English  courts  could  not  go 
liehind.  See  Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  46, 
§93  w,  obseryations  of  Dr.  Redfleld,  the 
editor.  Lex  natuns  haec  est,  ut  qui  nas- 
dtur  sine  legitirao  matrimonio,  matrem 
sequatur,  nisi,  fkc.  D.  1.  6.  24.  Cf.  For- 
tescue  Ch.  42  Seld.  note  25 ;  Goodman  v. 
Goodman,  3  GifF.  643 ;  Udny  v.  Udny,  L.  R. 
lH.L.Sc441,457.  But  see  ib.  447, 448. 
Howerer,  the  decision  remarked  upon 
to  be  consistent  with  other  English 
like  Shaw  v.  Gould,  ante,  117,  n.  1, 
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and  Sir  William  Blackstone  (()  has  zealously  maintained,  in  this 
respect,  the  superior  policy  of  the  common  law.  (c)  We  have, 
in  relation  to  this  subject,  a  memorable  case  in  English  history. 
When  the  English  bishops,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  III.,  petitioned 
the  lords  that  they  would  consent  that  persons  born  before  matri- 
mony should  be  legitimate,  as  well  as  those  born  after  matrimony, 
in  respect  to  hereditary  succession,  inasmuch  as  a  canon  of  the 
church  had  accepted  all  such  as  legitimate,  so  far  as  regarded 

and  though  the  twelve  judges  gave  their  opinion  to  the  lorda  that  the  judgment  waa 
correct,  yet  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  suggested  doubts,  and  a  further  argument 
was  ordered  before  the  lords.  Bhrtwhistle  v,  Vardill,  9  BUgh,  72-^ ;  6  Bing.  N.  C 
885 ;  2  Clark  &  Fin.  571-600 ;  1  Scott  N.  R.  828,  s.  c,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  K.  B. 
affirmed.  The  principle  which  Lord  Brougham  contended  for  was,  that  the  law  of 
the  country  where  the  marriage  of  the  parents  and  the  birth  of  the  child  took  place, 
determined  the  legitimacy  of  the  child ;  and  that  if  by  the  law  of  the  pbice  the  mar- 
riage had  a  retrospective  effect,  and  by  fiction  of  law  held  the  child  to  have  been  bom 
in  lawful  wedlock,  the  English  courts  ought  so  to  regard  it ;  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  take,  as  lawful  heir,  his  father's  inheritance  in  England.  But  on  the  rehearing  of 
the  case,  the  opinion  of  the  judges  was  not  changed,  and  the  judgment  below  was 
affirmed,  s.  c.  7  Clark  &  Fin.  895.  By  the  Scotch  law,  the  subsequent  marriage  in 
Scotland  of  the  parents  will  not  legitimate  the  previous  issue  bom  in  a  country  where 
such  marriage  does  not  render  legitimate  such  issue.  BelFs  Principles  of  the  Law  ai 
Scotland,  sec.  1628 ;  vide  post,  480. 

(6)  Comm.  L  455. 

(c)  It  is  a  remarkable  fact,  that  in  many  of  the  United  States  the  rale  of  the  civil 
law,  that  antenuptial  children  are  legitimated  by  the  father's  marriage  to  the  mother 
and  recognition  of  the  children,  prevails,  in  opposition  to  the  common  law,  namely,  in 
Vermont,  Maryland,  Virginia,  Georgia,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  Kentucky, 
Ifissouri,  Indiana,  Illinois,  and  Ohio.  Griffith's  Law  Reg.  passim;  Aikin's  Dig.  2d  ed. 
77.    See212,2ia 

and   the  criticism  does  not  touch  any  sometimes  rendered  legitimate  by  a  spe- 

argument  on  the  constroction  of  the  will,  cial  act  of  the  legislature.    Beall  r.  Beall, 

Boyes  v,  Bedale,  1  H.  &  M.  708.x^  8  Ga.  210;  Vidal  v,  Commag^,  18  La. 

Several  states  besides  those  mentioned  An.  516 ;  [Neifs  App.,  02  Penn.  St.  198. 

in  note  (c)  have  adopted  the  rule  of  the  See,  especially.  Matter  of   Mericlo,  63 

civil  law  by  sUtute;  and  bastards  are  How.  Pr.  62.] 


x^  A  person  was  bora  in  Wurtemburg  that  the  child  should  be  treated  as  legiti- 

of  persons  not  then  married,  but  who  mate,  and   allowed   to  inherit,  on   the 

afterwards  removed  to  Pennsylvania  and  ground  that  its  status  was  fixed  before 

there  married.    By  the  law  in  force  at  the  parents  removed  to  New  York.   Iftiller 

Wurtemburg,  and  by  virtue  of  a  law  v.  Miller,  91  N.  Y.  816.    See  also  In  rt 

passed   in    Pennsylvania  subsequent  to  Goodman's  Trasts,  17  Oh.  D.  266 ;  Rosa 

such  marriage,  the  child  was  made  legit-  v.  Boss,  129  BCass.  243 ;  Van  Voorhb  ». 

imate  by  such  subsequent  marriage.  Sub-  Brintnall,  86  N.  Y.  18 ;  supra,  08  and  117, 

sequently  the  parents  removed  to  New  and  notes. 
York  and  purchased  real  estate.    Held, 
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the  right  of  inheritance,  the  earls  and  barons,  with  one  voice, 
answered,  quod  nolunt  leges  AnglicR  mutare^  quce  hue  usque  usitatcB 
Mm<  et  approbatcB.  (d) 

Selden,  in  his  Dissertation  upon  Fleta,  (0  mentions,  that  the 
children  of  John  of  Gaunt,  Duke  of  Lancaster,  bom  before  mar- 
riage, were  legitimated  by  an  act  of  Parliament  in  the  reign  of 
Richard  II.,  founded  on  some  obscure  common-law  custom ;  and 
Barrington,  in  his  Observations  upon  the  Statutes,  (/)  speaks  of 
the  Boman  law  on  this  subject  as  a  very  humane  provision  in 
favor  of  the  innocent  The  opposition  of  the  English  barons  to 
the  intaroduction  of  the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  is  supposed  to  have 
arisen,  not  so  much  from  any  aversion  to  the  principle 
itself,  as  to  the  sanction  which  *  would  thereby  be  given  *  210 
to  the  superiority  of  the  civil  over  their  own  common  law. 
In  the  new  civil  code  of  France,  (a)  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  is 
adopted,  provided  the  illegitimate  children  were  not  offsprings  of 
incestuous  or  adulterous  intercourse,  and  were  duly  acknowledged 
by  their  parents  before  marriage,  or  in  the  act  of  celebration. 
yoet(&)  presses  this  doctrine  of  legitimation  by  a  subsequent 
marriage  to  a  very  great  extent.  This,  if  A.  has  a  natural  son, 
and  then  marries  another  woman,  and  has  a  son,  who  is  at  his 
birth  the  lawful  heir,  and  his  wife  dies,  and  he  then  marries  the 
woman  by  whom  he  had  the  natural  son,  and  has  sons  by  her, 
according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Dutch  law,  as  stated  by  Voet,  the 
bastard  thus  legitimated  excludes,  by  his  right  of  primogeniture, 
not  only  his  brothers  of  the  full  blood,  by  the  last  marriage,  but 
the  son  of  the  first  marriage.  The  latter  is  thus  deprived  of  the 
right  of  inheritance,  once  vested  in  him  by  his  primogeniture,  by 
an  act  of  his  father  to  which  he  never  consented.  The  civil-law 
rule  of  retrospective  legitimation  will  sometimes  lead  to  this  rig- 
orous consequence,  (e) 

{d)  Stat  of  MertoB,  20  Heo.  UL  c  9.  This  statute  is  reprinted  in  HotchkuB's 
Codification  of  the  Statute  Law  of  Georgia,  1846,  p.  333,  as  part  of  the  existing  law  of 
Georgia. 

{e)  Ch.  9,  sec.  2.  (/)  P.  88. 

(a)  Code  CItU.  &os.  331,  882,  388,  835. 

{h)  Com.  ad  Psnd.  26.  7,  sec.  11. 

(c)  BIr.  More,  the  learned  editor  of  Lord  Stair's  Institations,  i.  note  c,  83,  says, 

that  the  weight  of  anthoritj  seems  to  be,  that  an  intervening  marriage,  and  the  birth 

of  Uwfnl  issue,  would  form  a  bar  to  the  legitimation  of  the  firstborn  children  bom 

out  of  wedlock.    A  recent  trayeller,  of  great  intelligence  and  of  a  high  moral  tone, 
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But  not  only  children  bom  before  marriage,  but  those  who  are 
born  60  long  after  the  death  of  the  husband  as  to  destroy  all 
presumption  of  their  being  his  ;  and  also  all  children  born  during 
the  long  and  continued  absence  of  the  husband,  so  that  no  access 
to  the  mother  can  be  presumed,  are  reputed  bastards,  (d)  The 
rule  at  common  law  (and  which  subsisted  from  the  time  of  the 
Tear  Books  down  to  the  early  part  of  the  last  century)  declared 
the  issue  of  every  married  woman  to  be  legitimate,  except  in  the 
two  special  cases  of  the  impotency  of  the  husband,  and  his  absence 

from  the  realm.  («)  But  in  Pendrell  v.  PendrelU  (/)  the 
*  211  absurd  doctrine  of  making  legitimacy  rest  *  entirely  and 

conclusively  upon  the  farct  of  the  husband  being  infra 
quatuor  maria^  was  exploded,  and  ever  since  that  time  the  ques- 
tion of  the  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy  of  the  child  of  a  married 
woman  has  been  regarded  as  a  matter  of  fact  resting  on  decided 
proof  as  to  the  non-access  of  the  husband,  and  it  is  a  question  for 
a  jury  to  determine,  (a)    The  rule  is,  that  where  it  clearly  appears 

considers  the  legitimation  of  bastards  bj  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  parents 
as  of  a  very  immoral  tendency,  and  an  encouragement  to  the  increase  of  spurious 
offspring.    Tumbull's  Austria,  ii.  205,  ed.  London,  1840. 

{d)  Cro.  Jac.  641 ;  Co.  Litt.  244,  a ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  450,  457.  The  civil  law  and  the 
Code  Civil  fixed  the  three  hundredth  daj  as  the  vJUimum  tempus  gestationis.  Dig.  88. 
16.  3. 11 ;  Code  Civil,  art.  312.  Lord  Coke  considered  nine  months,  or  forty  weeks, 
as  the  limitation  in  the  Englbh  law ;  but  the  more  modem  doctrine  is  not  to  assign 
any  precise  limit  to  the  period  of  gestation,  but  to  leave  It  to  be  governed  by  circum- 
stances.   Harg.  n.  2,  Co.  Litt.  244,  a;  Gardner  Peerage  Case,  in  1825. 

(e)  Co.  Litt.  244,  a;  Done  &  Egerton  v.  Hinton  &  Starkey,  1  RoU.  Abr.  358. 

(/)  Str.  926. 

(a)  3  P.  Wms.  276,  276;  Str.  926;  Balk.  123;  Harg.  note,  No.  198,  to  Lib.  2, 
Co.  Litt. ;  Butler's  note,  No.  178,  to  lib.  3,  Co.  Litt. ;  4  T.  R.  251,  366 ;  4  Bro.  C.  C.  90 ; 
8  East,  193;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Bastard.  A.  B. ;  Head  v.  Head,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  160;  1  Turn. 
&  Rubs.  188,  8.  c,  and  the  opinions  of  the  judges  given  to  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
Banbury  Peerage  Case,  in  1811,  ib.  168 ;  Shelford's  Marriage  and  Divorce,  707-723 ; 
4  Petersdorff's  Abr.  170 ;  Cross  v.  Cross,  3  Paige,  139 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Wentz, 
1  Ashmead,  269 ;  Bury  v,  Phillpot,  2  Mylne  &  Keene,  349 ;  Stegall  r.  Stegali,  2  Brock. 
266;  Commonwealth  v.  Shepherd,  6  Binney,  286.  The  decision  in  the  Banbuiy 
Peerage  Case  has  been  severely  criticised  by  Sir  Harris  Nicholas,  in  his  Treatise  on 
the  Law  of  Adulterine  Bastardy,  1886 ;  and  the  old  rule  requiring  proof,  not  of  the 
improbability  only,  but  of  the  impossibiJity  of  the  husband  being  the  father  of  the  child, 
is  supposed  to  be  the  better  law  and  the  better  policy.  It  appears  to  me  that  justice 
and  policy  are  concerned  in  some  relaxation  of  the  old  rule  of  evidence.  It  was  too 
stringent  and  violent  to  be  endured.  But  we  are  admonished,  on  the  other  hand,  of 
the  necessity  of  requiring  perfectly  satisfactory  proof  of  non-access  of  the  husband, 
before  the  child  is  to  be  doomed  to  lose  its  legitimate  rights  and  character.  By  the 
statute  law  of  New  York,  if  the  husband  continues  absent,  out  of  the  state,  for  one 
whole  year  previous  to  the  birth  of  the  child,  separate  from  the  mother,  and  leaves 
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that  the  husband  could  not  have  been  the  father  of  the 
child,  it  is  a  bastard,  though  *  born,  or  begotten  and  born,  •212 
during  marriage,  (a)  ^  It  is  not  necessary  that  I  should 
dwell  more  particularly  on  this  branch  of  the  law  ;  and  the  prin- 
ciples and  reasoning  upon  which  this  doctrine  of  presumption 
applicable  to  the  (question  of  legitimacy  is  founded,  wiU  be  seen 
at  large  in  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  (t) 

A  bastard  being  in  the  eye  of  the  law  nullius  filius^  (e)  or,  as 
the  civil  law,  from  the  difficulty  of  ascertaiDing  the  father,  equally 
concluded,  patrem  habere  non  intelliguntury  (i)  he  has  no  inheri- 
table blood,  and  is  incapable  of  inheriting  as  heir,  either  to  his 

the  mother  during  the  time  continuing  and  residing  in  the  itate,  the  child  is  deemed  a 
bastard.  80  it  is  a  bastard  if  begotten  and  bom  during  the  separation  of  its  mother 
from  her  husband,  pursuant  to  the  decree  of  any  court  of  competent  Jurisdiction. 
K.  Y.  ReTised  Statutes,  i.  641,  sec.  1.  The  statute  declares  that  the  child,  in  such 
cases,  AaU  be  deemed  a  bastard.  Still,  the  statute  may  be  so  construed  as  to  let  in  proof 
to  rebut  the  presumption  of  non-access  of  the  husband,  and  justify  the  inference  of 
cohabitation  in  the  case  of  a  qualified  divorce.  If  this  be  not  the  construction,  then 
the  law,  as  it  stood  before,  resting  on  principles  adapted  to  the  circumstances,  was 
wiser  and  safer.  The  Code  Napoleon  is  stricter  than  the  English  rule,  for  it  allows 
the  issue  to  be  bastardized  only  on  proof  that,  by  reason  of  distance  or  accident, 
cohabitation  of  husband  and  wife  was  impossible.  Code  Napoleon,  n.  312.  So,  in 
Louisiana,  it  is  held,  in  case  of  voluntary  separation,  that  access  is  always  presumed, 
unless  cohabitation  was  physically  impossible.  Tate  r.  Penne,  10  Martin,  548.  The 
observations  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  Bury  v.  Phillpot,  are  almost  as  strong. 
The  civil  law  admitted  proof  of  a  moral  impossibility  of  access.  See  Edin.  Review, 
No.  97,  a  review  of  Le  Merchant's  Report  of  the  Proceedings  in  the  House  of  Lords 
on  the  claims  to  the  Barony  of  Gardner,  in  which  the  law  of  legitimacy  is  fully  and 
ably  discussed.  See  also  Surge's  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  i.  57-92, 
where  the  law  of  legitimacy  is  examined  at  large,  and  the  civil  law  and  the  continental, 
as  well  as  English  authorities,  brought  to  bear  on  this  subject. 

(a)  The  King  v.  Luffe,  8  East,  198. 

(6)  If  the  child  be  bom  immediately  after  marriage,  it  is  still  a  legitimate  child, 
unless  the  non-access  of  the  husband  prior  to  the  marriage  be  sufficiently  proved. 
Co.  Litt.  244,  a ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  455 :  Lawrence,  J.,  and  Le  Blanc,  J.,  in  The  King  r. 
Lnffe,  8  East,  210,  211.  Pater  est  quem  nuptiae  demonstrant.  Subsequent!  connubii 
foedere  omnem  oonceptionis  maculam  toUente. 

(c)  Co.  Litt  123,  a.  (d)  Inst.  1.  10.  12. 

»  Atchley  v.  Sprigg,  33  L.  J.  h.  s.  Ch.  (8  E.  L,  A  E.  100) ;  Parker  v.  Way,  15 

S4o;  Hargraver.  Hargrave,  9  Beav.652;  N.  H.  46;  People  v.  Ontario,  16  Barb. 

Phillips  P.  Allen,  2  Allen,  468 ;  Patterson  286 ;  Kleinert  v.  Ehlers,  88  Penn.  St.  4:]9 ; 

r.  Gaines,  6  How.  660,  689 ;  Van  Aemam  State  r.  Herman,  13  Ired.   602  ;   Hem- 

V.  Van  Aemam,  1   Barb.  Ch.  876.     It  menway  v.  Towner.  1  Allen,  209.     See 

seems  that  the  evidence  of  the  husband  Wright  v.  Hicks,  15  Ga.  160;  Clapp  v. 

or  wife  is  not  admissible  to  prove  access  Clapp,  97  Mass.  531.     [The  question  is 

or  non-access.    Dennisonr.  Page,  29  Penn.  one  of  fact  simply.     Shuler  t;.  Bull,  15 

St.  420;  Patchett  v.  Holgate,  16  Jur.  808  8.  C.  421.] 
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putative  father,  or  his  mother,  or  to  any  one  else,  nor  can  he  have 
heirs  but  of  his  own  body.  («)  This  rule  of  the  common  law,  so 
far  at  least  as  it  excludes  him  from  inheriting  as  heir  to  his 
mother,  is  supposed  to  be  founded  partly  in  policy,  to  discourage 
illicit  commerce  between  the  sexes.  Selden  said,  (/)  that  not  only 
the  laws  of  England,  but  those  of  all  other  civil  states,  excluded 
bastards  from  inheritance,  unless  there  was  a  subsequent  legiti- 
mation. Bastards  are  incapable  of  taking  in  New  York,  under  the 
law  of  descents,  and  under  the  statute  of  distribution  of  intes- 
tates' effects ;  and  they  are  equally  incapable  in  several  of  the 
other  United  States,  which  follow,  in  this  respect,  the  rule  of  the 
English  law.  But  in  Vermont,  Connecticut,  Virginia,  Kentucky, 
Ohio,  Indiana,  Missouri,  Illinois,  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  Ala- 
bama, and  Georgia,  bastards  can  inherit  from,  and  transmit  to, 
their  mothers,  real  and  personal  estate,  under  some  modifica- 
tions, which  prevail  particularly  in  the  states  of  Connecticut, 
Illinois,  North  Carolina,  and  Tennessee ;  and  in  New  York,  the 

estate  of  an  illegitimate  intestate  descends  to  the  mother, 
*  218   *  and  the  relatives  on  the  part  of  the   mother,  (a)     In 

North  Carolina,  the  legislature  (J)  enabled  bastards  to  be 
legitimated,  on  ihe  intermarriage  of  the  putative  father  with  the 
mother,  or,  if  she  be  dead,  or  reside  out  of  the  state,  or  married 
to  another,  on  his  petition,  so  far  as  to  enable  the  child  to  inherit, 
as  if  he  was  lawfully  bom,  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
father.  In  Louisiana,  bastards  (being  defined  to  be  children 
whose  father  is  unknown),  and  adulterous  or  incestuous  children, 
have  no  right  of  inheritance  to  the  estates  of  their  natural  father 
or  mother.  But  other  natural  or  illegitimate  children  succeed  to 
the  estate  of  the  mother  in  default  of  lawful  children  or  descend- 
ants, and  to  the  estate  of  the  father  who  has  acknowledged  them, 
if  he  dies  without  lineal  or  collateral  relations,  or  without  a  sur- 
viving wife,  (c) 

{e)  1  Bl.  Comm.  459. 

(/)  Note  C.  to  ForteBcae  De  Land.  Leg.  Aug.  c  40. 

(a)  Griffith's  Law  Register,  b.  t ;  New  York  Bevlfled  Statutes,  i.  768»  sec.  14;  ib. 
764,  dec.  19.  See  also  it.  413.  Lb  Georgia,  bastards  dying  intestate,  without  issue, 
the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  same  mother  take  bj  descent  Prince's  Dig.  202.  In 
Alabama,  the  kindred  of  a  bastard  on  the  part  of  his  mother  is  entitled  to  the  distri- 
bution of  his  personal  estate.    Aikin's  Dig.  2d  ed.  129. 

(b)  Revised  Statutes  of  North  Carolina,  i.  92. 

(c)  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  220, 912,  913,  914.  By  a  statute  of  Louisiana,  in 
1831,  white  fathers  or  mothers  may  legitimate  their  natural  children  by  an  act  made 
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This  relaxation  in  the  laws  of  so  many  of  the  states,  of  the 
severity  of  the  common  law,  rests  upon  the  principle  that  the 
relation  of  parent  and  child,  which  exists  in  this  unhappy  case,  in 
all  its  native  and  binding  force,  ought  to  produce  the  ordinary 
legal  consequences  of  that  consanguinity.  The  ordinance  of  Jus- 
tinian, to  a  certain  extent,  and  with  exceptions,  allowed  a 
bastard  to  inherit  to  his  mother ;  (<2)  and,  *  in  several  *  214 
cases  in  the  English  law,  the  obligations  of  consanguinity 
between  the  mother  and  her  ill^itimate  o&pring  have  been 
recognized.  The  rule  that  a  bastard  is  nuUiu$  filius  applies  only 
to  the  case  of  inheritances,  (a)  It  has  been  held  to  be  unlawful 
for  him  to  marry  within  the  Levitical  degrees ;  (6)  and  a  bastard 
has  been  considered  to  be  within  the  Marriage  Act  of  26  Oeo.  II., 
which  required  the  consent  of  the  father,  guardian,  or  mother,  to 
the  validity  of  the  marriage  of  a  minor,  (c)  He  also  takes  and 
follows  the  settlement  of  his  mother,  (rf)  With  the  exception  of 
the  right  of  inheritance  and  succession,  bastards,  by  the  English 
law,  as  well  as  by  the  law  of  France,  Spain,  and  Italy,  are  put 
upon  an  equal  footing  with  their  fellow-subjects  ;  (0)  and  in  this 
country  we  have  made  very  considerable  advances  towards  giving 
them  also  the  capacity  to  inherit,  by  admitting  them  to  possess 
inheritable  blood.  We  have,  in  this  respect,  followed  the  spirit 
of  the  laws  of  some  of  the  ancient  nations,  who  denied  to  bastards 
an  equal  share  of  their  father*s  estate  (for  that  would  be  giving 

before  a  notary  and  two  witnesses,  provided  thej  be  not  colored  children ;  and  free 
people  of  color  may  legitimate  their  colored  offspring ;  but  the  natural  children  must 
be  the  issue  of  parents  who  might  have  lawfully  contracted  marriage,  and  the  parents 
most  have  no  ascendant  or  legitimate  descendants.  A  putative  marriage  is  one  con- 
tracted in  good  faith,  on  the  part,  at  least,  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  in  ignorance  of 
any  unlawful  impediment ;  and.  in  some  parts  of  Europe,  the  children  of  such  a  con- 
Dection  are  held  to  be  legitimate.  Surge's  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws, 
i.  152. 

(d)  Code,  Ub.  6,  57,  5. 

(a)  Buller,  J.,  1  T.  R.  101 ;  Bow  v.  Nottingham,  1  N.  H.  200. 
{b)  Hains  v.  Jeffel,  1  Ld.  Raym.  68. 

(e)  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Hodnett,  1  T.  R.  06 ;  Homer  v.  Liddiard,  1  Hagg.  Cons. 
337.  But  the  consent  of  the  natural  parents  of  illegitimate  minors  is  not  sufficient, 
sod  there  must  be  a  guardian  appointed  by  chancery.  lb.  The  prohibition  of  mar- 
riage between  relatives  in  the  ascending  and  descending  lines,  and  between  brothers 
and  sisters,  applies  equally  to  Illegitimate  chUdren  and  relatives.  N.  T.  Revised 
Statutes,  ii.  130,  sec.  8. 

{d)  3  Johns.  16 ;  17  Johns.  41 ;  12  Mass.  429 ;  5  Conn.  684. 

(e)  (Envres  IVAgnesseau,  vii.  884,  886 ;  Butler's  note,  No.  176,  to  lib.  8,  Co.  Litt. ; 
1 BL  Comm.  459. 
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too  much  countenance  to  the  indulgence  of  criminal  desire),  but 
admitted  them  to  a  certain  portion,  and  would  not  suffer  them  to 
be  cast  naked  and  destitute  upon  the  world.  (/) 

*  215        *  The  mother,  or  reputed  father,  is  generally  in  this 

country  chargeable  by  law  with  the  maintenance  of  the 
bastard  child  ;  and  in  New  York  it  is  in  such  way  as  any  two  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  of  the  county  shall  think  meet;  and  the  goods, 
chattels,  and  real  estate  of  the  parents  are  seizable  for  the  support 
of  such  children,  if  the  parents  have  absconded.  The  reputed 
father  is  liable  to  aiTest  and  imprisonment  until  he  gives  security 
to  indemnify  the  town  chargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  (a)  These  provisions  are  intended  for  the  public  indem- 
nity, and  were  borrowed  from  the  several  English  statutes  on  the 
subject ;  and  similar  regulations  to  coerce  the  putative  father  to 
maintain  the  child,  and  indemnify  the  town  or  parish,  have  been 
adopted  in  the  several  states. 

The  father  of  a  bastard  child  is  liable  upon  his  implied  contract 
for  its  necessary  maintenance,  without  any  compulsory  order  being 
made  upon  him,  provided  he  has  adopted  the  child  as  his  own, 
and  acquiesced  in  any  particular  disposition  of  it.  (6)  The  adop- 
tion must  be  voluntary,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  mother,  for 
the  putative  father  has  no  legal  right  to  the  custody  of  a  bastard 
child,  in  opposition  to  the  claim  of  the  mother ;  and  except  the 
cases  of  the  intervention  of  the  town  oflBcers,  under  the  statute 
of  provisions,  or  under  the  implied  contract  founded  on  the  adop- 
tion of  the  child,  the  mother  has  no  power  to  compel  the  putative 
father  to  support  the  child,  (ji)     She  has  a  right  to  the  custody 

(/)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  ii.  840;  Gcntoo  Code,  by  Halbed,  78.  The  protection 
and  tenderness  which  the  goddess  Fortune  is  supposed  to  bestow  upon  foundlings  is, 
says  Mr.  Gifford,  one  of  the  most  amusing  and  animated  pictures  that  the  keen  and 
Yigorous  fancy  of  Juvenal  ever  drew :  — 

Stat  fortuna  improba  noctu, 
Arridens  nudis  infantibus.    Hos  fovet  omnes, 
Involvitque  sinu.  Sat.  6,  ▼.  603-^5. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  640-666.  In  Ohio,  the  courts  of  common  pleas 
ascertain  and  enforce  the  duty  of  the  putative  father  to  maintain  his  bastard  child. 
Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831. 

(6)  Hesketh  ».  Gowing,  5  Esp.  131.  But  except  in  suoh  a  special  case,  the  puta- 
tive father  is  not  liable  except  upon  an  express  promise,  or  upon  an  order  of  filiation 
under  the  statute.  Cameron  v.  Baker,  3  Carr.  &  P.  36 ;  Furillio  v,  Crowtlier,  7  DowL 
&  Ry.  612 ;  Moncrief  v.  Ely,  19  Wend.  405. 

(c)  In  England,  under  the  statute  of  4  &  5  Wm.  IV.c.76,  themothorof  abasUrd 
child  had  no  remedy  against  the  father  for  its  maintenance.    But  by  the  statute  of 
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and  control  of  it  as  against  the  putative  father,  and  is 
bound  to  maintain  it  a^  *  its  natural  guardian ;  (a)  though    *  216 
perhaps  the  putative  father  might  assert  a  right  to  the 
custody  of  the  child  as  against  a  stranger,  (i) 

There  are  cases  in  vtrhich  the  courts  of  equity  have  regarded 
bastards  as  having  strong  claims  to  equitable  protection,  and  have 
decreed  a  specific  performance  of  voluntary  settlements  made  by 
the  father  in  fayor  of  the  mother  of  her  natural  child,  (c)  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  in  which  the  courts  of  equity  have 
withheld  from  the  illegitimate  child  every  favorable  intendment 
which  the  lawful  heir  would  have  been  entitled  to  as  of  course. 
Thus,  in  Fursaker  y.  Itobin9on^  (d)  a  natural  daughter  brought 
her  biU  against  the  heir  at  law,  to  supply  a  defective  conveyance 
from  her  father  to  her ;  but  the  chancellor  refused  to  assist  her,  on 
the  ground  that  she  was  a  mere  stranger,  being  nidlius  filia^  and 
not  taken  notice  of  by  the  law  as  a  daughter,  and  that  the  father 
was  not  under  any  legal  obligation  to  provide  for  her  as  a  child, 
though  he  might  be  obliged  by  the  law  of  nature,  and  so  the  con* 
veyance  was  voluntary,  and  without  any  consideration.  This  hard 
decision  was  made  by  Lord  Cowper,  in  1717  ;  but  the  language  of 
Lord  Ch.  J.  King,  in  a  subsequent  case,  to  which  I  have  just 
alluded,  (e)  is  certainly  much  more  conformable  to  justice 
and  humanity.  "  If  a  man,"  says  he,  *'*  does  mislead  an  *  217 
innocent  woman,  it  is  both  reason  and  justice  that  he 
should  make  her  reparation.  The  case  is  stronger  in  respect  to 
the  innoc&nt  child,  whom  the  father  has  occasioned  to  be  brought 

7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  the  mother  has  relief,  and  the  father  may  be  summoned  before  the 
petty  sessions,  and  ordered  to  pay  6».  for  each  of  the  first  six  weeks  after  birth,  12s. 
64/.  for  erery  subsequent  week  until  the  child  ia  thirteen  years  of  age.  The  money 
is  to  be  paid  to  the  mother,  and  may  be  recovered  from  the  father  by  distress  and 
hnprisonment.    This  is  a  Jast  and  wise  improvement  in  the  law. 

(a)  The  King  w.  Soper,  6  T.  R.  278 ;  Ex  parte  Ann  Knee,  4  Bos.  &  P.  148 ;  The 
People  r.  Landt,  2  Johns.  375 ;  Carpenter  v.  Whitman,  15  Johns.  208 ;  Wright  v. 
Wright,  2  Biass.  100 ;  Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  1836 ;  Acosta  v.  Robin,  10  Martin 
(La.),  387.  The  power  of  the  putative  father  over  the  illegitimate  child  was  denied 
in  the  Roman  law,  and  it  is  equally  so  in  the  Spanish  law.    lb. 

(h)  Rex  V.  Comforth,  Str.  1162.  A  person  standing  in  loco  parentis  has  been 
allowed  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  per  quod  aervitium  amisit,  for  the  abduction 
of  his  daughter's  illegitkoate  offspring.    Moritz  v.  Gamhart,  7  Watts,  302. 

(c)  Marchioness  of  Annandale  v.  Harris,  2  P.  Wms.  432 ;  Harten  v.  Gibson, 
4  Desaos.  139;    Bunn  v,  Winthrop,  1  Johns.  Ch.  338. 

(rf)  Ptec  in  Ch.  476 ;  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  128,  pi.  9 ;  GUb.  Eq.  180 ;  Lex  Praet.  266. 

(e)  Marchioness  of  Annandale  v.  Harris,  2  P.  Wms.  432. 
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into  the  world  in  this  shameful  manner,  and  for  whom,  in  justice, 
he  ought  to  provide."  In  Knye  v.  Moore^  (a)  the  vice-chancellor, 
in  pursuance  of  the  doctrine  of  Lord  King,  assisted  to  uphold  and 
enforce  a  deed  by  the  father,  making  provision  for  the  mother 
and  his  illegitimate  children  after  his  death.  So,  in  Pratt  v. 
Flamer^  (i)  a  devise  by  the  father  to  an  unborn  illegitimate  child, 
in  which  the  mother  was  described,  was  held  valid ;  and  there 
are  other  cases  in  which  bequests  by  will,  in  favor  of  illegitimate 
children,  have  been  liberally  sustained,  (c) 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  61. 

(6)  6  Harr.  &  J.  10. 

(c)  Beachcrof t  v.  Beachcroft,  1  Madd.  [430,]  284,  Fbil.  ed. ;  Gardner  v,  Hejer, 
%  Paige,  11.  Bat  in  Wilkinson  o.  Wilkinson,  before  Vice-Ch.  Bruce,  1842,  a  provision 
in  favor  of  future  illegitimate  children  was  held  to  be  clearly  void.  N.  Y.  Legal 
Obrorver,  L  191 ;  [1  Y.  &  C,  C.  C.  667.] 
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LECTURE    XXX. 

OP    GUABBIAN    AND    WABD. 

Thb  relation  of  gnardian  and  ward  is  nearly  allied  to  that  of 
parent  and  child.  It  applies  to  children  during  their  minority, 
and  may  exist  during  the  lives  of  the  parents,  if  the  infant  be- 
comes vested  with  property ;  but  it  usually  takes  place  on  the 
death  of  the  father,  and  the  guardian  is  intended  to  supply  his 
place. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  guardianship  :  one  by  the  common  law, 
and  the  other  by  statute ;  and  there  were  three  kinds  of  guai'dians 
at  common  law  ;  viz.,  guardian  by  nature,  guardian  by  nurture, 
and  guardian  in  socage,  (a) 

1.  Onardian  by  Hatura.  —  Guardian  by  nature  is  the  father,  and, 
on  his  death,  the  mother ;  and  this  guardian8hip  extends  to  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  of  the  child,  and  it  extends  only  to  the 
custody  of  his  person,  and  it  yielded  to  guardianship  in  socage,  (by 
It  was  doubted  for  some  time  in  the  books,  whether  the  guar- 
dian by  nature  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  infant,  and  could  give  a  competent  discharge  to  an 
execntor  on  the  payment  of  a  legacy  belonging  to  the  child ;  and  it 
was  finally  understood  that  he  could  not.  (c)  It  would  seem, 
therefore,  that  if  a  child  becomes  vested  with  *  personal  *220 
property  only,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  father,  there  is  no  per- 
son strictly  entitled  to  take  it  as  guardian,  until  a  guardian  has 
been  duly  appointed  by  some  public  authority;  though  if  real 
estate  vests  in  the  infant,  the  guardian  in  socage,  or  a  substitute 
for  such  a  guardian  provided  by  statute,  will  be  authorized  to 
take  charge  of  the  whole  estate^  real  and  personal.     The  &ther 

(a)  Co.Litt.88,b;  3  Co.  87  b. 

(6)  Litt.  sec.  123;  Co.  LUt.  87,  b,  88;  Hargrave'a  note,  12;  The  King  v.  Thorp, 
6  Mod.  221 ;  JnckAon  v.  Combs,  7  Cowen,  36 ;  2  Wend.  163,  s.  c. 

(c)  Dagley  v.  Talferry,  1  P.  Wms.  286 ;  Cunningham  i\  Harris,  cited  in  8  Bro. 
C.  C.  186  i  Genet  o.  Tallmadge,  1  Johns.  Ch.  3 ;  [Fonda  v.  Van  Home,  16  Wend.  631 ;] 
MUes  r.  Bojden,  3  Pick.  2ia 
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has  the  first  title  to  guardianship  by  nature,  and  the  mother  the 
second ;  and,  according  to  the  strict  language  of  our  law,  says 
Mr.  Hargrave,  (a)  only  the  heir  apparent  can  be  the  subject  of 
guardianship  by  nature,  and  therefore  it  is  doubted  whether  such 
a  guardianship  can  be  of  a  daughter  whose  heirship  is  presump- 
tive, and  not  apparent.  But  as  all  cliildren,  male  and  female, 
equally  inherit  with  us,  the  guardianship  by  nature  would  seem 
to  extend  to  all  the  children,  and  this  may  be  said  to  be  a  natural 
and  inherent  right  in  the  father,  as  to  all  his  children,  during  their 
minority.  (6)  The  Court  of  Chancery,  for  just  cause,  may  inter- 
pose and  control  that  authority  and  discretion  which  the  father 
has  in  general  in  the  education  and  management  of  his  child.  (<;} 
In  De  Manneville  v.  De  Manneville^  (d)  Lord  Eldon  restrained  a 
father  from  doing  any  act  towards  removal  of  his  infant  child  out 
of  the  kingdom,  and  he  said  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  to  control  the  right  of  the  father  prima  facie  to  the  per- 
son of  the  child  was  unquestionably  established.  He  admitted, 
however,  that  the  jurisdiction  was  questioned  by  Mr.  Hargrave ;  (c) 
but  it  was,  on  the  other  hand,  supported  with  equal  ability  by  Mr. 
Fonblanque.  In  the  case  of  Wellesley  v.  LvJce  of  Beavfort^  (/) 
the  lord  chancellor,  after  a  very  able  and  thorough  investigation, 
refused  to  restore  to  a  father  the  custody  of  his  infant 

*  221    *  children,  on  the  ground  that  his  character  and  immoral 

conduct  rendered  him  unfit  to  be  their  guardian ;  and 
the  decision  was,  in  1828,  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.     The 

(a)  Note  66  to  Ub.  2,  Co.  Litt. 

(&)  Macpherson  od  Infants,  61. 

(c)  2  Fonb.  Tr.  of  Equity,  235,  note ;  Creiize  r.  Hunter,  2  Cox,  242. 

(</)  10  Tea.  52.  The  principle  recognized  and  enforced  by  the  cases  of  Creuze  v. 
Hunter,  Rex  v.  De  Manneville,  5  East,  221,  and  De  Manneville  v.  De  ManneviUe,  and 
by  the  case  of  The  People  ex  relat.  Barry  v.  Mercein,  decided  upon  habeas  corpus  by 
the  chancellor  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in  August,  1889, 8  Paige,  47,  and  afterwards 
by  Judge  Inglis,  in  New  Tork,  in  1840,  is,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  permit 
an  infant  too  young  to  choote  for  itself,  and  being  a  naturalbom  citizen,  to  be  tdben  from, 
its  mother  against  her  consenty  to  be  delivered  to  an  alien  father,  to  he  carried  abroad  out  of  the 
country,  whatever  may  be  the  merits  of  the  difficulties  causing  a  separation  between 
husband  and  wife,  and  notwithstanding  the  domicile  of  the  wife  be  that  of  her  hus- 
band. The  child  bom  in  the  United  States  owes  natural  allegiance  and  has  inde- 
pendent rights,  and  one  is  to  reside  where  he  was  bom,  when  the  mother,  bom  here 
also,  and  lawfully  and  actually  a  resident  here,  wiU  not  consent  to  his  remoral,  and 
he  is  too  young  to  choose  for  himself. 

(c)  Note  70  to  Co.  Litt.  89,  a. 

(/)  2  Buss.  1 ;  Wood  v.  Wood,  5  Paige,  605,  8.  p. 
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jurisdiction  of  chancery,  and  the  fitness  of  its  exercise  in  that 
iDstance,  were  finally  established,  (a) 

2.  Gnardian  by  Hnrtura.  —  Guardianship  by  nurture  occurs  only 
when  the  infant  is  without  any  other  guardian,  and  it  belongs 
exclusively  to  the  parents ;  first  to  the  father,  and  then  to  the 
mother.  It  extends  only  to  the  person,  and  determines  when  the 
infant  arrives  at  the  age  of  fourteen,  in  the  case  both  of  males  and 
females.  As  it  is  concurrent  with  guardianship  by  nature,  it  is 
in  effect  merged  in  the  higher  and  more  durable  title  of  guardian  ^v 

by  nature,  (ft)  This  guardianship  is  said  to  apply  only  to  the 
younger  children,  who  are  not  heira  apparent ;  and  as  all  the 
children  inherit  equally  under  our  laws,  it  would  seem  that  this 
species  of  guardianship  has  become  obsolete. 

a  Qtiardian  by  Socage.  —  Guardian  in  socage  has  the 
custody  of  the  *  infant's  lands,  as  well  as  of  his  person,  (a)  *  222 
It  applies  only  to  lands  which  the  infant  acquires  by 
descent ;  (b)  and  the  common  law  gave  this  guardianship  to  the 
next  of  blood  to  the  child,  to  whom  the  inheritance  could  not 
fouibly  descend;  and  therefore,  if  the  land  descended  to  the 
heir  on  the  part  of  the  father,  the  mother,  or  other  next  relation 
on  the  part  of  the  mother,  had  the  wardship  ;  and  so  if  the  land 

(a)  WeUedej  v.  WeUetley,  1  Dow.  h.  8.  162 ;  2  Bligh's  Pari.  R.  H.  s.  124,  s.  c. 
That  case  was  accompanied  and  foUowed  by  very  profomid  discussions.  In  a  pamphlet 
attributed  to  the  pen  of  Mr.  Beames,  entitled  "  Obseryationi  upon  the  power  exercised 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  of  depriving  a  father  of  the  custody  of  his  children,"  the 
power  was  deemed  very  questionable  in  point  of  authority  as  well  as  policy.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  a  treatise  published  by  Mr.  Ram,  a  barrister,  and  in  an  article  in 
the  Quarterly  Review,  No.  77,  the  policy  and  wisdom  of  the  jurisdiction,  as  asserted 
ID  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  confirmed  In  the  House  of  Lords,  were  ably  vindicated, 
sod  shown  to  be  connected  with  the  great  moral  considerations  arising  out  of  the 
nearest  ties  of  social  life.  Attempts  have  been  made  to  control  the  father's  riglit  to 
the  custody  of  his  infant  children*  by  a  legacy  given  by  a  stranger  to  an  infant,  and 
the  appointment  by  him  of  a  guardian  in  consequence  thereof.  But  it  is  settled  that 
t  legacy  or  gift  to  a  child  confers  no  right  to  control  the  father's  care  of  the  child,  and 
DO  person  can  defeat  the  father's  right  of  guardianship  by  such  means.  If,  however, 
the  father  accedes  to  the  conditions  of  the  gift,  and  surrenders  up  his  control  of  the 
child's  education,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  suffer  him  to  retract  it.  Lord 
Thorlow,  in  Powel  v.  Cleaver,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  600 ;  Colston  v.  Morris,  6  Madd.  89 ;  Lyons 
V.  Blenkin,  Jac.  246.  See  also  The  Etna,  Ware,  464.  and  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  [§§  1341- 
1351,]  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  this  subject  is  fully 
examined  and  sustained. 

(6)  8  Co.  38  b ;  Harg.  note  67  to  lib.  2  Co.  Litt. ;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Guardian,  D. 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Guardian,  B. 

(6)  Qnadring  v.  Downs,  2  Mod.  176. 
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descended  to  the  heir  on  the  part  of  the  mother,  the  father,  or  his 
next  of  blood,  had  the  wardship.  (<;)  These  guardians  in  socage 
cease  when  the  child  arrives  at  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  for  he 
is  then  entitled  to  elect  his  own  guardian,  and  oust  the  guardian 
in  socage,  and  they  are  then  accountable  to  the  heir  for  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estate,  (d)  If  the  infant,  at  that  age,  does  not 
elect  a  guardian,  the  guardian  in  socage  continues,  (e)  The 
common  law,  like  the  law  of  Solon,  (/)  was  strenuous  in  reject- 
ing all  persons  to  whom  the  inheritance  might  possibly  arrive,  and 
its  advocates  triumph  in  this  respect  over  the  civil  law,  (jf)  which 
committed  the  burden  of  the  guardianship  to  the  person  who  was 
entitled  to  the  emolument  of  the  succession.  As  we  have  admitted 
the  half  blood  to  inherit  equally  with  the  whole  blood,  this  jealous 
rule  would,  still  more  extensively  with  us,  prevent  relations  by 
blood  from  being  guardians  in  socage.  The  law  of  Scotland  and 
the  ancient  law  of  France  took  a  middle  course,  and  may  be  6up> 
posed,  in  that  respect,  to  have  been  founded  in  more  wisdom  than 
either  the  civil  or  the  common  law.  They  committed  the  pupil's 
estate  to  the  pei-son  entitled  to  the  legal  succession,  because  he  is 

most  interested  in  preserving  it  from  waste ;  but  excluded 
♦  228    him  from  the  custody  of  the  pupil's  person,  because  *  his 

interest  is  placed  in  opposition  to  the  life  of  the  pupil,  (ji) 
And  yet,  perhaps,  the  English,  the  Scotch,  and  the  French  laws 
equally  proceed  on  too  great  a  distrust  of  the  ordinary  integrity 
of  mankind.  They  might,  with  equal  propriety,  have  deprived 
children  of  the  custody  and  maintenance  of  their  aged  and  im- 
potent parents.  It  is  equally  a  mistake  in  politics  and  in  law  to 
consider  mankind  degraded  to  the  lowest  depths  of  vice,  or  to 
suppose  them  acting  under  the  uniform  government  of  virtue. 
Man  has  a  mixed  character,  and  practical  wisdom  does  not  admit 
of  such  extreme  conclusions.  The  old  rule  against  committing 
the  custody  of  the  person  and  estate  of  a  lunatic  to  the  heir  at 

(c)  Litt.  sea  123 ;  Quadiing  i;.  Downs,  2  Mod.  170. 

(d)  Litt.  lb. 

{e)  The  King o.  Pienon,  Andr.  813.  The  guardian  in  socage  baa  lawful  poaaession 
of  the  lands,  and  he  may  maintain  actions  of  trespass  or  ejectment  in  respect  to  the 
lands  of  the  ward.  Byrne  v.  Van  Hoesen,  6  Johns.  06 ;  Jackson  v.  De  Walts,  7  id. 
157. 

(/)  Potter's  Greek  Antiq.  1. 174. 

{g)  Co.  Litt.  88,  b ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  462. 

(a)  Erskine's  Inst.  79 ;  Hallam  on  the  Middle  Ages,  i.  106. 
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law  has  been  overruled  as  unreasonable,  {b)  If  a  presumption 
must  be  indulged,  as  was  observed  in  one  of  the  cases,  it  would 
be  in  favor  of  kinder  treatment,  and  more  patient  fortitude,  from 
a  daughter  as  committee  of  the  person  and  estate  of  an  aged  and 
afflicted  mother,  than  from  the  collateral  kindred.  The  fears  and 
precautions  of  the  lawgiver  on  this  subject  imply,  according  to 
Montesquieu,  a  melancholy  consciousness  of  the  oorruption  of 
public  morals,  (e?) 

This  guardianship  is  a  personal  trust,  and  is  not  transmissible 
by  succession,  nor  devisable,  nor  assignable.  It  extends,  not  only 
to  the  person  and  all  the  socage  estate,  but  to  hereditaments  which 
do  not  lie  in  teniire,  and  to  the  personal  estate.  This  is  the  opin- 
ion of  Mr.  Hai^rave,  and  he  supports  it  by  strong  reasons ;  (c2) 
notwithstanding,  it  is  admitted,  that  the  title  to  guardianship  in 
floci^e  cannot  arise  unless  this  infant  be  seised  of  lands  held  in 
socage.  This  guardianship  in  socage  may  be  considered  as  gone 
into  disuse,  and  it  can  hardly  be  said  to  exist  in  this 
country,  for  the  guardian  *  must  be  some  relation  by  blood,  *224 
who  cannot  possibly  inherit,  and  such  a  case  can  rarely 
exist.  By  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  (a)  where  an  estate 
in  lands  becomes  vested  in  an  infant,  the  guai-dianship  of  such 
infant,  with  the  rights,  powers,  and  duties  of  a  guardian  in  socage, 
belong  to  the  father  of  the  infant;  and  if  there  be  no  father,  to 
the  mother;  and  if  there  be  neither,  then  to  the  nearest  and 
eldest  relative  of  full  age,  not  being  under  any  legal  incapacity ; 
and  as  between  relatives  of  the  same  degree  of  consanguinity, 
males  are  preferred.  But  the  rights  and  authority  of  every  such 
guardian  are  superseded  in  all  cases  where  a  guardian  is  appointed 
by  the  deed  or  last  will  of  the  father  of  the  infant,  or,  in  default 
thereof^  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  where  the  minor  re- 
sides. (S)  Surrogates  have  the  same  power  to  allow  and  appoint 
guardians  as  is  possessed  by  the  chancellor ;  and  as  the  powers 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  are  declared  ((?)  to  be 
coextensive  with  the  same  powers  and  jurisdiction  in  England, 

(6)  Dormer'B  Case,  2  P.  VTmi.  262 ;  Id  the  matter  of  LiTingstone,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
430;  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Atk.  14. 
(c)  Esprit  des  Lois,  Ut.  19,  c  24. 
id)  Note  67  to  lib.  2  Co.  Litt 

(a)  YoL  iL  8d  ed,  S ;  [Sylrester  v,  Ralston,  31  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  286.] 
(6)  N.  Y.  BeTised  Statates,  i.  719,  sec.  7 ;  ib.  u.  161,  sec.  4.  6,  6. 
(cj  lb.  ii.  17S,  sec.  36. 
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with  the  exceptions,  additions,  and  limitations  created  and  im- 
posed by  the  constitution  and  laws,  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  the 
chancellor  of  New  York  retains  the  jurisdiction  over  infants  which 
belongs  to  the  chancellor  in  England,  and  which  belonged  to  the 
chancellor  of  New  York  prior  to  the  first  of  January,  1830,  when 
the  Revised  Statutes  took  e£fect: 

4.  Testamentary  Guardians.  —  Testamentary  guardiansJdps,  to 
which  I  have  already  alluded,  are  founded  on  the  deed  or  last  will 
of  the  father,  and  they  supersede  the  claims  of  any  other  guar- 
dian, and  extend  to  the  person  and  real  and  personal  estate  of 
the  child,  and  continue  until  the  child  arrives  at  full  age.  This 
power  in  the  father  to  constitute  a  guardian  by  deed  or  will  was 
given  by  the  statute  of  12  Charles  II.,  and  it  has  been 

*  225   pretty  extensively  *  adopted  in  this  country.     It  is  a  per- 

sonal trust,  and  is  not  assignable,  (a)  A  will  merely 
appointing  a  testamentary  guardian  need  not  be  proved  ;  and 
though  the  statute  speaks  of  appointment  bt/  deedy  as  well  as  b}*- 
will,  yet  such  a  disposition  by  deed  may  be  revoked  by  will ;  and 
it  is  evident,  from  the  language  of  the  English  statute,  and  from 
the  reason  of  the  thing,  that  the  deed  there  mentioned  is  only  a 
testamentary  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  deed,  and  to  operate 
only  in  the  event  of  the  father's  death.  (6)  Though  the  statute 
laws  in  this  country,  which  have  adopted  or  followed  the  provi- 
sions in  the  English  statute,  may  have  abridged  its  explanatory 
and  verbose  phraseology,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  they 
intended  to  vary  the  construction  of  it.  These  parental  guar- 
dians may  be  appointed  by  the  father,  whether  he  be  of  full  age 
or  a  minor,  and  to  any  child  being  a  minor,  and  unmarried,  (c) 

{a)  Eyre  v.  Countess  of  Shaftsbury,  2  P.  Wms.  121 ;  Gilchrist,  J.,  in  Balch  v. 
Smith,  12  N.  H.  441. 

(6)  Lord  Shaf  tsbnry  v.  Hannam,  Finch,  323 ;  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  The  Earl  of 
Hchester,  7  Ves.  867.  The  statute  of  Ohio,  in  1831,  very  properly  drops  the  word 
"  deed,"  and  gives  the  father  the  power  of  appointing,  hy  will,  a  testamentary  guardian 
to  his  infant  and  unmarried  child.  But  the  statute  in  North  Carolina,  Georgia,  and 
Tennessee  says  expressly  that  the  father  may  by  deed,  executed  in  his  lifetime,  or 
by  his  last  will  and  testament,  in  writing,  dispose  of  the  custody  and  tuition  of  his 
children  during  their  minority.  N.  C  R.  S.  1837,  i.  306 ;  Statute  Laws  of  Tennessee, 
1886,  p.  866  ;  Hotchkiss,  Code  of  Georgia,  1845,  p.  333. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  160,  sec.  1,  2,  3 ;  Statutes  of  New  Jersey  of  17fl5 ; 
Elmer's  Digest,  508 ;  Act  of  Virginia,  1792 ;  V.  R.  C.  i.  240 ;  Statute  of  Pennsylvania, 
Purdon'sDig.  971;  Chase's  Statutes  of  Ohio,  iii.  1788;  Statute  of  Alabama,  of  1822,— 
all  allow  a  father,  being  a  minor,  to  appoint  a  testamentary  guardian,  who  should 
have  the  powers  of  a  guardian  in  common  socage.    This  testamentary  power  wns 
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The  better  opinion  is,  that  such  testamentary  guardian  will  con- 
tinue till  the  age  of  twenty-one,  though  the  infant  be  a  female, 
and  marry  in  the  mean  time,  if  the  will  be  explicit  as  to  the 
duration  of  the  trust ;  for  the  statute  gives  that  authority  to  the 
father.  It  has  been  held  that  the  marriage  of  a  daughter  will 
determine  the  guardianship  as  to  her,  though  not  so  as  to  a  son 
BDtil  he  comes  of  age ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  in  Mendes  v. 
Mendes^  {d)  that  it  had  been  so  adjudged  in  Lord  Shaftesbury's 
case.  But  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Roach  v.  Garvan^  (e)  the 
language  of  the  chancellor  was,  that  the  marriage  would  not  of 
itself  determine  a  guardianship,  though  the  court  would  never 
appoint  a  guardian  to  a  married  female  infant.  The  latter  cases 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  marriage  of  a  female  infant  does 
not  absolutely  determine  the  guardianship,  and  that  it 
would  require  a  special  *  order  in  chancery  to  do  it.  (o)  •  226 
The  cases  are  not  very  clear  and  consistent  on  this  point. 

copied  from  the  statute  12  Car.  IL  c  2i.  The  statute  of  1  Vict  c.  26,  has  taken  awaj 
from  an  infant  father  the  power  to  appoint  a  testamentary  guardian.  But  it  is  said 
that  the  power  giren  by  the  statute  of  12  Car.  II.,  to  the  infant  father,  to  appoint  a 
guardian  by  deed,  is  stiU  retained.  The  Massachusetto  Rerised  Statutes  of  1836,  pt  2, 
tit  4,  c.  09 ;  ib.  tit  7,  c.  79,  require  security  from  every  testamentary  guardian  or 
trustee,  appointed  by  wiU,  for  minors  or  others,  unless  the  will  directs  otherwise,  and 
the  trustee's  power  and  duties  are  prescribed  with  considerable  minuteness.  It  was 
declared  by  statute  in  Massachusetts,  in  1837,  that  the  marriage  of  a  female  guardian 
operated  as  an  extinguishmeiit  of  her  authoriQr  as  guardian,  and  that  the  husband 
did  not  succeed  as  gni^rdian  in  her  right  The  statute  of  Illinois,  of  1835,  gives  the 
power  by  deed,  or  last  will;  to  the  mother  as  well  as  to  the  father,  if  she  be  sole,  and 
the  father  has  made  no  such  disposition.  Though  a  testator  by  will  directs  his  execu- 
tors, out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  specified  bequest  to  his  infant  son,  to  educate  him,  that 
proTision  does  not  of  itself  make  the  executors  testamentary  guardians,  for  it  is  only 
instmction  or  direction  as  to  the  education  of  the  infant,  and  does  not  imply  the  custody 
or  charge  of  the  person.    Kevan  v.  Walker,  11  Leigh,  414. 

(d)  1  Ves.  Sen.  89;  3  Atk.  619.  (c)  1  Ves.  Sen.  160. 

(a)  In  the  matter  of  Whitaker,  4  Johns.  880.  It  was  decided  in  Jones  t;.  Ward,  10 
Terger,  160,  that  guardianship  as  to  a  female  ward  ceases  upon  her  marriage  under 
sge.  In  England,  it  is  quite  of  course  to  appoint  a  new  guardian  in  such  a  case. 
8  Sim.  346.  The  Court  of  Chancery  rarely  removes  a  testamentary  guardian  duly 
appointed,  though  it  will  interfere  and  impose  such  restrictions  as  will  prevent  an 
abuse  of  the  trust.  Goodall  v.  Harris,  2  P.  Wms.  660 ;  Roach  v.  Garvan,  1  Ves.  160, 
and  the  note  of  Mr.  Bell,  ib.  There  seems  to  be  no  sufficient  ground  for  the  doubt,  in 
some  of  the  books,  that  a  testamentary  guardian  cannot  be  removed.  2  Story,  £q. 
Jur.  [§  1339,  note.]  When  t^feme  soUf  appointed  guardian  to  her  infant,  married,  the 
court  directed  an  inquiry  whether  she  had  not  thereby  deprived  herself  of  the  guar- 
dianship, as  she  was  no  longer  sui  Juris:  though  it  seems  she  might  be  reappointed 
under  new  sureties.  Gomall,  Matter  of.  Rolls  Court  at  Westminster,  May,  1839; 
11  Bear.  347-] 
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It  would  be  quite  reasonable  that  the  marriage  of  a  female  ward 
should  determine  the  guardianship,  both  as  to  her  person  and  her 
estate,  if  she  married  an  adult.  It  ought  to  be  so  as  to  her  pei^ 
son,  but  not  as  to  her  estate,  if  she  married  a  minor.  Upon  the 
marriage  of  a  male  ward,  the  guardianship  continues  as  to  his  es- 
tate, though  it  has  been  thought  otherwise  as  to  his  person,  (b) 

5.  Gkiardiana  judiolaUy  appointed.  —  The  distinction  of  guardians 
by  nature,  and  by  socage,  seems  now  to  be  lost  or  gone  into 
oblivion,  and  those  several  kinds  of  guardians  have  become  essen- 
tially superseded  in  practice,  by  the  chancery  guardians^  or  guar- 
dians appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  or  by  the  surrogates 
in  the  respective  counties  of  New  York,  and  by  courts  of  similar 
character,  and  having  jurisdiction  of  testamentary  matters,  in  the 
other  states  of  the  Union,  (c)  ^    Testamentary  guardians  are  not 

(h)  Reeye's  Donoestic  Relations,  328.  By  the  civil  law,  marriage  did  not  confer 
on  a  minor  the  pririleges  of  majority.  Dig.  4. 4. 2 ;  Code,  5.  37. 12.  But  the  laws  of 
modern  nations  are  very  diverse  on  the  effect  of  marriage  upon  minors.  Marriage  ia 
an  emancipation  of  the  minor  to  fall  rights  by  the  French  and  Dutch  laws.  Code 
Civil,  art  476 ;  Voet,  ad  Pand.  4.  4.  6  ;  Van  der  Linden's  Inst.  b.  1,  c.  6,  sec.  7. 

(e)  In  Pennsylyania,  the  orphans'  court  has  plenary  power  to  appoint  and  control 
guardians,  and  regulate  the  maintenance  of  infants ;  and  in  Ohio,  the  courts  of  commoa 
pleas ;  and  In  New  Jersey,  the  ordinary  or  orphans'  court,  or  the  surrogate,  as  the  case 
may  be ;  and  in  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  and  other  states,  the  courts  of  probate  of 
the  county  hare  the  power.  In  North  Carolina,  the  superior  and  county  courts  and 
the  court  of  chancery  seem  to  have  concurrent  juri^ction  over  oiphana  and  their 
estates.    K  C.  R.  S.  1887,  pp.  307,  3ia  * 

1  Guardians.  —  (a)  ffow  appointed.  —  Ind.  169.    Bufr  in  some  states  a  gaardian 

Guardians  in  America  are  now  generally  may  be  appointed  in  respect  of  property 

appointed  by  probate  or  other  courts,  only  within  the  Jurisdiction.     Clarke  r. 

under   statutory  powers,  the  chancery  Cordis,  4  Allen,   321 ;    [lUce's  Case,  43 

courts  in  some  states  retaining  a  general  Mich.  528 ;  Matter  of  Hubbard,  82  N.  T. 

superTisoiy  power,  as  stated  in  the  text,  90 ;    Hoyt  v.  Sprague,  108  U.  8.  618 ; 

227.    Cowls  V.  Cowls,  3  Gilm.  486;  Wil-  Davis  v.  Hudson,  29  Minn.  27.]  It  should 

coz  V.  Wilcox,  14  N.  T.  575.    In  general  be  mentioned  that  although  the  father 

the  person  for  whom  the  guardian  Is  ap-  alone  in  many  states  has  the  power  to 

pointed  must  be  resident  within  the  juris-  appoint  a  guardian  by  will,  Vanartsdalen 

diction  of  the  court,  which,  in  many  v.  Vanartsdalen,  14  Penn.  St.  884 ;  Holmes 

sUtes,  ia  the  county.    Boyd  v.  Glass,  34  v.  Field,  12  ni.  424 ;  Norris  v.  Harris,  16 

Ga.  253 ;  Lacy  v.  WilUams,  27  Mo.  280 ;  Cal.  226 ;  [Ex  parte  Bell,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  327 ;] 

Sears  v.  Terry,  26  Conn.  273 ;  Dorman  in  some  states  the  mother  is  allowed  a 

V.  Ogboume,  16  Ala.  759 ;  [Harding  v,  yoice,  or  in  certain  cases  may  herself  ap- 

Weld,  128  Mass.  587.]      And   on  like  point  a  guardian.     Even  when  her  will 

principles  his  removal  from  the  juriadio-  considered  as  a  disposition  is  void,  it  may 

tion  is  made  to  terminate  his  authori^  in  be  regarded  as   an  expression  of  her 
some  cases.    Nettleton  v.  The  State,  13  *  wishes.    In  the  matter  of  Turner,  4  C.  E. 
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very  cominon,  and  all  other  guardians  are  now  appointed  by  the 
one  or  the  other  of  those  jurisdictiouB.     The  power  of  the  cban- 


Green  (N.  J.). 433;  Jn  iv  Eaye, L.  R.  1  Ch. 
8S7.  The  father's  testamentary  power 
does  not  extend  to  illegitimate  children. 
Sleeman  v.  Wilson,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  36.  As 
to  its  extent,  see  Goods  of  Pamell,  L.  R. 
2  P.  &  D.  379 ;  [HiU  v.  Hill,  Executrix,  49 
Md.  450.]  As  to  religions  education,  see 
193.  n.  1,  (d). 

(5)  Am  to  who  ahaU  be  appointed ^  it  is 
▼erj  rare  that  chancery  interferes  with 
the  rights  of  the  father.  In  re  Pynn,  12 
Jor.  713 ;  [Bowles  v.  Dixon,  32  Ark.  92.] 
But  there  are  sometimes  statutory  pro- 
Tisions  for  a  guardian  of  the  estate  in  the 
lifetime  of  parents.  The  mother  has  been 
thought  to  have  greater  rights  than  the 
next  of  kin.  Albert  v.  Perry,  1  McCarter, 
&iO;  Ramsay  v.  Ramsay,  20  Wis.  607. 
But  if  her  rights  depend  on  a  pecuniary 
interest,  it  must  be  remembered  that  she 
Is  not  bound  to  support  and  is  not  entitled 
to  the  services  of  her  child.  £.  B.  v. 
B,  C,  B.,  28  Barb.  209, 303 ;  ante,  191  and 
193,  n.  1.  Her  right  is  inferior  to  that  of 
a  guardian  already  appointed,  Macready 
r.  Wilcox,  88  Conn.  821;  [see  Johns 
p.  Emmert,  62  Ind.  533 ;]  and  the  same 
principle  of  course  applies  to  remoter 
relatires,  Coltman  v.  Hall,  81  Me.  196; 
Bounell  v,  Berryhill,  2  Carter  (Ind.),  613. 
It  is  very  common  for  the  infant  to  be 
allowed  to  select  when  he  has  readied 
fourteen,  but  iie  cannot  keep  changing 
capriciously.  Lee's  Appeal,  27  Penn.  St 
229. 2I 

[c]  A9toikepower<^guardianMOTeTth9 
person  of  their  wards,  it  has  been  said  by 
Wood,  v.  C,  that  they  stand  in  the  same 
positloD  aa  a  parent,  and  that  the  English 


courts  will  not  interfere  to  prevent  the 
removal  of  subjects  of  a  foreign  power  by 
their  foreign  guardian,  although  an  Eng- 
lish guardian  has  been  subsequently  ap- 
pointed. Nugent  V.  Vetzera,  L.  R.  2  Eq. 
704;  Stuart  v.  Bute,  9  H.  L.  C.  440,  465, 
470.  This  decision,  however,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  tlie  case  of  infants  who  are  British 
subjects.  L.  R.  2  Eq  713.  See  Dawson 
V.  Jay,  3  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  764 ;  Hope  v. 
Hope,  4  De  G.,  M.  &  6.  828, 845 ;  [Rice's 
Case,  42  Mich.  528.]  Woodworth  v. 
Spring,  4  Allen,  321,  does  not  go  quite  so 
far  as  Nugent  v.  Vetzera,  but  holds  that 
the  custody  is  to  be  awarded  according  to 
tlie  judicial  discretion  of  the  court ;  and 
it  is  said  that  a  guardian  appointed  by 
Tirtue  of  the  statute  of  another  state  can- 
not exercise  any  authority  here  over  the 
person  or  property  of  his  ward.  The  ten- 
dency of  tlie  law  is  probably  in  the  direc- 
tion of  the  English  case.  Townsend  0, 
Kimball,  4  Minn.  412. 2« 

(d)  It  may  be  mentioned  in  this  con- 
nection, although  not  strictly  in  place,  that 
an  infant  has  the  domicile  of  his  parents, 
which  continues  even  after  he  comes  of 
age,  until  he  changes  it  and  acquires 
another,  Walcot  v.  Botfleld,  Kay,  534, 
544 ;  and  that  if  he  is  and  remains  of 
unsound  mind  on  reaching  majority,  his 
father  will  retam  the  power  of  changing 
bis  domicile,  and  that  usually  a  change  in 
the  father's  will  produce  a  change  in  the 
son's.  Sbarpe  v.  Crispin,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D. 
611. 

(«)  Investments,  —  In  investing  the 
ward's  personal  property  the  guardian 
ia  held  only  to  good  faith  and  a  sound 


^  Tiie  interest  of  the  infant  is  the  par- 
HBount  consideration  in  the  selection  of 
a  guardian.  Badenhoof  v,  Johnson,  11 
Nev.  87.  In  Beard  v.  Dean,  64  Ga.  258, 
(bacourt  refused  to  sapenede  the  mother 
in  favor  of  a  guardian  felected  by  a  minor 
over  loorteen. 

YOL.   H.  — 19 


a^  In  re  Plomley,  47  L.  T.  388,  a 
father  was  restrained  from  taking  hia 
infant  son  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  con- 
trary to  the  interest  of  the  latter.  In  re 
Medley,  6  Ir.  R  Eq.  339,  such  a  re- 
moval  was  allowed  for  the  benefit  of  the 
infant 
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cellor  to  appoint  guardians  for  infants  who  have  no  testamentary 
or  statute  guardian  is  a  branch  of  his  general  jurisdiction  over 


discretion,  in  Massachusetts.  Lovell  v, 
Minot,  20  Pick.  116 ;  Clark  v.  Garfield,  8 
Allen,  427.  See  Boggs  v.  Adger,  4  Rich. 
£q.  408.  But  other  states  are  either 
stricter  in  their  rule,  or  limit  what  is  to 
be  considered  a  sound  discretion  pretty 
narrowly.  Most  investments  in  private 
stocks,  which  have  come  before  the 
courts,  have  been  disallowed.  King  v. 
Talbot,  40  N.  Y.  76 ;  50  Barb.  453 ;  French 
V.  Carrier,  47  N.  H.  88;  Kimball  v.  Red- 
ing. 81  N.  H.  852,  875;  Clark  v.  Garfield, 
wpra;  Worrell's  Appeal,  23  Penn.  St. 
44 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  238  ; 
Spear  v.  Spear,  9  Rich.  £q.  184.  In  Kim- 
ball V.  Reding,  safety  is  said  to  be  the 
first  object,  and  next  a  regular  income  or 
its  equivalent,  on  which  the  market  value 
of  the  investment  is  based.  In  King  v. 
Talbot,  some  of  the  judges  thought  that 
only  government  or  real  estate  securities 
were  proper.  Hemphill's  Appeal,  18  Penn. 
St.  303.  If  trustees  have  improperly  re- 
tained in  their  hands  balances  which  they 
ought  to  have  invested  in  3/.  per  cents,  or 
have  by  neglect  allowed  such  balances  to 
be  lost,  the  cettui  que  trust  has  the  option 
to  charge  them  either  with  the  principal 
sum  retained  and  interest,  or  witli  the 


afi  It  being  the  guardian's  duty  to  see 
to  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his 
ward,  and  to  care  for  any  property  owned 
by  the  latter,  a  general  rule  may  be  laid 
down,  that  it  is  the  guardian's  duty  to  use 
all  reasonable  diligence,  and  a  reasonably 
sound  discretion,  in  the  performance  of 
each  of  these  duties.  Gott  r.  Culp,  45 
Mich.  265.  If  he  does  not  fulfil  this  duty 
he  may  be  removed  by  the  court,  and 
may  be  charged  personally  for  unreason- 
able expenditures  on  the  ward's  behalf, 
as  well  as  for  failure  to  invest  the  ward's 
property,  and  for  negligent  or  Improper 
investments. 

In    the   following  cases  investments 
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amount  of  SI.  per  cents  which  would 
have  arisen  if  the  investment  had  been 
properly  made.  If  the  sura  has  been 
improperly  employed  in  trade,  he  may 
charge  them  with  all  the  profits  made, 
or,  if  there  are  no  profits,  with  the  inter- 
est ordinarily  paid  on  capital  in  trade, 
and  it  is  said  in  Jones  v.  Foxall,  15  Beav. 
S88,  that  there  will  be  annual  rests.  But 
when  the  trustee  has  an  option  between 
two  or  more  investments,  and  invests 
unprofitably,  or  does  not  invest  at  all,  the 
trustee  has  the  option  of  paying  over 
the  sum  misapplied,  with  interest,  or  the 
amount  which  one  of  the  authorized  in- 
vestments {semhle  that  of  least  value) 
would  have  produced.  Robinson  v.  Rob- 
inson, 1  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  247,  256  et  seg.  ; 
Fisher  v.  Gilpin,  88  L.  J.  n.  s.  Ch.  230. 
Compound  interest  is  allowed  in  cases  of 
gross  or  wilful  breach  of  trust,  Walrond 
V.  Walrond,  29  Beav.  586  ;  Jones  o.  Fox- 
all,  15  Beav.  388;  Barney  v.  Saunders,  16 
How.  535,  542 ;  Swindall  v.  Swindall,  8 
Ired.  £q.  285 ;  Coppard  v,  Allen,  4  Giff. 
497 ;  but  in  other  cases  simple  interest 
only,  Lighf s  Appeal,  24  Penn.  St.  180 ; 
Cook  V.  Addison,  L.  R.  7  £q.  466;  Ker  v. 
Snead,  U  Law  Rep.  217.  z» 


were  held  reasonable  and  proper :  Jack's 
App.,  94  Penn.  St  367 ;  Barney  v.  Par- 
sons, 54  Vt.  628 ;  Robertson  t;.  Wall,  85 
N.  C.  288.  In  the  following  they  were 
held  improper:  Guardianship  of  Card- 
well,  55  Cal.  137  ;  Suavely  w.  Harkrader, 
29  Gratt.  112 ;  Corcoran  o.  Allen,  11  R.  I. 
567,  with  which  compare  Hoytr.  Sprague, 
103  U.  S.  613. 

As  to  when  compound  hiterest  wUl  be 
charged,  see  Mather  v.  Heath,  15  Rep. 
667  ;  Crigler  r.  Alexander,  33  Gratt.  674. 

Some  acts,  such  as  using  the  capital 
of  the  ward's  estate,  or  changing  it  from 
realty  to  personalty,  are  deemed  of  too 
much  import  to  be  done  by  the  guardian 
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minors  and  their  estates,  and  that  jurisdiction  has  been  long  and 
onquestionablj  settled,  (ef)  The  chancery  guardian  continues 
imtil  the  majority  of  the  infant,  and  is  not  controlled  by  the 
election  of  the  infant  when  he  arrives  at  the  age  of  four- 
teen, (e)  If  there  be  no  testamentary  *  guardian,  the  suiv  *  227 
rogate  or  judge  of  probate  is  authorized  to  allow  of  guar- 
dians who  shall  be  chosen  by  infants  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years, 
and  to  appoint  guardians  for  such  as  shall  be  within  that  age,  in  as 
full  and  ample  a  manner  as  the  chancellor  may  appoint  or  allow 
the  same,  upon  the  guardian  giving  adequate  security  for  the 
faithful  discharge  of  his  trust ;  and  upon  dae  cause  shown,  and 
due  inquiry  made,  the  surrogate,  who  appointed  a  guardian,  may 
remove  him  from  his  trust,  and  appoint  another  in  his  stead,  (a) 
Guardians  are  liable  to  be  cited  and  compelled  to  account  before 
the  siurrogate,  but  his  powers  in  these  respects  are  not  exclusive. 
The  general  jurisdiction  over  every  guardian,  however  appointed, 
still  resides  in  chancery ;  and  a  guardian  appointed  by  the  surro- 

(rf)  Harg.  n.  16  to  Co.  Litt.  88,  b ;  2  Fonb.  Tr.  Eq.  288,  n. ;  10  Ve«.  63 ;  Sir  J. 
Jekyll,  in  Eyre  v.  Countess  of  Shaftsbuiy,  2  P.  Wms.  118,  110.  The  usual  order  in 
the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  a  minor  nnder  fourteen,  the  father  being  dead, 
is,  (1)  to  the  mother,  if  unmarried;  (2)  the  paternal,  and  (8)  the  maternal  grand- 
father; (4)  to  the  one  or  more  uncles  on  the  father's  side ;  (5)  to  the  one  or  more 
micles  on  the  mother's  side;  (6)  to  any  other  proper  person. 

(«')  In  the  matter  of  Nicoll,  1  Johns.  Ch.  25 ;  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  li.  151,  sec. 
10.  In  Maryland,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  infant  females,  at  the  age  of  sixteen, 
•hall  be  entitled  to  demand  and  receive  from  their  guardians  possession  of  their  real 
and  personal  estate,  and  at  the  age  of  eighteen  they  have  a  capacity  to  devise  real 
estate.  But  these  are  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  of  the  common  law,  and  in  other 
respects  the  legal  minority  and  disability  of  infancy  of  females,  as  well  as  of  males, 
continues  until  the  age  of  twenty-one.  Davis  v.  Jacquin,  5  Harr.  &  J.  100.  She  can- 
not execute  a  release  to  her  guardian  under  the  age  of  twenty-one.  Fridge  i^.  The 
State,  8  Gill  &  J.  103. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  150-152,  sec.  4, 5, 6, 10-19 ;  Mass.  Revised  Statutes. 
1830-  The  competent  age  of  the  infant  for  choosing  a  guardian  is  usually  fixed  at 
fourteen  in  males^  and  when  a  difference  fs  made  between  the  age  of  the  sexes  in  this 
case,  It  is  twelve  in  females.  This  was  the  ancient  statute  rule  in  Connecticut,  and 
it  was  declared  by  statute  in  1821,  and  in  Ohio  by  statute  In  1824. 

without  the  express  sanction  of  the  court.  Mass.  116 ;  Dal  ton  t;.  Jones.  51  Miss.  585. 

Cohen  w.  Shyer,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  192 ;  Hendee  See  also  Massachusetts  General  Hospital 

V.  Cleaveland,  54  Vt.  142,  148;  infra,  v.  Fairbanks,  132  Mass.  414;   8.  c.  129 

2a0.  Mass.  78. 

A  guardian  does  not  take  the  legal         Transactions  between  guardian   and 

title  to  his  ward's  property,  and  has  no  ward  may  be  avoided  at  the  election  of 

power  to  bind  either  the  ward  or  his  es-  the  latter     Hendee  v.  Cleaveland,  54  Vt. 

tate  by  contract.    Rollins  v.  Marsh,  128  142 ;  Wade  i .  Pulsifer,  ib.  45. 
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gate,  or  by  will,  is  as  much  under  the  superintendence  and  con- 
trol of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  of  the  power  of  removal  by  it, 
as  if  he  were  appointed  by  the  court.  (6) 

The  practice  in  chancery,  on  the  appointment  of  a  guardian,  is 
to  require  a  master's  report  approving  of  the  person  and  security 
offered.  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  appoint  one  person 
guardian  of  the  person,  and  another  guardian  of  the  estate ;  in 
like  manner,  as  in  the  cases  of  idiots  and  lunatics,  there  may  be 
one  committee  of  the  person,  and  another  of  the  estate.  The 
guardian  or  committee  of  the  estate  always  is  required  to  give 
adequate  security,  but  the  guardian  or  committee  of  the  person 
gives  none. 

(6)  In  the  matter  of  Andrews,  1  JoimB.  Ch.  99 ;  Ex  parte  Crumb,  2  Johns.  Ch.  439 ; 
Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Berty,  1  P.  Wms.  702  ;  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  152,  163,  220. 
The  rights  and  powers  of  the  guardians  over  the  person  and  property  of  their  wards 
are,  like  the  rights  and  authorities  of  executors  and  administrators,  strictly  local,  and 
cannot  be  exercised  in  other  states,  for  they  come  within  the  same  reasoning  and 
authority.  Morrell  v.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch.  156 ;  Sabin  v.  Gilman,  1  N.  H.  198 ;  Arm- 
strong V.  Lear,  13  Wheat.  160 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  494  e<  seq., 
604.  Nor  have  they  any  antliority  over  the  real  property  of  their  wards  situate  in 
other  countries,  for  such  property  is  governed  by  the  law  rei  sitte.  Stoiy,  ib.  [§  604.] 
But  a  guardian  may  change  the  domicile  of  his  ward,  so  as  to  affect  the  right  of  suo- 
cessioa  to  personal  prc^erty,  if  it  be  done  in  good  faith.  [Ib.  605.]  See  Potinger  v. 
Wigbtman,  8  Meriv.  67,  where  the  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  guardian,  being 
alto  a  widow  and  mother  of  the  minor,  to  transfer  the  4omicile  of  the  minor,  is  discussed 
by  counsel  with  great  learning,  and  the  competency  of  the  surviving  parent,  as  a 
guardian,  to  do  it,  is  shown  to  rest  not  only  upon  princ^Ie,  but  upon  the  soondeat 
foreign  authority ;  and  J.  Voet,  Rodenburgh,  Bynkershoek,  and  Pothler,  are  cited  for 
the  purpose.  The  same  principle  is  adopted  in  this  country.  Holyoke  v.  Haskins* 
6  Pick.  20.  The  case  decided  by  Sir  William  Grant  was  one  in  which  the  guardian 
was  also  the  mother  of  the  infant,  and  the  continental  authorities  referred  to  speak  of 
the  power  of  the  surviving  parent  to  change  the  domicile  of  the  child,  if  not  done 
fraudulently,  with  a  view  to  change  the  succession.  Pothier  agrees  to  that»  but  denies 
that  a  guardian  in  that  character  only  can  do  it.  The  French  and  Louisiana  civil 
codes  declared  Uiat  the  muior  has  his  domicile  at  that  of  his  father,  mother,  or  tutor. 
Code  Civil  of  France,  n.  108 ;  of  Louisiana,  art.  48.  A  contrary  decision  was  made  in 
School  Diroctors  v,  James^  2  Watts  &  S.  668 ;  and  it  was  held,  that  though  the  dom- 
icile of  the  parent  was  the  domicile  of  the  child,  it  was  not  necessarily  so  in  the  case 
of  a  guardian.  The  parent's  influence  in  this  case  springs  from  the  institution  of 
marriage  and  families ;  and  the  learned  Ch.  J.  Gibson  followed  the  doubt  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Story,  and  confined  the  power  of  changing  the  infant's  domicile  to  the  pajrent, 
qua  parent  It  would  rather  seem  to  me,  that  if  there  be  do  competent  parent  living, 
and  the  guardian  be  duly  appointed,  tha«;  he  may  and  ought,  when  acting  in  good 
faith  and  reasonably  in  his  character  of  guardian,  to  be  able  to  shift  the  inf aat'a  dom- 
icile with  his  own,  and  that  the  foreign  authorities  to  that  point  have  the  best  reason 
on  their  side.  The  objection  against  the  guardian's  power  in  such  a  case  appears  to 
me  to  be  too  reflned  and  speculative.  [See  Marbeineke  v.  QrothauSi  72  Mo.  2D4.] 
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*Tbe  guardian  of  the  estate  has  no  further  concern  *228 
with,  or  control  over,  the  real  estate,  than  what  relates  to 
the  leasing  of  it,  and  the  reception  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
it  is  his  duty  to  place  the  ward's  land  upon  lease,  (a)  He  has 
such  an  interest  m  the  estate  of  his  ward  as  to  enable  him  to 
avow  .for  damage  feasant,  and  to  bring  trespass  or  ejectment  in 
his  own  name.  These  were  common-law  rights  belonging  to  the 
guardian  in  socage,  and  they  apply  to  the  general  guardian  at  the 
present  day.  (V)  He  may  lease  during  the  minority  of  the  ward, 
and  no  longer ;  (c)  but  he  cannot  sell  without  the  authority  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  He  may  sell  the  personal  estate  for  the 
purposes  of  the  trust,  without  a  previous  order  of  the  court.  (c2) 
Whenever  it  becomes  necessary  to  have  the  real  estate  of  an 
infant  sold,  there  must  be  a  guardian  specially  appointed  for  that 
purpose ;  and  the  sale  is  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  and  the  application  and  disposition  of  the  proceeds 
are  to  be  under  its  order ;  for  in  respect  to  such  proceedings,  the 
infant  is  considei^ed  a  ward  of  the  court,  (e)     The  only  material 

(a)  Genet  v.  TaUmadge,  1  Johns.  Ch.  661 ;  Jones  r.  Ward,  10  Yerg.  16a 
(6)  Shopland  v,  Byoler,  Cro.  Jac.  OS;  Byrne  v.  Van  Hoesen,  6  Johns.  66;  The 
Kmg  p.  Inhabitants  of  Oakley,  10  East,  491.  But  the  guardian  or  committee  of  a 
hmatie  cannot  make  leases  and  bring  ejectments  in  his  own  name  without  special  stat- 
ute anthority.  This  was  the  rule  at  common  law,  Knipe  v.  Palmer,  2  Wilson,  130 ; 
and  it  is  the  rule  in  North  Carolina  (3  Ired.  389),  whose  courts  follow  more  strictly 
the  English  law,  and  are  less  influenced  by  American  state  decisions  than  perhaps 
any  state  in  the  Union. 

(c)  Roe  V.  Hodgson,  3  Wils.  120, 186;  Field  0.  Schteffelin,  7  Johns.  Ch.  154.  But 
the  guardian's  lease  of  the  infant's  lands  for  a  term  of  years,  extending  beyond  the 
infant's  age  of  fourteen  years,  is  voidable,  provided  the  infant  be  then  entitled  to 
choose  his  own  guardian,  and  it  may  be  avoided  by  the  subsequent  guardian  chosen 
by  the  infant.    Snook  v.  Sutton,  6  Halst.  (N.  J.)  138. 

(d)  Field  P.  Schieflelin,  7  Johns.  Ch.  160;  Ellis  v.  Essex  M.  Bridge,  2  Pick.  243. 
The  sale  of  personal  est4te  of  the  infant  eutm  que  tntst,  without  a  previous  order  in 
chancery,  if  fair,  would  undoubtedly  be  good  as  to  the  purchaser ;  but  the  safer 
course  for  the  guardian  is  to  have  a  previous  order  in  chancery. 

(e)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  194,  sec.  170-180 ;  Act  of  Congress  of  March  8, 
1848,  c.  87,  as  to  the  chancery  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  infants  within  the  District  of 
Columbia.  In  Maryland,  the  chancellor,  by  a  statute  provision,  may  order  the  real 
estate  descending  to  infants  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts.  And  in  Ohio,  the 
courts  of  common  pleas  appoint  guardians,  and  may  authorize  them  to  sell  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  ward  in  any  county  of  the  state ;  and  all  guardians, 
whether  appointed  by  the  courts  or  testamentary,  must  account  before  the  court 
every  two  years ;  bat  the  ward  may  open  the  accounts  within  two  years  after  he 
comes  of  age.  Act  of  Maryland,  1786;  Statute  of  Ohio,  February  6, 1824;  Lessee 
of  Maxom  v.  Sawyer,  12  Ohio,  106. 
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restriction  in  New  York  on  the  power  and  discretion  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  this  case  is,  that  no  estate  of  an  infant  can  be  sold 
against  the  provisions  of  any  last  will,  or  of  any  conveyance  by 
which  the  estate  was  vested  in  the  infant.  But  the  provisions  of 
the  law  have  been  held  not  to  apply  ordinarily  to  the  case  of  a 
female  infant  who  is  married.  The  power  given  ^o  the 
*  229  court  to  order  a  *  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  infants,  was 
intended  for  their  better  maintenance  and  education,  and 
not  that  the  proceeds  should  be  placed  at  the  disposition  of  the 
husband,  (a) 

In  addition  to  these  general  guardians,  every  court  has  the 
incidental  power  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  ;  and  in  many 
cases  the  general  guardian  will  not  be  received  as  of  course, 
without  a  special  order  for  the  purpose.  (6) 

6.  The  Duty  and  ResponsibiUty  of  Ouardlana.  —  The  guardian's 
trust  is  one  of  obligation  and  duty,  and  not  one  of  speculation 
and  profit.  He  cannot  reap  any  benefit  from  the  use  of  the 
ward's  money.  He  cannot  act  for  his  own  benefit  in  any  contract, 
or  purchase,  or  sale  as  to  the  subject  of  the  trust.  If  he  settles 
a  debt  upon  beneficial  terms,  or  purchases  it  at  a  discount,  the 
advantage  is  to  accrue  entirely  to  the  infant's  benefit.  He  i>i 
liable  to  an  action  of  account  at  common  law  by  the  infant,  after 
he  comes  of  age ;  and  the  infant,  while  under  age,  may,  by  his 
next  friend,  call  the  guardian  to  account  by  a  bill  in  chancery,  (c) 

(a)  Matter  of  Whitaker,  4  Johns.  Ch.  378.  Tlie  Revised  Sututes  of  New  York 
have  not  altered,  essentially,  the  phraseology  of  the  law  as  it  stood  when  the  decision 
in  the  ease  of  Whitaker  was  made.  The  language  of  the  statute  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  embrace  the  case,  and  there  may  be  instances  in  which  it  would  be 
necessary  that  the  estate  of  a  female  married  infant  should  be  sold,  as  where  the  hus- 
band absconds  and  leaves  her  destitute.  The  case  referred  to  presumed  that  the 
power  to  direct  a  sale  still  resided  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  be  exercised  in  special 
cases.  In  Connecticut,  the  courts  of  probate,  on  due  application  and  for  reasonable 
cause  may  order  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  any  minor,  Statutes  of  Connecticut, 
1838,  p.  831 ;  and  this  power  is  generally  conferred  by  statute  in  the  several  states, 
in  the  courts  of  consistorial  jurisdiction. 

(6)  Harg.  note  70,  and  note  220  to  lib.  2  Co.  Litt. ;  Huckle  v.  Wye,  Carth.  255. 
Whoever  enters  upon  the  estate  of  an  infant  is  considered  in  equity  as  entering  in 
the  character  of  guardian ;  and  after  the  infant  comes  of  age,  he  may,  by  a  bill  in 
chancery,  recover  the  mesne  profits.  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  1  Atk.  489 ;  Drury  v.  Con- 
nor, 1  Harr.  &  O.  220. 

(c)  By  the  practice  in  chancery,  an  infant  is  allowed  one  year  after  he  arrives  of 
age  to  investigate  the  guardian's  accounts,  and  to  surcharge  and  falsify  If  they  be 
found  wrong ;  and  the  guardian  is  not  entitled  to  an  absolute  discharge  until  tlie 
expiration  of  that  time.    In  the  matter  of  Van  Home,  7  Paige,  40.    The  courts  of 
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Every  guardian  in  socage,  and  every  general  guardian,  whether 
testamentary  or  appointed,  is  bound  to  keep  safely  the  real  and 
personal  estate  of  his  ward,  and  to  account  for  the  personal 
estate,  and  the  issues  and  profits  of  the  real  estate ;  and  if  he 
makes  or  suffers  any  waste,  sale,  or  destruction  of  the 
inheritance,  *  he  is  liable  to  be  removed,  and  to  answer  in  *  230 
treble  damages,  (a)  If  the  guardian  has  been  guilty  of 
negligence  in  the  keeping  or  disposition  of  the  infant's  mone}*, 
whereby  the  estate  has  incurred  loss,  the  guardian  will  be  obliged 
to  sustain  that  loss.  (5)     The  guardian  must  not  convert  the  per- 

eqoitj  throw  a  yigilant  and  jealous  care  over  the  dealings  of  guardians  with  infants 
on  their  coming  of  age.  If  there  be  a  pecuniary  transaction  between  guardian  and 
child  just  after  the  latter  becomes  of  age,  and  without  any  benefit  moving  to  the 
child,  as  in  the  case  of  gifts,  the  presumption  is,  tliat  undue  influence  has  been 
employed,  and  that  presumption  must  be  rebutted  by  adequate  proof.  Archer  r. 
Hudson,  7  Beav.  551.  The  courts  set  aside  such  transactions  on  the  ground  of 
public  utiUcy  and  policy,  though  there  be  no  actual  unfairness  in  the  case.  Hylton 
r.  Hylton,  2  Ves.  Sen.  547. 

(a)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  153,  sec.  20,  21.  The  statute  law  of  Tennessee 
if  rery  strict  and  monitoiy  respectuig  the  fidelity  of  executors,  administrators,  and 
guardians.  The  act  of  1887,  c.  125,  requires  them  to  settle  their  accounts  with  the 
derk  of  the  county  court  once  a  year ;  and  if  they  neglect  to  do  so  for  thirty  days 
after  being  called  upon  by  the  clerk,  they  are  liable  to  indictment,  and  the  attorney 
general  is  bound  ear  officio  to  prefer  the  indictment.  The  Supreme  Court  thinks  the 
laws  to  be  admirably  adapted  to  preserve  the  property  of  cestui  que  tnuU,  and  the 
fidelity  of  these  trustees.  State  v.  Parrish,  Nashrille,  Dec.  1848,  [4  Humph.  285.] 
Guardians  are  allowed  for  their  reasonable  expenses,  and  the  same  rates  of  compen- 
sation (N.  T  Reyised  SUtutes,  ii.  153,  sec.  22 ;  Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  pt  2,  tit  7, 
e.  79)  for  their  services,  as  provided  by  law  for  executors ;  and  for  that,  see  tn/ra, 
420. 

{b)  Guardians  and  trustees  of  the  moneyed  concerns  of  others  are  answerable  for 
any  misapplication  or  unauthorized  dealings  with  the  trust  moneys  or  stock.  The 
role  on  this  subject  is  very  strict.  All  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  character  are 
bound  to  use  the  same  care  and  management  that  a  prudent  man  would  exercise  over 
his  own  affairs.  What  is  the  requisite  diligence,  will  depend  on  the  attendant  cir- 
cumstances. Glover  r.  Glover,  1  McM.  (S.  C.)  153.  A  receiver  in  chancery  is 
answerable  for  the  loss  of  moneys  by  the  failure  of  a  banker  with  whom  they  were 
deposited  for  security,  if  the  receiver  parts  with  the  absolute  control  over  the  fund, 
and  lets  a  stranger  in  to  control  his  absolute  discretion  in  the  case.  Salway  v.  Sal  way, 
2  Ross.  &  M.  215.  So.  Lord  Eldon.  in  Ware  v.  PolhiU,  11  Ves.  278,  and  in  Phillips, 
Ex  parte,  19  Yes.  122,  was  very  guarded  in  laying  down  the  power  of  the  court  in 
changing  infant's  property,  so  as  not  to  affect  the  infant's  power  over  it  when  he 
comes  of  age,  or  to  change  its  descendible  character.  If  the  holder  of  a  check  upon 
a  banker  increases  the  amount  of  it  in  such  a  manner  that  no  one  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  could  detect  the  alteration,  and  it  be  presented  and  paid,  the  bank 
must  answer  for  the  sum  fraudulently  drawn.  Hall  v.  Fuller,  5  B.  &  C.  750.  But  as 
a  general  rule,  in  respect  to  stocks  held  in  trust,  such  trustees  are  not  to  look  beyond 
the  legal  title,  or  to  take  notice  aliunde  of  trusts  chargeable  upon  the  stock.    Hartga 
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sonal  estate  of  the  infant  into  real,  or  buy  land  with  the  infant's 
money,  without  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  The 
power  resides  in  that  court  to  change  the  property  of  infants 
from  real  into  personal,  and  from  personal  into  real,  whenever  it 
appears  to  be  manifestly  for  the  infant's  benefit,  (e)     It  is  said 

r.  Bank  of  England,  3  Ves.  65 ;  Bank  of  England  v.  Panoni,  6  id.  665 ;  Franklin  v. 
The  Bank  of  England,  1  Russ.  575. 

(c)  Earl  of  Winchekea  v.  Norcliffe,  1  Vern.  434;  Inwood  v.  Twyne,  Amb.  417 ; 
2  Eden.  148, 158, 8.  c. ;  Ashbnrton  v.  Aahbnrton,  6  Vea.  6 ;  Huger  r.  Huger,  8  Desaus. 
18;  Doraejr  v.  Gilbert,  11  GiU  &  J.  87 ;  3  Johni.  Ch.  848,  370;  Hedges  v.  Riker, 
6  id.  1G3 ;  [Rinker  v.  Streit,  33  Gratt.  663.  Comp.  Thompson  v.  Pettibone,  79  Ej. 
319.]  By  the  EngUsh  statute  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  97,  trustees  of  stock  belonging  to  an 
infant  or  lunatic  may  give  power  to  receive  dividends.  Equity  will  not  interfere  ut 
advenwn  to  change  real  into  personal  estate  by  a  sale,  without  requiring  it  to  retain 
throughout  the  character  of  the  original  fund.  Foster  v.  Hilliard,  1  Story,  77.  And 
it  is  a  well-settled  rule  in  chancery,  that  when  land  is  directed  to  be  sold  and  turned 
into  money,  or  money  is  directed  to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  courts  of 
equity,  in  dealing  with  the  subject,  will  consider  it  that  species  of  property  into  which 
it  is  directed  to  be  converted.  What  is  legally  agreed  to  be  done,  is  considered  as 
done.  Wheldale  v.  Partridge,  6  Ves.  806;  Craig  v.  Leslie.  8  Wheat.  668,  577-588; 
Peter  p.  Beverley,  10  Peters,  533;  Ilawley  v.  James,  5  Paige,  320;  Walworth,  Chan- 
cellor, in  Gott  V.  Cook,  7  Paige,  584;  Cowen,  J.,  in  Kane  v.  Gott,  24  Wend.  660; 
Rutherford  v.  Green,  2  Ired.  [Eq.]  (N.  C.)  122;  Reading  v.  Blackwell,  Baldw.  C.  C. 
166 ;  Rhinehart  v,  Harrison,  ib.  177.  See  also  infra,  476,  n.  The  English  authorities 
on  this  subject  are  collected  in  Fonblauque  Eq.  L  b.  1,  c.  6,  sec.  0,  notes  # ,  t ;  New  land 
on  Contracts,  c.  8,  pp.  48-64 ;  2  Story  on  Equity,  99,  585-587 ;  Burge's  Comm.  on 
Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  ii.  53-57 ;  2  Jarman's  Powell  on  iVevlses,  c  4,  p.  60; 
Leigh  ft  Dalz.  on  Eq.  Conversion,  48,  &e.  The  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  in  1844, 
art  4,  sec.  7,  prohibits  the  passing  of  any  private  or  special  law  for  the  sale  of  lands 
belonging  to  any  minor,  or  other  persons  under  no  legal  disability  to  act  for  them- 
selves. Before  this  constitutional  provision,  the  legislature  had  the  authority  in  its 
discretion,  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  that  authority  in  the  case  of  infants  and 
lunatics ;  and  I  presume  it  has  it  still.  Snowhill  r.  Snowhill,  2  Green  Ch.  (N.  J.)  20. 
If,  under  a  power  to  sell  real  estate  for  cerUin  purposes,  a  sale  be  made,  and  if  there 
be  a  surplus  undisposed  of,  it  goes  to  the  heir  at  law  as  real  esUte.  Leigh  &  Dalz. 
on  Conversion,  92 ;  Estate  of  Tilghman,  5  Wharton,  44;  Snowhill  c.  Ex'r  of  S., 
1  Green  Ch.  (N.  J.)  80.  The  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion,  as  applied  to  the 
change  of  real  into  personal  esUte,  seems  to  rest  upon  the  question  whether  the 
testator  meant  to  give  to  the  produce  of  real  estate  the  quaUty  of  personalty  to  all 
intenttf  or  only  to  far  as  respected  the  particular  purposes  of  the  will.  Unless  the 
first  purpose  be  clearly  declared,  then  so  much  of  the  real  estate,  or  the  produce 
thereof,  as  is  not  effectually  disposed  of  by  the  will,  or  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  it» 
results  to  the  heir  at  law.  Cruse  v.  Barley,  8  P.  Wms.  20,  Mr.  Cox's  note  thereto ; 
Digby  17.  Legard,  cited  in  the  note  of  Mr.  Cox;  Ackroyd  v.  Sroithson,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
60.3,  and  Lord  Eldon's  argument  in  that  case ;  Amphlett  v,  Parke,  2  Russ.  &  My. 
221 ;  Wright  v.  Trustees  of  Meth.  Ep.  Church,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  218-222.  In  this  last  case 
the  authorities  are  all  collected  and  examined  with  ability  and  learning.  So,  on  the 
other  hand,  in  Cogan  v,  Stephens,  decided  by  Sir  Christopher  Pepys,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  in  November,  1836,  and  reported  in  Appendix  No.  2  to  Lewin  on  Trusts.  It 
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ibat  the  latter  power  may  be  exercised  by  a  guardian  or  trustee, 
in  a  clear  and  strong  case,  without  the  previous  order  of  a  court 
of  equity ;  but  the  infant,  when  he  arrives  at  full  age,  will  be 
entitled,  at  his  election,  to  take  the  land  or  the  money,  with 
interest ;  and  if  he  elects  the  latter,  chancery  will  take  care  that 
justice  be  done,  by  considering  the  ward  as  trustee  for  the  guar- 
dian of  the  lands  standing  in  his  name,  and  will  direct  the  ward 
to  convey,  (d)  And  if  the  guardian  puts  the  ward's  money  in 
trade,  the  ward  will  be  equally  entitled  to  elect  to  take  the 
profits  of  the  trade,  or  the  principal  with  compound  interest,  to 
meet  those  profits  when  the  guardian  will  not  disclose  them,  (e) 
So,  if  he  neglects  to  put  the  ward's  money  at  interest,  but 
negligently,  and  for  an  unreasonable  •time,  suflfers  it  to  *231 
lie  idle,  or  mingles  it  with  his  own,  the  court  will  charge 
him  with  simple  interest,  and,  in  cases  of  gross  delinquency,  with 

6«em8  to  be  equally  settled,  by  the  powerful  decision  in  that  case,  that  where  the 
testator  directs  money  to  be  inrested  in  land  for  certain  purposes,  some  of  which  are 
lawful  and  take  effect,  and  others  fail  and  become  Toid,  the  property  so  given,  after 
satisfying  the  lawful  purposes,  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  and  not  to  the  heir.  [s.  a 
6  L.  J.  M.  B.  Ch.  17.]  This  whole  doctrine  of  constructive  conversion  is  fully  di»- 
eussed,  and  the  cases  well  examined  and  digested,  in  Jarman  on  Wills,  i.  c.  Ift 
Boston  ed.  1845,  edited  by  J.  C.  Perkins,  Esq. 

{d)  Caplinger  v,  Stokes.  Meigs  (Tenn.),  175;  Eckford  v.  De  Kay,  8  Paige,  89. 
That  such  a  power  might  be  exercised  without  a  previous  authority  was  intimated  in 
2  Eden,  152, 153,  and  Amb.  410;  and  it  was  allowed  and  sustained  afterwards  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1  Rawie,  266.  But  it  is  an  extremely  perilous 
act  in  a  truatee,  and  cannot  be  recommended.  The  Court  of  Chancery  itself  has  no 
intierent  original  jurisdiction  to  direct  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  an  infant.  The 
power  is  derived  entirely  from  statute.  Taylor  v.  PhilHps,  2  Ves.  28 ;  Russell  r. 
RoMeU,  1  Molloy,  526;  Rogers  v.  Dill,  6  Hill  (N.  T.),  415.  In  Virginia,  the  guardian 
cannot  apply  any  part  of  the  principal  of  the  infant's  estate  to  his  education  or  support 
without  the  previous  consent  of  the  court  appointing  him.  Myers  v.  Wade,  6  Rand. 
444.  A  court  of  chancery  may,  in  its  discretion,  appropriate  the  capital  of  the  ward, 
and  apply  it  for  maintenance ;  but  the  guardian  does  it,  without  such  order,  at  his 
peril  Long  v.  Norcom,  2  Ired.  Eq.  (N.  C. )  864 ;  [In  re  Lane,  17  E.  L.  &  Eq.  162.]  Vide 
nqfrOf  103,  n.  (c).  If  a  mother  has  maintained  her  infant  child  without  the  order  of 
the  court,  she  will  be  entitled  only  to  a  liberal  indemnity  for  what  she  has  expended, 
without  reference  to  the  amount  of  his  fortune,  though  if  the  court  be  applied  to  for  a 
prospectiTe  allowance,  regard  may  be  had  to  his  fortune.  Bruin  v.  Knott,  in  Ch.  by 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  1845.  It  is  the  general  statute  law  throughout  the  United  States 
that  the  lands  of  infants  may  be  sold,  when  their  interest  or  that  of  others  requires  it, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  courts  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject.  The  guardian  is  the 
proper  person  to  apply  for  the  authority,  and  to  exercise  it.  Statute  Law  of  Kentucky 
of  181.3;  R.  L.  of  N.  Y.  ii.  104;  Prince's  IMg.  of  Laws  of  Georgia,  1837,  pp.  248.  248, 
250;  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes  of  1836.  pt.  2.  tit.  5,  c.  71,  72;  ib.  tit.  7,  c.  70. 

(«)  Docker  v.  Somes,  2  My.  &  K.  665,  and  notes  (c)  and  (d)  below. 
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compoiiiid  interest.  These  principles  are  understood  to  be  well 
established  in  the  English  equity  system,  and  they  apply  to 
trustees  of  every  kind ;  (a)  and  the  principal  authorities  upon 
which  they  rest  were  collected  and  reviewed  in  the  chancery 
decisions  in  New  York,  to  which  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer,  as 
they  have  recognized  the  same  doctrine,  (i)  Those  doctrines, 
with  some  exceptions,  pervade  the  jurisprudence  of  the  United 
States,  (c) 

(o)  They  have  been  applied  to  a  sheriff  who  kept  money  in  the  hands  of  his  banker 
for  years,  without  color  of  right.    The  King  v.  Villers,  U  Price,  575. 

(6)  Green  v.  Winter,  1  Johns.  Ch.  26;  Dunscomb  v.  Dunscomb,  ib.  608;  Schieffe- 
lin  V.  Stewart,  ib.  620;  Holridge  v.  Gillespie,  2  Johns.  Ch.  30;  Davoue  v.  Fanning,  ib. 
252 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Johns.  Ch.  281 ;  Evertson  v.  Tappen,  5  Johns.  Ch.  497 ;  Clark- 
son  V.  De  Peyster,  Hopk.  424;  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  ib.  616.  The  principle  on  which 
interest  is  charged,  as  against  trustees  who  neglect  to  invest  trust  moneys,  or  unduly 
misapply  them,  and  the  authorities,  both  in  England  and  in  the  Roman  jurisprudence, 
in  which  the  justice  and  policy  of  the  rule  are  explained  and  enforced,  are  referred  to 
and  discussed  by  the  district  judge  of  the  U.  S.  in  Maine,  in  the  Matter  of  Thorp, 
K.  Y.  Legal  Observer  for  October,  1846  [W.  877.] 

(c)  Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  825,  326;  2  N.  H.  218;  1  Mason,  845;  5  Conn. 
476 ;  1  Peters,  864 ;  Fox  v.  Wilcocks,  1  Binney,  194;  3  Desaus.  241 ;  4  Desaus.  702- 
705;  Ringgold  v.  Ringgold,  1  Harr.  &  G.  11;  Edmonds  v,  Crenshaw,  State  £q.  Rep. 
S.  C.  224 ;  Turney  v.  Williams,  7  Yerg.  172 ;  Karr  v.  Karr,  6  Dana  (Ky.),  3.  In  this 
last  case,  compound  interest,  by  means  of  periodical  rests  biennially,  was  allowed,  as 
the  guardian  has  suffered  interest  to  lie  idle.  A  guardian  settled  his  account  with  an 
infant  within  a  month  after  he  came  of  age,  and  when  the  latter  had  no  friend  or 
adviser  on  his  part.  Account  ordered  to  be  opened,  notwithstanding  the  vouchers 
had  been  delivered  up.  Revett  v.  Harvey,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  502.  The  practice,  as  to 
allowing  interest,  and  in  strong  cases  compound  interest,  against  trustees,  is  fully  dis- 
cussed in  Wright  V.  Wright,  2  M'Cord,  Ch.  (S.  C.)  186.  In  New  Jersey,  guardians 
who  omit  to  put  the  ward's  money  at  interest,  by  reason  of  fault  or  negligence,  are 
chargeable  with  ten  per  cent  interest.    Revised  Laws,  770,  sec.  11. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  text,  that,  in  cases  of  gross  delinquency  as  to  trust 
moneys,  an  executor  or  other  trustee  will  be  charged  with  compound  interest,  though 
just  and  reasonable  in  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  applied,  has  in  some  instances 
been  rather  unsparingly  condemned.  Let  us  for  a  moment  examine  its  foundations. 
In  Raphael  v.  Boehm,  11  Yes.  92,  13  id.  407,  690,  it  was  applied  to  a  case  where  the 
executor  was  directed,  from  time  to  time,  to  convert  the  interest  into  principal,  and  he 
disregarded  the  direction  to  accumulate.  In  Schieffelin  v.  Stewart,  1  Johns.  Ch.  620, 
the  administrator  did  much  worse.  He  employed  the  trust  moneys  in  trade  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  refused  to  give  an  account  of  the  profits.  In  the  first  case,  the  doc- 
trine received  the  sanction  of  Lord  Rosslyn,  Lord  Eldon,  and  Lord  Erskine,  before 
all  of  whom  the  cause  was  successively  brought.  The  same  doctrine  was  afterwards 
recognized  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  Baker,  18  Yes.  246,  and  enforced  by  the  House 
of  Lords  on  appeal,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Lord  Redesdale,  in  Stackpoole  v, 
Stackpoole,  4  Dow,  209.  The  only  case  in  the  English  courts  in  which  the  doctrine 
has  been  directly  questioned  and  condemned  is  that  of  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter,  1  Mad. 
200.  The  vice-chancellor  in  that  case  only  refused  to  apply  it  to  the  fact  of  neg- 
ligence in  the  executor,  and  be  admitted  that  a  distinction  ought  to  be  taken  between 
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Id  the  French  law,  when  children  are  orphans,  and  have  no 
guardian  appointed  by  the  pai-ents,  nor  by  the  judge  within  the 

negligence  and  mUfeasance  and  corraption.  In  this  coantrj,  I  may  only  allude  to 
the  case  already  mentioned  in  the  New  York  chancery,  and  I  would  then  observe  that 
the  mle  was  very  well  discussed  so  late  as  1827,  in  South  Carolina,  by  Judge  Nott,  in 
giTing  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Wright  v.  Wright,  2  M'Cord,  Ch.  185.  He 
admitted,  and  Chancellor  Desaussure  declared,  that  the  general  rule  in  South  Caro- 
lina was  against  allowing  rests  and  compound  interests  against  trustees.  He  said, 
liowerer,  that  some  cases  would  require  it,  though  it  might  be  difficult  to  draw  with 
precision  a  line  of  distinction  between  those  cases  in  which  the  rule  should  and  should 
not  apply.  He  approved  of  its  application  as  just  and  proper  in  the  two  cases  of 
Baphael  v,  Boehm  and  Schieifelin  v.  Stewart,  and  he  thought  that  the  cases  in  which 
oompoond  interest  was  to  be  charged  against  trustees  for  abuse  of  trust  were  rather 
exceptions  to  a  general  rule  than  parts  of  one.  So,  in  Ringgold  v.  Ringgold,  1  Harr. 
&  6. 11,  and  I>iffenderffer  o.  Winder,  3  Gill  &  J.  311,  s.  c.  Raymond's  Digested  Chan- 
cery Cases,  363,  compound  interest  was  allowed  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Maryland, 
where  a  trustee  speculated  with  the  trust  funds,  and  endeavored  to  stifle  inquiry ;  and 
in  another  case,  where  he  was  directed  to  invest  funds,  and  receive  dividends,  and 
accumulate  the  fund,  and  when  he  had  ^sregarded  that  duty,  and  applied  the  funds 
to  his  own  use.  It  has  also  received  the  sanction  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Kentucky, 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  and  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina, 
litting  in  equity,  as  proper  in  certain  cases.  Fay  v.  Howe,  1  Pick.  527 ;  Boyuton  v. 
Dyer,  18  Pick.  1 ;  Hughes  v.  Smith,  2  Dana  (Ky.),  263;  Hodge  v.  Hawkins,  1  Dev. 
&  Batt.  Eq.  566 ;  Earr  v.  Karr,  6  Dana,  8.  The  principle  on  which  tlie  allowance  of 
compound  interest  has  been  made,  even  in  cases  in  which  it  has  been  allowed,  would 
leem  to  be  condemned  in  Pennsylvania,  in  the  recent  case  of  English  v.  Harvey, 
2  Bawle,  309,  and  especially  in  the  elaborate  review  of  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of 
Peter  M'Call,  1  Ashniead,  367.  Compound  interest,  in  any  case  of  the  kind,  is  regarded 
SB  too  severe  and  penal  upon  defaulting  trustees,  and  as  being  only  imperfectly  sus- 
tained by  authority.  It  appears  to  me,  on  the  other  hand,  that  authority,  both  foreign 
and  domestic,  and  the  reason  of  the  thing,  preponderate  alike  in  favor  of  the  allow- 
ance under  the  limitations  stated,  and  that  the  total  abandonment  of  the  rule  would 
operate,  in  many  cases,  most  unjustly,  as  respects  the  right  of  the  centui  que  trust,  and 
would  introduce  a  lax  discipline  that  would  be  dangerous  to  the  vigilant  and  faithful 
administration  of  trust  estates.  It  would  be  tempting  trustees  to  keep  in  hand,  for 
their  own  speculation  and  profit,  the  interest  moneys  of  others  without  interest,  con- 
trary to  their  duty.  If  a  trustee  might  go  and  trade  with  trust  moneys,  and  make  no 
account  of  the  profits,  and  without  any  other  penalty  than  the  payment  of  simple 
interest,  without  annual  rests,  on  the  capital  so  corruptly  perverted,  the  temptation  to 
abuse  would  be  irresistible.  Such  men  ought  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  plain  but  whole- 
some rules  of  Lord  Eldon  ;  and  the  legal  responsibilities  of  trustees,  as  laid  down  in 
the  text,  is  correctly  stated.  This  doctrine  has  recently  received  the  powerful  sanc- 
tion of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  chief  jus- 
tice, in  the  case  of  Harland's  Accounts.  6  Kawle,  323.  The  cases,  both  foreign  and 
domestic,  are,  in  this  opinion,  examined,  and  tlie  argument  in  favor  of  the  allowance 
of  annual  rests,  or  compound  interest,  when  the  trustee,  be  he  executor,  administra- 
tor, guardian,  or  other  trustee,  grossly  disregards  his  duty,  is  conclusively  stated,  and 
it  applies  to  those  cases  in  which  such  an  allowance  becomes  necessary  to  place  the 
ceavi  que  trutt  in  the  condition  in  which  a  conscientious  discharge  of  the  trust  would 
have  placed  him.    See  infra,  680,  note.    In  the  English  equity  court  it  seems  to  be 
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limitations  prescribed,  there  is  to  be  a  meeting  of  the  family 
(^c<m8eil  defamille)  for  the  nomination  of  a  guardian.  The  family 
council  is  composed  of  six  relations,  half  from  the  paternal  and 
half  from  the  maternal  line,  and  the  provision  is  very  specific  in 
its  details.  This  provision  has  been  incorporated,  with  some 
small  variations,  into  the  civil  code  of  Louisiana,  (d) 

nnsettled  what  shall  be  the  mode  and  extent  of  the  responsibility  of  trustees,  where 
they  are  directed  to  inyest  trust  moneys  in  the  public  stocks  or  in  real  security,  and 
they  do  neither.  Sir  John  Leach,  the  vice-chancellor,  in  Marsh  v.  Hunter,  Madd.  & 
Gel.  295,  held  that  they  should  be  answerable  for  the  principal  money  only,  and  not 
for  the  amount  of  stock  which  miglit  have  been  purchased.  But  in  Hockley  r.  Ban- 
tock,  1  Russ.  141,  Lord  Gilford,  the  master  of  the  rolls,  held  differently,  and  that  the 
trustees  were  answerable  in  a  way  the  most  beneDcial  to  the  cethU  qus  trutt,  and  at  his 
option,  either  for  the  money  or  tlie  stock  which  might  have  been  purchased.  Lord 
Langdale,  the  master  of  the  rolls,  in  Watts  v.  Girdlestone,  6  Beav.  188,  adopted  the 
same  principle  of  compensation.  But,  again,  in  Shepherd  v.  Mouls,  4  Hare,  500,  Sir 
James  Wigram,  the  vice^;hanceUor,  adopted  the  precedent  established  by  Sir  John 
Leach  in  Marsh  t*.  Hunter.^ 

id)  Code  Civil,  b.  1,  tit  10,  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  288,  Ac. 

1  See  226,  n.  1  ad  Jin, 
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LECTURE    XXXL 

OP  INFANTS. 

1.  When  of  Age. — The  necessity  of  guardiaDS  results  from  the 
inability  of  infants  to  take  care  of  themselyes  ;  and  this  inability 
contmues,  in  contemplation  of  law,  until  the  infant  has  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  The  age  of  twenty-one  is  the 
period  of  majority  for  both  sexes,  according  to  the  English  com- 
mon law.  and  that  age  is  completed  on  the  beginning  of  the  day 
preceding  the  anniversary  of  the  person's  bii*th.  (a)  The  age  of 
twenty-one  is  probably  the  period  of  absolute  majority  throughout 
the  United  States,  thoi^h  female  infants,  in  some  of  them,  have 
enlarged  capacity  to  act  at  the  age  of  e^hteen.  In  Vermont 
and  Ohio,  females  are  deemed  of  age  at  the  age  of  eighteen,  (i) 
Louisiana  follows,  in  this  respect,  the  common-law  period  of 
limitation,  though  entire  majority  by  the  civil  law,  as  to  females 
as  well  as  males,  was  not  until  the  age  of  twenty-five  ;  and  Spain 
and  Holland  follow,  as  to  males,  the  rule  of  the  civil  law.  (c) 

(a)  Anon.,  1  Sa)k.  44;  1  Ld.  Raym.  480;  Sir  Robert  Howard's  Case,  2  Salk.  626; 
Hamlin  v.  Stevenson,  4  Dana  (Ej.),  5OT;  State  v.  Clarke,  8  Harr.  (Bel.)  667. 

{h)  0  Vt.  42,  79. 

(e)  inat  1.  23;  Partidas  on  Obligations,  6. 11.  6;  Institutes  of  the  Civil  Law  of 
Spain,  b.  1,  tit.  1,  c.  1,  sec.  3 ;  Institutes  of  the  Laws  of  Holland,  by  Van  der  Linden, 
b.  1,  e.  6,  sec.  7 ;  Code  Civil,  art.  388,  488;  1  TouUier,  153 ;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana, 
art  41,  93.  The  law  of  the  domicile  of  birth  governs  the  state  and  condition  of  the 
minor,  into  whatever  country  he  removes,  and  his  minority  ceases  at  the  period  fixed 
bv  those  laws  for  his  majority.^  Barrera  p.  Alpuente,  18  Martin  (La.),  69.  This  is 
the  rule,  as  understood  by  many  continental  civilians.  A  person  being  a  minor,  or 
of  majority  by  the  law  of  his  native  domicile,  carries  that  condition  with  him  wher- 
ever be  goes.  Huberus,  lib.  1,  tit.  3,  sec.  12.  See  also  Boullenois  and  others,  cited 
in  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  61  et  geq.]  But  this  rule  is  to  be  taken  with  very 
important  quaUflcations.  The  state  and  condition  of  the  person,  according  to  the  law 
(rf  bis  domidle,  will  generally,  though  not  universally,  be  regarded  in  other  countries 
as  to  acts  done,  or  rights  acquired,  or  contracts  made,  in  the  place  of  his  native  domi- 
cile ;  but  as  to  acts,  rights,  and  contracts  done,  acquired,  or  made,  out  of  his  native 
donddle,  the  lex  loci  wUl  generally  govern  in  respect  to  his  capacity  and  condi- 

1  See  226,  n.  1. 
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By  the  French  Civil  Code,  the  age  of  full  capacity  is  twenty-one 
years,  except  that  twenty-five  years  is  the  majority  for  contract- 
ing marriage  without  paternal  consent  by  the  male,  and  twent}-- 
one  by  the  female.  Code  Civil,  sees.  145,  488.  Nor  can  infants 
do  any  act  to  the  injury  of  their  property,  which  they  may  not 
avoid  or  rescind  when  they  arrive  at  full  age.  The  responsibil- 
ity of  infants  for  crimes  by  them  committed  depends  less 
*  284  on  their  *  age  than  on  the  extent  of  their  discretion  and 
capacity  to  discern  right  and  wrong. 
2.  Acts  Void  or  Voidable.  —  Most  of  the  acts  of  infants  are 
voidable  only,  and  not  absolutely  void ;  and  it  is  deemed  sufficient 
if  the  infant  be  allowed,  when  he  attains  maturity,  the  privilege 
to  affirm  or  avoid,  in  his  discretion,  his  acts  done  and  contracts 
made  in  infancy.  But  when  we  attempt  to  ascertain  from  the 
books  the  precise  line  of  distinction  between  void  and  voidable 
acts,  and  between  the  cases  which  require  some  act  to  affirm  a 
contract,  in  order  to  make  it  good,  and  some  act  to  disaffirm  it, 
in  order  to  get  rid  of  its  operation,  we  meet  with  much  contra- 
diction and  confusion.  A  late  writer,  who  has  compiled  a  pro- 
fessed treatise  on  the  law  of  infancy,  concludes,  from  a  review  of 
the  cases,  that  the  only  safe  criterion  by  which  we  can  ascertain 
whether  the  act  of  an  infant  be  void  or  voidable  is,  ^^  that  acts 
which  are  capable  of  being  legally  ratified  are  voidable  only ; 
and  acts  which  are  incapable  of  being  legally  ratified  are  abso- 
lutely void."  (i)  But  the  criterion  here  given  does  not  appear 
to  free  the  question  from  its  embarrassment,  or  aflfbrd  a  clear 
and  definite  test.  All  the  books  are  said  to  agree  in  one  result, 
that  whenever  the  act  done  majf  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant, 
it  shall  not  be  considered  void,  but  he  shall  have  his  election, 
when  he  comes  of  age,  to  affirm  or  avoid  it ;  and  this,  says  Ch. 
J.  Parker,  (c)  is  the  only  clear  and  definite  proposition  which 

tion.  If,  for  instance,  a  person  be  a  minor  by  the  law  of  his  domicile  until  the  age 
of  twenty-flve,  yet,  in  another  country,  where  twenty-one  is  the  age  of  majority,  he 
may,  on  attaining  that  age,  make  in  such  other  country  a  yalid  contract.  Male  v. 
Roberts,  3  Esp.  163 ;  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.  189 ;  Story  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws,  96,  97,  364 ;  Saul  v.  His  Creditors,  17  Martin  (La.),  507  ;  Barge's  Comm.  on 
Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  i.  103-184.  In  respect  to  the  control  of  real  property, 
the  law  of  the  domicile  yields  to  the  lex  rei  sita.  This  is  an  acknowledged  and  uni- 
versal principle.  The  continental  authorities  are  cited  numerously  and  at  large,  in 
the  last  work  above  mentioned,  on  the  subject  of  minors  and  the  law  of  majori^. 

(d)  Bingham  on  Infancy,  33,  [45.] 

(e)  Whitney  v.  Dutch,  14  Mass.  457 
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can  be  extracted  from  the  authorities.  But  we  are  involved  in 
difficulty,  as  that  learned  judge  admits,  when  we  come  to  the 
application  of  this  principle.  In  Zouch  v.  Parsons  (/)  it  was 
held  by  the  K.  B.,  after  a  full  discussion  and  great  consideration 
of  the  case,  that  an  infantas  conveyance  by  lease  and  release  was 
Yoidable  only ;  and  yet  Mr.  Preston  (^)  condemns  that 
decision  in  the  *  most  peremptory  terms,  as  confounding  *  235 
all  distinctions  and  authorities  on  the  point ;  and  he  says 
that  Lord  Eldon  repeatedly  questioned  its  accuracy.  On  the 
other  hand,  Mr.  Bingham  (a)  undertakes  to  show,  from  reason 
and  authority,  that  the  decision  in  Burrow  is  well  founded  ;  and 
he  insists  (6)  that  all  the  deeds,  acts,  and  contracts  of  an  infant, 
except  an  account  stated,  a  warrant  of  attorney,  a  will  of  lands, 
a  release  as  executor,  and  a  conveyance  to  his  guardian,  are,  in 
judgment  of  law,  voidable  only,  and  not  absolutely  void,  (c) 
Bat  the  modem  as  well  as  ancient  cases  are  much  broader  in 
their  exception.  Thus,  it  is  held  that  a  negotiable  note,  given 
by  an  infant,  even  for  necessaries,  is  void ;  (rf)  and  he  is  not 
liable  for  money  borrowed,  though  applied  to  necessaries  ;  (e) 
and  his  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  void ;  (f)  and  his 
contract  as  security  for  another  is  absolutely  void ;  (^)  and  a 
bond  with  a  penalty,  though  given  for  necessaries,  is  void.  (A)  It 
must  be  admitted,  however,  that  the  tendency  of  the  modern  deci- 
sions is  in  favor  of  the  reasonableness  and  policy  of  a  very  liberal 
extension  of  the  rule,  that  the  acts  and  contracts  of  infants 
should  be  deemed  voidable  only,  and  subject  to  their  election 

(/)  8  Burr.  1794. 

ig)  Treatise  on  Con7eyancing,  ii.  249 ;  Treatise  on  Abstracts  of  Title, !.  S24. 

(a)  Law  of  Infancy,  c.  2. 

(6)  See  his  work,  34,  [46 ;]  and  also  his  preface. 

(c)  In  Williams  v.  Moor,  11  M.  &  W.  256,  it  was  held  that  an  account  stated  by  an 
infant  was  not  to  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  goods  sold,  and  was  voidable 
only.    Tlie  old  authorities  were  overruled. 

(</)  Swasey  v.  Vanderheyden.  10  Johns.  33;  Tmeraan  y.  Hurst,  1  T.  R.  40; 
M'Crillis  v.  How,  3  N.  H.  348;  M'Mlnn  v.  Richmonds,  6  Yerg.  1  ;  contra,  Dubose  r. 
Wheddon,  4  M'Cord,  221.  In  Everson  v.  Carpenter,  17  Wend.  419,  and  in  Reed  v. 
Bachellor,  1  Mete.  559,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  promissory  note  of  an  infant  was 
merely  roidable,  and  could  be  made  available  by  a  new  promise  after  he  was  of 
age.  See  also,  to  the  same  point,  1  Berton,  N,  B.  28,  and  that  it  is  now  the  better 
doctrine. 

(«)  Randall  v.  Sweet,  1  Denio,  460.  (/)  Williamson  v.  Watts,  1  Camp.  552. 

{g)  Curtm  v.  Patton,  11  Serg.  &  R.  305, 

(A)  Co.  Litt.  172,  a,  recognized  as  being  still  the  law  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  3  Maule  & 
S.482. 
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when  they  become  of  age,  either  to  aflSinn  or  disaTOir  them,  (i) 
If  their  contracts  were  absolutely  yoid,  it  would  follow 
*  236  *  as  a  consequence  that  the  contract  could  have  no  effect, 
and  the  party  contracting  with  the  infant  would  be  equally 
dislsharged.  (a)  The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Zatieh  v.  Par$im$ 
has  been  recognized  as  law  in  this  country,  and  it  is  not  now  to 
be  shaken.  (6)  On  the  authority  of  that  case,  even  the  bond  of 
an  infant  has  been  held  to  be  voidable  only  at  his  election,  (c) 
It  is  an  equitable  rule,  and  most  for  the  infant's  benefit,  that  his 
conveyances  to  and  from  himself,  and  his  contracts,  in  most  cases, 
should  be  considered  to  be  voidable  only,  (d)  Lord  Ch.  J.  Eyre, 
in  Keane  v.  Boycott^  {e)  undertook  to  reconcile  the  doctiine  of 
void  and  voidable  contracts  on  the  ground  that  when  the  court 
could  pronounce  the  contract  to  be  to  the  infant's  prejudice^  it 
was  void,  and  when  to  his  benefit,  as  for  necessaries,  it  was  good  ; 
and  when  the  contract  was  of  an  uncertain  nature  as  to  benefit 
or  prejudice,  it  was  voidable  only  at  the  election  of  the  infant. 
Judge  Story  declared  these  distinctions  to  be  founded  in  solid 

(t)  Wamsley  v.  lindenberger,  2  Rand.  47S.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Zouch  o.  Fanons, 
3  Burr.  1804,  held  the  law  to  have  been  truly  laid  down  by  Perkins,  sec.  12,  that 
"  all  such  gifts,  grants,  or  deeds,  raade  by  an  infant,  which  do  not  take  effect  by 
delivery  of  his  hand,  are  Toid.  But  such  gifts,  grants,  or  deeds,  made  by  an  infant 
by  matter  of  deed,  or  in  writing,  which  takes  effect  by  delivery  of  his  own  hand,  ai« 
Yoidable."  Chancellor  Jones,  in  Stafford  v.  Roof,  9  Cowen,  626,  adhered  to  this  dis- 
tinction, and  held  that  manual  delivery  was  requisite  to  render  the  infant's  deed  of 
land  or  chattels  voidable  only.  I  apprehend  that  the  modern  rule,  as  now  understood, 
IS  not  quite  so  precise. 

(a)  1  Fonb.  Tr.  of  Eq.  74.  In  Goodsell  v.  Myers,  3  Wend.  479,  and  Dubose  v. 
Wheddon,  4  M'Cord,  221,  it  was  held  that  the  note  of  an  infant  was  voidable  and 
not  void. 

(h)  Ch.  J.  RuiBn,  in  Hoyle  v,  Stowe,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  824,  825,  expresses  his  dis- 
approbation of  the  decision  in  Zouch  i;.  Parsons,  with  much  force  of  reasoning,  and 
he  says  it  is  not  received  as  settled  law.  But  in  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119,  it  was 
adjudged,  that  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  made  by  an  infant  was  like  a  feoffment 
with  livery  of  seisin,  voidable  only,  and  not  absolutely  void.  The  rule  was  even 
admitted  to  be  universal,  that  all  deeds  and  instruments  under  seal  executed  by  an 
infant  were  voidable  only,  with  the  single  exception  of  those  which  delegate  a  naked 
authority.  See  also  Mr.  Justice  Story,  m  10  Peters,  71,  and  the  Kagle  Fire  Coni- 
pany  v.  Lent,  6  Paige,  68Si,  s.  p.  ;  and  this  I  regard  as  the  general  American  law  on 
the  subject 

(c)  Conroe  v.  Birdsall,  1  Johns.  Cas.  127.  A  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of  lands  by 
an  infant  is  voidable  only.    Wheaton  v.  East,  6  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  41. 

(d)  Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  11  Johns.  589;  Oliver  v.  Houdlet,  18  Mass.  287 ;  Roberts 
V.  Wiggia,  1  N.  H.  73 ;  Wright  r.  Steele,  2  N.  H.  55 ;  Kline  v.  Beebe,  6  Conn.  494. 

(e)  2  H.  Bl.  511. 
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reason,  (f)^  and  they  are  considered  to  be  so,  and  the  point  is 
not  susceptible  of  greater  precision. 

liMon,  82;  Wheaton  v.  East,  6  Terg.  41 ;  M'Bdnn  o.  Bichinonds,  6  id. 


if)  I 

I,  8.  P. 

1  Imfiud'8  Ayremads,  —  (a)  Some  other 
caaet  have  been  determined  on  the  ground 
that  a  contract  which  the  court  coold  see 
not  to  be  beneficial  to  the  infant  waa 
void.    Beg.  r.  Lord,  12  Q.  B.  767 ;  Cron- 
ife  V.  Clark,  4  Md.  Ch.  403 ;  [Swafford  v, 
Ferguson,  3  Lea,  292.]     See  du^  in  Bob- 
htton  V.  Weeks,  56  Me.  102;  Slator  o. 
Bfady,  14  Ir.  Com.  L.  61,  64,  66;  Monu- 
mental Bldg.  Ass.  No.  2  V.  Herman,  88 
Md.  128 ;  [Owen  v.  Long,  112  Mass.  408.] 
But  this  distinction  has  been  disapproyed. 
WeaTer  r.  Jones,  24  Ala.  420,  424 ;  Cnm- 
mings  p.  Powell,  8  Tex.  80,  00.     See 
Northwestern   Rj.  Co.  v.  M'Michael,  6 
Ezch.  114,  127.     And  not   only    ha^e 
aotes,  gifts  (see  cases  cited  later  in  this 
oote),  and  bonds  been  held  not  to  be 
Toid,  Wearer  v.  Jones,  supra;  Mostard 
V.  Wohlford,  15  Gratt.  320,  887;  Guthrie 
V.  Morris,  22  Ark.  411 ;  but  even  a  power 
of  attomej  has  been  held  only  roidable, 
Hastings   v,    Dollarhide,    24    Cal.  195; 
Hardy  r.  Waters,  88  Me.  460.    Bnt  see 
Knox  9.  Flack,  22  Penn.  St.  887 ;  Pickler 
p.  The  Stete,  18  Ind.  266  j  Cole  t*.  Pen- 
nojer,  14  ni.  15a    Certainly  Lord's  case 
is  consistent   with   another   distinction 
which  has   been  taken,  that,  generally 
speaking,  the  executory  contracts  of  an 
infant  are  inralld  until  ratified  by  him 
after  coming  of  age,  but  that  his  executed 
contracts  and  conveyances  are  binding 
VDtfi  avoided.    State  r.  Plaisted,  48  N.  H. 
413;  Hastings  r.  Dollarhide.  24  Cal.  196, 
212.   The  first  branch  of  this  proposition 
has  been  applied,  although  without  allud- 
ing to  a  distinction  between  executory 
tnd  executed    contracts,  in  Proctor  v. 
Sears,  4  Allen,  05  (where  an  express 
promise  is  said  to  be  necessary,  going 
farther  than  the  New  York  cases) ;  Ken- 


nedy V.  Doyle,  10  Allen,  161;  Henry  v. 
Root,  83  N.  Y.  526, 643 ;  Walsh  v.  Powers, 
43  N.  Y.  28 ;  New  H.  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Noyes,  32  N.  H.  846.  But  the  ratification 
will  bind  the  infant,  although  made  in 
ignorance  of  his  legal  immunity.  Morse 
V.  Wheeler,  4  Allen,  570 ;  contra,  Hinely 
V.  Margarits,  3  Barr,  428.  We  may  add 
to  the  above,  cases  of  promissory  notes 
held  binding  after  ratification,  Little  v. 
Duncan,  9  Rich.  (S.  C.)  56;  Mayer  v. 
McLure,  36  Miss.  889 ;  Stem  v.  Freeman, 
4  Met.  (Ky.)  809.  See  Henry  v.  Root,  33 
N.  Y.  526,  543.  For  the  English  rule, 
see  Rowe  v.  Hopwood,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  1, 
and  cases  cited.  If  the  consideration 
moving  to  the  infant  is  executed,  and  he 
has  spent  or  parted  with  it  before  coming 
of  age,  it  will  not  make  his  contract 
any  more  binding.  Price  v.  Furman,  27 
Vt  268,  271;  Manning  r.  Johnson,  26 
Ala.  446,  452.  But  if  he  has  it  in  his 
hands  at  majority,  he  must  return  it  if  he 
elects  not  to  keep  his  promise.  Henry 
r.  Root,  83  N.  Y.  526,  661;  Walsh  v. 
Powers,  48  N.  Y.  23,  26;  Mustard  v. 
Wohlford,  16  Gratt  329, 840, 341 ;  Walker 
r.  Davis,  1  Gray,  506,  609;  Price  v.  Fur- 
man,  aupTO,  Otherwise  in  some  states  he 
will  be  held  to  have  ratified.  A  sale  of 
the  consideration  by  the  infant's  adminis- 
trator has  been  held  a  ratification.  Shrop- 
shire V.  Bums,  46  Ala.  108.  It  has  been 
held  that  an  infant  who  had  agreed  to 
work  for  a  certain  time,  but  elected  to 
avoid  the  contract,  could  recover  for  the 
services  actually  rendered,  without  any 
deduction  for  damages  occasioned  by 
the  non-performance.  Derocher  v.  Conti- 
nental Mills,  68  Me.  217.  x^ 

(6)  As  to  an  infant's  conveyances  it  should 
be  mentioned  in  the  first  place  that  in 


xi  With  Derocher  v.  Continental  Mills 
compare  Spicer  v.  Earl,  41  Mich.  191. 
vouii.— 20 


The  better  rule,  on  principle  and  ac- 
cording to  the  weight  of  authority,  would 
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a  Aote  avoided  or  oonflnned. — If  the  deed  or  contract  of  an 
infant  be  voidable  only,  it  is  nevertheless  binding  on  the  adult 


Allen  V,  Allen,  2  Dr.  &  War.  907,  889,  the 
Lord  ChAncellor  Sngden  affirmB  Zonch  v. 
Panont,  and  says  it  was  adopted  bj  Lord 
Eldon  in  17  Vet.  883.  In  the  later  Amer- 
ican caaes,  infant*'  deeds  are  always 
treated  as  voidable  onlj.  286,  n.  (6),  and 
see  cases  cited  below.  So,  the  like  has 
been  thought  of  their  gifts  of  personalty. 
Person  v.  Chase,  87  Vt.  647.  See  John- 
son V.  Alden,  15  La.  An.  605;  Slaughter 
V.  Cunningham,  24  Ala.  260.  And  their 
unavoided  indorsement  of  notes  has  been 
held  to  pass  a  title  to  the  indorsee  as 
against  the  maker.  Hardy  v.  Waters,  88 
Me.  460;  Hastings  v.  Dollarhide,  24  Cal. 
195;  FrasBier  v.  Massey,  14  Ind.  882.  We 
have  seen  that  State  v,  Plaisted  lays  it 
down  that  a  distinct  act  of  disaffirmance 
is  necessary  in  this  class  of  cases,  and  this 
perhaps  would  not  be  disputed.  Slator  v, 
Brady,  14  Ir.  Com.  L.  61,85;  Voorhies 
V,  Voorhies,  24  Barb.  160;  Slaughter 
9.  Cunningham,  24  Ala.  260.  But  see 
McCormic  v.  Leggett,  8  Jones  (N.  C), 
425.  And  a  conveyance  to  another,  if 
otherwise  valid,  will  be  a  disaffirmance. 
State  v.  Plaisted,  ntpra ;  Black  v.  Hills,  96 
ni.  370,  an  extraordinaiy  case ;  Mustard 
r.  Wohlf  ord,  15  Oratt  329,  889 ;  Pitcher 
V.  Laycock.  7  Porter  (Ind.).  398.  But  see 
Slator  V.  Brady,  tupra.  It  has  been  held 
in  several  cases  that  an  infant  can  recover 
his  personal  property  before  coming  of 
age.  287,  n.  (6) ;  Riley  v,  Mallorj',  88 
Conn.  201 ;  Edgerton  v.  Wolf,  6  Gray, 
458;  Bobinson  r.  Weeks,  56  Me.  102; 
and  intimated  that  he  could  reenter  on 


seem  to  be  that  all  an  infant's  contracts 
are  capable  of  ratification  when  similar 
contracts  between  adults  would  be  valid. 
Giving  a  power  of  attorney  is,  however, 
stated  as  an  exception  to  this  rule.  The 
tendency  seems  to  be,  to  hold  that  an  ex- 
press promise  is  necessary  to  ratification 
in  the  case  of  executory  contracts.  Hai^ 
ner  v.  Dipple,  81  Ohio  St  72;  Catlin  v. 
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land.  Chandler  o.  Simmons,  97  Mass. 
508,  511.  Contra,  Slator  r.  Trimble,  14 
Ir.  Com.  L.  842 ;  McCormic  v.  Leggett,  8 
Jones  (N.  C),  425;  Cummings  v.  Powell, 
8  Texas,  80.  But  what  will  put  an  end  to 
the  right  to  disaffirm  ^  will  **  ratify,"  as 
is  commonly  said  —  is  not  quite  fully  de^ 
termined.  In  Irvine  o.  Irvine,  9  WaU.  617, 
627,  a  case  of  an  infant's  conveyance,  it 
is  observed  that  less  is  necessary  to  ratify 
than  to  disaffirm,  but  that  mere  lapse 
of  time  will  not  generally  take  away  the 
right  to  disaffirm,  although  even  that 
in  connection  with  other  circumstances 
may  do  so.  See  cases  tiiere  cited.  Urban 
p.  Grimes,  2  Grant,  96 ;  Vaughan  v.  Parr, 
20  Ark.  600;  Voorhies  v.  Voorhies,  24 
Barb.  160;  Miles  v.  Lingerman,  24  Ind. 
885;  Hastings  v.  Dollarhide,  24  Cat  196^ 
218 ;  Wright  v.  Germain,  21  Iowa,  686. 
But  see  Summers  v.  Wilson,  2  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  469;  DubUn  &  Wicklow  B.  Co. 
V.  Black,  8  Exch.  181,  and  note  to  a.  c. 
16  E.  L.  &  £q.  55&  It  has  been  held  that 
the  right  to  disaflkm  is  lost  if  the  infant 
receives  or  retains  in  his  hands,  after 
reaching  majority,  the  purchase-money 
of  property  sold  and  transferred  by  him 
before.  Stuart  v.  Baker,  17  Texas»  417 ; 
Hastings  v.  DolUrhide,  24  Cal  195,  210. 
211 ;  Mustard  v,  Wohlford,  15  Gratt.  829 ; 
Pursley  t*.  Hays,  17  Iowa,  310;  Cook  v. 
Toumbs,  86  Miss.  685;  Williams  v.  Mabee, 
8  Halst.  Ch.  600.  See  Davidson  v.  Young, 
88  111.  145, 155;  Manning  v.  Johnson.  26 
Ala.  446,  452.  And  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
general  proposition  that  executed  trans- 


Haddox,  49  Conn.  492 ;  Edmunds  p.  Mis> 
ter,  58  Miss.  765;  Turner  v.  Gaither,  83 
N.C.857.  See  Tobey  V.Wood,  128  Mass. 
88 ;  8.  c.  25  Am.  Rep.  27  and  note.  Mac- 
cord  V.  Osborne,  1  C.  P.  D.  568w  The 
defence  of  infancy  is  personal,  and  only 
open  to  the  infant  or  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives. Towleo.  Dresser.  78  Me.  252; 
Holmes  v.  Bice,  45  Mich.  142. 
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with  whom  he  dealt,  so  long  as  it  remains  executory,  and  is  not 
rescinded  by  the  infant,  {g)     It  is  also  a  general  rale,  that 
no  one  but  the  infant  *  himself,  or  his  legal  representatives,   *  287 
can  avoid  his  voidable  deed  or  contract ;  for,  while  living, 
he  ought  to  be  the  exclusive  judge  of  the  propriety  of  the  exer- 
cise of  a  personal  privilege  intended  for  his  benefit ;  and  when 

(^)  Smith  V,  Bowen,  1  Mod.  26;  Holt  v  Ward,  Str.  087;  Warwick  p.  Brace, 
2  Kanle  &  S.  205;  Brown  v.  Caldwell,  10  8erg.  &  B.  114. 

actions  cannot  be  opened  unless  the  other 
part  J  is  pnt  m  tiatu  qm.  Infira,  240; 
Locke  V.  Smith,  41  N.  H.  346;  Bobinson 
9.  Weeks,  66  Me.  102, 106 .  or  is  allowed 
the  Taine  of  what  the  infant  receired  and 
does  not  restore.  Heath  v.  Stevens,  48 
N.  H.  261  But  see  Miles  v.  Lingerman, 
24  Ind.  385 ;  Mannwg  v  Johnson,  26  Ala. 
m,  461,  462;  Price  v.  Fnrman,  27  Vt 


268, 271,  where  this  U  denied  if  the  infant 
spent  the  consideration  during  infancy. 
If  an  infant  tenders  back  an  article  pur- 
chased bj  him  without  any  substantial 
depreciation  in  value,  he  maj  recover  the 
porcfaase-monej.  BUey  v.  Mallory,  88 
Conn.  201.  And  depredation  was  held  not 
to  change  the  case  in  Price  v,  Furman, 
27  Vt288.*a 


X*  The  rule  as  laid  down  by  the  later 
cases  is  that  an  infant's  conveyance  is 
voidable  only,  and  that  it  will  be  bind- 
ing unless  disaiBrmed  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  reaching  majority.  Green  v. 
Wilding,  69  Iowa,  679;  Keil  v.  Healey, 
84  ni  104 ;  Bingham  v.  Barley,  66  Tex. 
281,  and  cases  infra.  But  see  Gillespie  v. 
Bsiley,  12  W.  Ya.  70.  But  as  to  what 
is  such  reasonable  time,  the  cases  are 
widely  at  variance.  It  has  been  inti- 
mated that  under  some  circumstances  the 
statute  of  limitations  may  be  the  only 
limit.  Sims  0.  Bverhardt,  102  U.  S.  800; 
KoDutz  V.  Davis,  34  Ark.  690.  And  cer- 
tainly there  need  be  no  disaffirmance 
while  a  coverture  continues  which  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance.  Sims  v. 
Everhardt,  tupm;  Sims  v.  Bardoner,  86 
lod.  87 ;  McMorris  v.  Webb,  17  S.  C.  668. 
But  ui  the  absence  of  coverture  any  acts 
done  after  majority  amounting  to  a  rati- 
fication win  render  the  conveyance  un- 
fanpeachable.  So  also  will  standing  by 
and  allowing  the  grantee  to  change  his 
position.  Gillespie  p.  Bailey,  twpra ; 
Davis  V.  Dudley,  70  Me.  286.  But  hi 
some  courts  mere  delay  for  less  periods 
than  the  statute  has  been  held  to  bar. 
Hoover  v.  Khisey  Plow  Co.»  66  Iowa,  668 ; 


Hook  r.  Donaldson,  9  Lea,  66.  If  the 
party  disaffirming  is  in  a  position  to  re- 
store the  consideration,  it  is  dear  he 
must  do  so.  Bingham  v.  Barley,  supra; 
Nichol  V.  Steger,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  828;  a.  0. 
6  Lea,  898.  See  also  Towle  v.  Dresser, 
78  Me.  262;  Cliilds  v.  Dobbins,  66  Iowa, 
206,  cases  of  avoidance  by  an  infant  dur- 
ing minority.  Contra,  where  he  is  not 
in  such  a  position.  Green  v.  Green,  69 
N.  T.  668;  MiUer  9.  Smith,  26  Minn. 
248:  Whitcorab  ».  Joslyn,  61  Vt.  79.  In 
Shurtleff  v.  MUlard,  12  R.  I.  272,  an  m- 
fant  was  held  entitled  to  recover  back 
money  voluntarily  paid  on  a  voidable 
contract,  without  any  deduction  for 
injury  caused  by  the  avoidance. 

In  the  case  of  a  purchase  by  an  infant 
and  a  mortgage  back,  the  mortgage  can- 
not be  avoided  without  also  avoiding  the 
sale.  Knaggs  v.  Green,  48  Wis.  601,  and 
cases  cited. 

In  England,  the  subject  is  regulated 
by  statute  87  &  88  Vict.  c.  62,  declaring 
such  contracts  of  infants  as  were  void- 
able at  common  law  void  and  incapable 
of  ratification.  See  Belfast  Banking  Co. 
0.  Doherty,  4  L.  R.  Ir.  124;  Cozhead 
V.  Mullis,  8  C.  P.  D.  489;  Northcote  v. 
Doughty,  4  C.  P.  D.  886. 
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dead,  they  alone  should  interfere  who  legally  represent  him.  (a) 
The  infant's  privilege  of  avoiding  acts  which  are  matters  of  record, 
as  fines,  recoveries,  and  recognizances,  is  much  more  limited,  in 
point  of  time,  than  his  privilege  of  avoiding  matters  en  pais.  The 
former  must  be  avoided  by  him  by  writ  of  error,  or  audita  querela^ 
during  his  minority,  when  his  nonage  can  be  tried  by  the  coort 
by  inspection ;  but  deeds,  writings,  and  parol  contracts  may  be 
avoided  duiing  infancy,  or  after  he  is  of  i^e,  by  his  dissent,  entry, 
suit,  or  plea,  as  the  case  may  require,  (i)  If  any  act  or  confirma- 
tion be  requisite  after  he  comes  of  age,  to  give  binding  force  to  a 
voidable  act  of  his  infancy,  slight  acts  and  circumstances  will  be 
a  ground  from  which  to  infer  the  assent ;  but  the  books  appear 
to  leave  the  question  in  some  obscurity,  when  and  to  what  extent 

a  positive  act  of  confirmation  on  the  part  of  the  infant 
*  288  is  requisite.     In  ffolmes  *  v.  Blogg,  (a)  the  Chief  Justice 

observed,  that  in  every  instance  of  a  contract,  voidable 
only  by  an  infant  on  coming  of  age,  he  was  bound  to  give  notice 
of  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  in  a  reasonable  time.  The  infer- 
ence from  that  doctrine  is,  that  without  some  act  of  dissent,  all 
the  voidable  contracts  of  the  infant  would  become  binding.  But 
there  are  other  cases  which  assume  that  a  voidable  contract 
becomes  binding  upon  an  infant  after  he  comes  of  age,  only  by 
reason  of  acts  or  circumstances,  amounting  to  an  affirmance  of  the 

(a)  8  Co.  42,  b ;  Eeene  v.  Boycott,  2  H.  Bl.  511 ;  Van  Bramer  v.  Cooper  2  Johns. 
279  i  Jackson  v.  Todd,  6  id.  257 ;  Oliver  v.  Houdlet,  18  Mass.  287 ;  Roberts  v.  Wiggin, 

1  N.  H.  73.    Privies  in  an  estate  cannot  avoid  tiie  infant's  deed.    Hojle  v.  Stowe. 

2  Dev.  &  Batt.  S23 

(6)  Co.  Litt.  880,  b ;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Enfant,  C.  8,  6,  9, 11 ;  Cro.  Car.  808,  806.  In 
Roof  V.  Stafford,  7  Cowen,  179,  it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  that 
a  sale  of  chattels  by  an  infant  was  not  any  more  than  a  conveyance  of  land,  voidable 
till  he  came  of  age.  This  was  settled  as  to  conveyances  of  land  by  the  case  of  Zouch 
9.  Parsons.  But  in  the  same  case,  on  error,  9  Cowen,  026,  Chancellor  Jones  held 
that  the  infant  might  avoid  a  sale  of  chattels  while  an  infant,  but  not  a  sale  of  land. 
In  the  latter  case  he  could  enter  and  take  the  profits  until  of  age ;  but  where  the 
possession  was  changed,  and  he  had  no  legal  means  to  regain  It,  he  might  exercise 
the  power  of  rescission  immediately.  The  act  of  avoidance  is  allowed  only  during 
infancy,  when  necessary,  inasmuch  as  the  infant  lacks  discretion  to  exercise  it.  The 
case  in  9  Cowen  is  an  authority  that  an  infant  may  avoid,  during  infancy,  a  sale  of 
chattels,  and  bring  trover  by  his  guardian  to  recover  them.  So  it  was  afterwards 
held  in  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119,  that  a  sale  and  delivery  of  chattels  by  an  infant 
might  be  avoided  while  under  age,  but  that  a  deed  of  lands  executed  by  an  infant 
could  not,  until  he  came  of  age,  though  he  might  enter  and  take  tiie  profits  io  the 
mean  time. 

(a)  8  Taunt  86. 
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contract  (6).  In  the  cases  of  Jackson  v.  Carpenter  and  Jackson 
T.  Burchin^  (0)  the  infant  had  disaffirmed  the  voidable  deed  of 
liis  infancy^  which  was  by  deed  Of  bargain  and  sale,  by  an  act 
equally  solemn,  after  he  became  of  age.  Qd)  This  is  the  usual 
and  suitable  coui-se  when  the  infant  does  not  mean  to  stand  by 
his  contract ;  and  his  confirmation  of  the  act  or  deed  of  his  in- 
fancy may  be  justly  inferred  against  him  after  he  has  been  of  age 
for  a  reasonable  time,  either  from  his  positive  acts  in  favor  of 
the  contract,  or  from  Kis  tacit  assent  under  circumstances  not  to 
excuse  his  silence.     In  Ourtin  v.  Patton,  («)  the  court  required 

(b)  Eveljn  V.  Chichester,  8  Burr.  1717 ;  1  K0I.  Abr.  tit.  Enfants,  K. ;  Co.  Litt. 
61,  b;  Habbard  p.  Cnmnodngs,  1  Greenl.  11 ;  Aldrich  v.  Grimes,  10  N.  H.  104.  In 
Hohnes  r.  Blogg.  8  Taunt.  608,  it  is  remarkable  that  the  distinguished  counsel  in 
that  case,  one  of  whom  is  now  (1827)  Lord  Chancellor,  and  tlie  other  Chief  Justice  of 
the  C.  B.,  treat  this  as  an  open  and  debatable  point  Sergeant  Coplej  insisted  that 
the  infant's  contract  was  binding  on  him  when  he  became  adult,  because  there  had 
been  no  disaffirmance  of  it ;  and  Sergeant  Best  contended  that  disaffirmance  was  not 
necessary,  and  tliat  infants  were  not  bound  by  any  contract,  unless  the  same  was 
affirmed  by  them  after  arriving  at  full  age ;  and  this  is  the  decision  in  4  Tick.  48.  It 
has  been  held  that  an  infant's  conyeyance  may  be  disaffirmed  at  any  time,  so  long  as 
an  action  of  ejectment  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Lessee  of  Drake 
V.Ramsay,  6  Ham.  (Ohio)  251 ;  Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  U  Johns.  539  to  s.  p.  And 
ui  Soutli  Carolina  it  is  held  that  a  simple  declaration  of  the  infant,  on  his  coming  of 
age,  ia  not  a  sufficient  confirmation  of  his  voidable  contract,  unless  it  be  accompanied 
hj  some  act  which  recognizes  the  validity  of  the  obligation.  Ordinary  v.  Wherry, 
1  Bailey,  28.  In  Wheaton  v.  East,  5  Yerg.  41,  the  decision  was,  that  a  deed  of  con- 
firmation of  the  minor's  deed  was  not  requisite ;  but  that  any  act  of  the  minor  from 
which  his  assent  of  the  deed  executed  during  his  minority  might  be  inferred,  would 
operate  as  a  confirmation,  and  conclude  him. 

(c)  11  Johns.  539 ;  14  id.  124.  In  Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Peters,  73.  it  was 
observed  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  that  those  two  cases  in  Johnson  proceeded  upon 
prindples  which  were  in  perfect  coincidence  with  the  common  law.  In  the  case  in 
Peters,  the  question  arising  on  the  void  and  voidable  acts  of  infants,  and  when  they 
were  to  be  deemed  confirmed  or  disaffirmed,  are  fully  and  learnedly  discussed  in  the 
opinion  pronounced  by  the  court. 

(d)  A  conveyance  by  an  infant  of  the  same  land  to  another  person  after  ho  conies 
of  age,  effectually  avoids  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  made  in  infancy.  Hoyle  v. 
Stowe,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  320.  The  New  York  case  of  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  110,  seems 
to  require  from  the  infant  some  positive  act  of  disaffirmance  after  he  comes  of  age, 
of  a  sale  of  lands.  If  it  be  a  feoffment  with  livery,  it  may  be  avoided  by  entry,  or  by 
writ  dumjuit  infra  cUaiem.  If  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  it  might  be  avoided  by 
another  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  made  to  a  third  person  without  entry,  if  tlie  land 
he  vacant.  And  in  all  other  cases,  if  there  be  no  conveyance  to  a  third  person,  there 
must  be  an  actual  entry  for  the  express  purpose  of  disaffirming  the  deed,  or  he  must 
do  some  other  act  of  equal  notoriety  and  efficiency. 

(«)  11  Serg.  &  R.  306.  In  Kline  v.  Beebe.  0  Conn.  494,  this  subject  was  very  fully 
discnieed  and  considered,  and  it  was  held  that  there  were  three  modes  of  affirming 
the  voidable  contracts  of  infants  when  they  arrived  at  full  age.    1.  By  an  express 
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*  239    some  distinct  *  act  by  which  the  infant  either  received  a 

benefit  from  the  contract  after  he  arrived  at  full  age,  or 
did  some  act  of  express  and  direct  assent  and  ratification ;  but 
that  was  the  case  of  a  contract  considered  to  be  absolutely  void. 
In  the  case  of  voidable  contracts,  it  will  depend  upon  circum- 
stances, such  as  the  nature  of  the  contittct,  and  the  situation  of 
the  infant,  whether  any  overt  act  of  assent  or  dissent  on  his 
part  be  requisite  to  determine  the  fact  of  his  future  respon- 
sibility, (a) 

4.  Aoti  binding  on  the  Infant  —  Infants  are  capable,  for  their 
own  benefit  and  for  the  safety  of  the  public,  of  doing  many  binding 
acts.  Contracts  for  necessaries  are  binding  upon  an  infant ;  and 
he  may  be  sued  and  charged  in  execution  on  such  a  contract, 
provided  the  articles  were  necessary  for  him  under  the  circum- 
stances and  condition  in  which  he  was  placed,  (i)  The  question 
of  necessaries  is  governed  by  the  real  circumstances  of  the  infant, 
and  not  by  his  ostensible  situation;  and,  therefore,  the  tradesman 
who  trusts  him  is  bound  to  make  due  inquiry ;  and  if  the  infant 
has  been  properly  supplied  by  his  friends,  the  tradesman  cannot 

ratification.  2.  By  acts  which  reasonably  Imply  an  affirmance.  8.  By  the  omisafon 
to  disaffirm  within  a  reasonable  time.  This  is  the  mle  also  declared  in  Bichardson  v. 
Boright,  9  Vt.  SOS,  and  essentially  in  Hoit  v.  Underhill,  9  N.  H.  499 ;  and  it  may  here 
be  observed  generally,  that  to  give  yalidity  to  a  voidable  contract  by  the  ratification 
of  the  party,  the  party  must  be  fully  apprised  of  his  rights,  and  do  the  act  deliber- 
ately  and  upon  examination.  By  the  English  statute  of  May  9, 1S2S,  entitled  "  An 
Act  for  rendering  a  written  memorandum  necessary  to  the  validity  of  certain  prom- 
ises and  engagements/'  an  infant  is  not  chargeable  upon  any  promise  or  ratification 
after  full  age,  of  any  promise  or  simple  contract  made  during  infancy,  unless  such 
promise  or  ratification  be  made  by  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.  See 
Hartley  v,  Wharton,  11  Ad.  &  El.  964,  on  the  construction  of  this  stetute  of  May, 
1828  (9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14),  in  which  the  energy  of  the  statute  is  very  much  weakened. 

(a)  In  Hoyle  v.  Stowe,  2  Dev.  &  Batt.  820,  it  was  decided,  upon  a  full  considera- 
tion of  the  subject,  that  to  ratify  an  infant's  bargain  and  sale,  after  full  age,  some 
act  must  be  done  denoting  that  the  estate  created  by  the  deed  was  subsisting,  as  the 
receipt  of  the  purchase-money,  &c.  Declaration  must  be  very  clear,  and,  with  a  view 
to  ratification,  must  be  sufficient. 

(6)  Ive  V.  Chester,  Cro.  Jac.  660 ;  Clarke  v.  Leslie.  6  Esp.  28 ;  Coates  p.  Wilson,  ib. 
162 ;  Berolles  v.  Ramsay,  Holt,  N.  P.  77.  Though  the  negotiable  note  whfch  an  infant 
gives  for  necessaries  be  void,  yet  he  is  liable  for  the  reasonable  value  of  the  neces- 
saries. M'Minn  r.  Richmonds,  6  Terg.  1.  What  are  fieontoriVs  for  an  Infant  depends 
on  his  relative  situation,  and  are  not  always  to  be  taken  in  the  strictest  sense,  bat 
with  a  reasonable  qualification  under  the  circumstances.  The  Queen's  Bench,  in 
Wharton  v.  Mackenzie,  and  Cripps  v.  Hills,  6  Q.  B.  006,  where  the  cases  were  much 
discussed,  adopted  the  rule  laid  down  by  Baron  Parke,  in  Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  M.  A 

w.4e. 
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recover.  (/)  Lord  Coke  considers  the  necessaries  of  the  infant 
to  include  clothing,  victuals,  medical  aid,  and  ^*  good  teaching  or 
instruction,  whereby  he  may  profit  himself  afterwards."  (d)  If 
the  infant  lives  with  his  father  or  guardian,  and  their  care  and 
protection  are  duly  exercised,  he  cannot  bind  himself  even 
for  necessaries,  (e)  It  is  also  understood  *  '^  that  neces-  *  240 
saries  for  the  infant's  wife  and  children  are  necessaries  for 
him ;  (a)  and  in  all  cases  of  contracts  for  necessaries,  the  real 
consideration  may  be  inquired  into,  (b)  The  infant  is  not  bound 
to  pay  for  the  articles  furnished  more  than  they  were  really  worth 
to  him  as  articles  of  necessity,  and,  consequently,  he  may  not  be 
bound  to  the  extent  of  his  contract ;  nor  can  he  be  precluded,  by 
the  form  of  the  contract,  from  inquiring  into  the  real  value  of  the 
necessaries  furnished,  (e)  ^ 

(c)  Ford  r.  Fothergill,  Peake,  229 ;  Story  v,  Pery,  4  Carr.  k  Pa.  626 ;  Steedroan  p. 
Rose,  1  Carr.  &  Marsh.  422.  It  »  a  tradesman's  duty  to  acquaint  himself  with  the 
infant's  circumstances  and  necessities,  and  to  take  notice  of  supplies  by  other  trades- 
men. Johnson  v.  Lines,  6  Watts  &  S.  80.  But  though  an  infant  has  a  sufficient 
income  allowed  him  to  supply  him  with  necessaries  suitable  to  his  condition,  yet  his 
contract  for  necessaries  is  neyertheless  binding.    Burghart  v.  Hall,  4  M.  &  W.  727. 

{d)  Co.  Litt.  172,  a. 

(c)  Bainbridge  it.  Pickering,  2  Bl.  1325;  Wailing  r.  Toll.  0  Johns.  141;  HnU  v. 
Connolly,  3  M'Cord,  6 ;  Kline  v.  L'Amoureux,  2  Paige,  419.  But  if  the  infant  lives 
apart  from  his  father  with  his  assent,  and  labors  for  his  own  use,  he  is  liable  for 
necessaries  furnished  him.  Maddoz  v.  Miller,  1  Maole  &  S.  738;  Smith  v.  Young, 
2  Dbt.  &  Batt.  26. 

(a)  Turner  v.  Trisby,  Str.  188.  Though  the  husband  be  an  infant,  there  are  cases 
In  which  he  has  been  held  liable  to  pay  the  debts  of  his  wife  of  full  age,  contracted 
by  her  before  marriage ;  such  liability  being  an  incident  to  the  marriage  contract, 
which  an  infant  is  competent  to  enter  into.  Paris  v.  Stroud,  Barnes's  Notes,  06; 
Boadi  9.  Quick,  9  Wend.  238 ;  Butler  r.  Breck,  7  Mete  164. 

(6)  In  Chappie  v.  Cooper,  18  M.  &  W.  262,  it  was  held,  on  the  maxim  of  Lord 
Bacon, /Krmia  eonjuncta  wqm'ftaratur  inUreste  preprio,  that  an  infant  widow  was  liable 
for  the  expenaes  of  the  funeral  of  a  deceased  husband  who  died  poor,  as  being  an 
expense  for  her  personal  benefit. 

(e)  Makarell  v.  Bachelor,  Gro.  Ella.  688. 

*  Nteesfiarin.  —  It  is  to  be  inferred  priate,  and  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
from  the  latest  cases  that  whether  the  court  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  jury 
articles  in  question  are  necessaiies  ia  a  have  exercised  the  discretion.  Ryder  v. 
matter  to  be  left  to  (he  jury,  if  the  court  Wombwell,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  32 ;  L.  R.  8  Ex. 
thinks  there  is  eyidenoe  on  which  they  90 ;  Mohney  v.  Evans,  51  Penn.  St.  80 ; 
may  reasonably  find  that  any  of  the  [Skrine  o.  Gordon,  9  Ir.  R.  C.  L.  479; 
articles  are  of  that  description,  with  such  Hill  0.  Arbon,  84  L.  T.  125 ;  Epperson  v. 
cautions  from  the  judge  as  the  particular  Nugent,  67  Miss.  46.  See  Decell  v.  Lew- 
circumstances  proved  niay  render  appro-  enthal,  ib.  881 ;  Barker  v.  Hibbard,  64 
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Infancy  is  not  permitted  to  protect  fraudulent  acts ;  and,  there- 
fore, if  an  infant  takes  an  estate,  and  agrees  to  pay  rent,  he 
cannot  protect  himself  from  the  rent  by  pretence  of  infancy,  after 
enjoying  the  estate,  when  of  age.  If  he  receives  rents,  he  cannot 
demand  them  again  when  of  age,  according  to  the  doctrine  as 
now  understood.  If  an  infant  pays  money  on  his  contract,  and 
enjoys  the  benefit  of  it,  and  then  avoids  it  when  he  comes  of  age, 
he  cannot  recover  back  the  consideration  paid.  (c2)  On  the  other 
hand,  if  he  avoids  an  executed  contract  when  he  comes  of  age, 
on  the  ground  of  infancy,  he  must  restore  the  consideration  which 
he  had  received.  The  privilege  of  infancy  is  to  be  used  as  a 
shield,  and  not  as  a  sword.  He  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the 
contract  on  one  side,  without  returning  the  equivalent  on  the 
other,  (e)  But  there  are  many  hard  cases  in  which  the  infant 
cannot  be  held  bound  by  his  contracts,  though  made  in  fraud ; 
for  infants  would  lose  all  protection  if  they  were  to  be  bound  by 

{d)  Kirton  v,  Elliott,  2  Bulst  09;  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Earl  of  BuckinghamBhiie  o. 
Drary,  2  Eden,  72 ;  Holmes  o.  Blogg.  8  Taunt.  3d,  608 ;  M'Coy  v.  Huffman,  8  Cowen, 
84 ;  Harney  v.  Owen,  4  Blackf.  (Ind  )  887.  The  case  of  M'Coy  v.  Huffman  was  oTei^ 
ruled  in  Medbury  v.  Watrous,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.},  110.  on  the  principle  that  when  an  infant 
avoids  his  contract  on  coming  of  age,  he  may  recover  for  work  done  or  money  paid 
in  part  performance,  provided  he  hag  not  received  any  benefit  under  the  contract, 

(e)  Badger  v.  Phinney,  16  Mass.  869;  Roberts  o.  Wiggin,  1  N.  H.  73;  Roof  o. 
Stafford,  7  Cowen,  179;  Parker,  J.,  in  Hamblett  v.  Hamblett,  6  N.  H.  &39 ;  Smith  v. 
Evans,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  70;  Kitchen  o.  Lee,  N.  T.  Ch.  8  N.  T.  Legal  Observer, 
180. 


N.  H.  689.]  See  Merriam  v.  Cunningham, 
11  Gush.  40;  Hall  r.  Weir,  1  Allen,  261. 
The  infant's  equitable  liability  for  money 
lent  him  for  the  purchase  of  necessaries, 
and  so  applied,  stands  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple as  that  of  a  husband  for  money  lent 
his  wife.  Ante,  146,  n.  1;  Watson  v. 
Cross,  2  Duvall  (Ky.),  147, 149.    And  the 


same  may  be  said  of  his  legal  immunity 
for  frauds  in  the  class  of  cases  mentioned 
on  241  and  n.  1.  As  to  the  rest  of  240, 
see  236,  n.  1.  In  Watson  v.  Cross,  tupra, 
an  infant  was  also  held  liable  for  his  hotel 
bill,  on  the  ground  that  the  innkeeper 
could  not  lawfully  have  refused  to  re^ 
ceive  him.j4 


jri  If  an  infant  is  properly  supplied 
with  necessaries  by  his  parent  or  guar- 
dian, he  cannot  bind  himself.  The  arti- 
cles must  be  not  only  of  a  kind  to  be 
considered  necessaries,  but  they  must  in 
fact  be  necessary  to  the  infant's  support 
Nichol  V.  Steger,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  828;  8.  c. 
6  Lea.  393;  Hoyt  v.  Casey,  114  Mass. 
897.  An  infant  is  not  bound  upon  a  note 
or  bond  given  for  neoetsaries.   The  form 
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of  his  liability  must  be  such  as  to  give 
the  court  the  opportunity  to  determine 
whether  the  articles  furnished  were  neces- 
saries, and  also  what  their  value  was.  The 
infant  is  liable  for  the  real  value  of  the 
necessaries,  not  for  what  he  agreed  to 
pay.  Turner  v,  Gaither,  83  N.  C.  367; 
Cooper  V.  The  State,  37  Ark.  421 ;  Ayeri 
V.  Bums,  87  Ind.  246.  See  also  Martin  v. 
Gale,  4  Ch.  D.  428. 
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tbeir  contracts  made  bj  improper  artifices^  iu  the  beed- 
lesBiiess  *  of  youth,  before  they  had  learned  the  value  of  *  241 
character,  and  the  just  obligation  of  moral  duties.  When 
an  infant  had  fraudulently  represented  himself  to  be  of  age  when 
he  gave  a  bond,  it  was  held  tliat  the  bond  was  void  at  law  (a) 
Bat  where  he  obtained  goods  upon  his  false  and  fraudulent 
affiimation  that  he  was  of  age,  though  he  avoided  payment  of 
the  price  of  the  goods,  on  the  plea  of  infancy,  the  vendor  was  held 
entitled  to  reclaim  the  goods,  as  having  never  parted  with  his 
property  in  them  r  (b)  and  it  has  been  suggested,  in  another 
case,  (<?)  that  there  might  be  an  instance  of  such  gross  and  pal- 
pable fraud  committed  by  an  infant  arrived  at  the  age  of  discretion 
as  would  render  a  release  of  his  right  to  land  binding  upon  him. 
Infants  are  liable  in  actions  arising  ex  delicto,  whether  founded  on 
positive  wrongs,  as  trespass  or  assault,  or  constructive  torts  or 
fi-auds.  (<f)  But  the  fraudulent  act,  to  charge  him,  must  be 
wholly  tortious :  and  a  matter  arising  ex  contractu,  though  infected 
with  fraud,  cannot  be  changed  into  a  tort  in  order  to  charge 
the  infant  in  trover,  or  case,  by  a  change  in  the  form  of  the 
action.  («)  He  is  liable  in  trover  for  toi*tiously  converting  goods 
intrusted  to  him,  or  for  fraudulently  obtaining  goods  with  an 
intention  not  to  pay  for  them ;  (/)  and  in  detinue,  for  goods 

(a)  CoDToe  v.  BirdMll,  1  Johns.  Cas.  127;  Borlej  v.  Russell,  10  N.  H.  184. 

{b\  Badger  r.  Phlnnej,  16  Mass.  859;  Fitts  v.  Hall,  9  N.  H.  441 ;  Com.  Dig.  Action 
on  the  case  for  Deceit^  A.  10.  In  this  last  case.  Lord  Ch.  B.  Comyns  held  an  infant 
liable  for  deceit  in  obtaining  a  loan  of  money  on  the  fraudulent  aioimiation  that  he 
WS8  of  age.    Burley  v.  Russell,  supra,  s.  p. 

(c)  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins,  12  Scrg.  &  B.  3d9. 

id)  Fitts  V,  HaU,  9  N.  H.  441,  448.  They  are  lUble  for  trespasses  committed  by 
them,  eTen  though  acting  by  command  of.  the  father.  Humphrey  v.  Douglass,  10 
Vt71. 

(e)  Jennmgs  ».  Rundall,  8  T.  R.  836;  Johnson  v.  Pie,  1  Lev.  169;  Vasse  v.  Smith, 
e  Cranch,  226 ;  West  v.  Moore,  14  Vt  447 ;  Wilt  v,  Welsh,  6  Watts,  1.  In  this  last 
esse,  the  decisions  were  elaborately  considered;  and  it  was  held,  that  whenever  the 
•Qbstantiye  ground  of  an  action  against  an  infant  is  contract,  as  well  as  where  the 
contrsct  is  stated  as  an  inducement  to  a  supposed  tort,  he  is  not  liable ;  and  the  case 
of  Campbell  r.  Stakes.  2  Wend.  137,  was  considered  as  opposed  equally  to  principle 
snd  authority.  This  last  case  was  one  of  wilful  and  positive  fraud  and  tort  on  the 
part  of  the  hifant,  and  subsequent  to  the  contract,  and  was  a  wilful  and  distinct 
wrong;  and  the  infant  was  held  liable  in  trespass,  and  I  think  justly ;  and  the  judg- 
Bent  was  afiirmed  on  error,  and  cited  and  approved  in  Fitts  v.  HaU,  9  N.  H.  446. 

(/)  Homer  v.  Tbwing,  8  Pick.  402;  Peigne  v,  Sutcliffe,  4  M'Cord,  887;  Wallace 
9,  Morss,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.),  891.  His  property  is  liable  for  floes  and  costs  on  conviction 
of  a  public  oftence.    Beaaley  v.  The  SUte,  2  Terg.  481. 
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delivered  upon  a  special  contract  for  a  specific  purpose  ;C^) 
and  in  assumpnt^  for  money  which  he  hag  fraudulently  em- 
bezzled. (A)  ^ 

(g)  Mills  V,  Graham,  4  Bot.  &  P.  140.  In  New  York,  the  action  of  detinoe  is 
abolished,  and  an  action  of  trespasM  on  the  ease  majr  be  brought  to  recorer  damages, 
eren  for  a  wilful  injury,  accompanied  with  force.  By  this  innovation,  all  nice  ques- 
tions concerning  direct  and  consequential  injuries  are  ayoided.  But  the  want  of  such 
an  action  as  detinue  to  recover  a  favorite  or  necessary  specific  chattel  in  specie  may 
be  seriously  felt.    N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  653,  sec.  16, 16. 

(A)  Bristow  v.  Eastman,  1  Esp.  172.  By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  iL  841,  sec. 
12,  no  action  relating  to  real  property  is  to  be  delayed  by  reason  of  the  in^uicy  of  any 
defendant,  and  a  guardian  is  to  be  appointed  to  defend  his  rights. 


^  TorU. connected  with  Contracts.'^  (a) 
The  bond  mentioned  in  the  text  at  the 
beginning  of  241  being  void,  the  obligor 
is  not  estopped  by  it  or  by  acts  done  in 
reliance  upon  it  by  the  obligee.  Keen  v, 
Coleman,  89  Penn.  St  299;  LoweU  v. 
Daniels,  2  Gray,  101 ;  Wales  v.  Collin,  18 
Allen,  213 ;  Cannam  v.  Fanner,  8  Exch. 
696,  699;  Glidden  v.  Strupler,  62  Fenn. 
St.  400;  [Conrad  v.  Lane,  96  Mfon.  889; 
8.  G.  87  Am.  Rep.  412  and  note ;  Sims  v. 
Everhardt,  102  U.  S.  800;  Whitcomb  v. 
Jo8lyn,61  Vt  79;  StudweU  v.  Shapter, 
64  N.  Y.  249.]  Nor  could  an  action  be 
mainuined  in  such  cases,  or  in  the  simi- 
lar case  of  a  married  woman's  fraudulent 
statement  that  she  was  unmarried,  for 
the  fraudulent  represenUtion.  Liverpool 
Adelphl  Loan  Fund  Ass.  v.  Fairhurst, 
9  Exch.  422;  Bartlett  v.  Wells,  1  Best  & 
8.  886;  De  Boo  v.  Foster,  12  C.  B.  h.  s. 
272 ;  Merriam  v.  Cunningham,  11  Cush. 
40, 48 ;  Price  v,  Hewett,  17  Jur.  4 ;  8  Exch. 
146.  But  compare  Ooulding  v,  Davidson, 
26  N.  Y.  604, 607.  In  Gilson  v.  Spear,  88 
Vt.  811,  it  was  held  that  an  infant  was 
not  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  for 
deceit  in  the  sale  of  a  horse  in  fraudu- 
lently concealing  that  it  had  the  heaves 
and  was  lame.  See  also  Presoott  v.i^onris, 
82  N.  H.  101.  But  the  English  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  were  equally  divided  in  an 
action  against  a  husband  and  wife,  where 
the  wife  induced  the  plaintiff  to  discount 
bills /w  a  third  person  by  representing  that 
they  were  accepted  by  her  husband,  when 
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in  fact  they  were  forged.     Wright  v. 
Leonard,  11  C.  B.  h.  8.  268. 

The  principle  on  which  the  cases  go  is 
perhaps  this :  that  a  married  woman  or 
infant  will  not  be  liable  for  expressly  and 
fraudulently  making  any  representation 
in  connection  with  his  contract  which  is 
contained  by  implication  in  the  very  fact 
of  making  the  contract  And  as  to 
what  is  so  contained,  it  would  seem,  not- 
withstanding the  cases  cited  in  notes  (a) 
and  (6),  that  a  party  by  making  a  con- 
tract gives  it  to  be  understood  that  he  is 
legally  competent  to  do  so.  Compare  the 
language  cited  from  34  N.  Y.  78;  pott,  621, 
n.  1.  In  Wright  v.  Leonard,  the  question 
was,  whether  there  was  anything  which 
could  be  called  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  married  woman.  If  the  bills  had 
been  discounted  for  her,  there  would  have 
been  an  implied  warranty,  t.  e,  a  contract, 
that  the  acceptance  was  genuine,  and  not 
being  bound  by  her  contract,  she  could 
not  be  held  by  calling  that  contract  a 
representation.  The  doubt  was,  whetho' 
her  representations  in  favor  at  the  note 
in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  amounted  to 
a  warranty  (contract),  as  was  thought  by 
two  of  the  judges.  If  we  go  a  very  little 
further,  to  the  case  of  an  infant  who 
understands  his  rights,  but  fraudulently 
represents  that  he  has  no  title  to  property 
which  a  thhrd  person  is  selling,  we  shall 
find  that  he  is  estopped  to  dispute  the 
purchaser's  title  when  he  comes  of  age. 
For  here  there  is  no  semblance  of  a 
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*  Ad  infant  has  a  capacity  to  do  many  other  acts  valid   *  242 
in  law.     He  may  bind  himself  as  an  apprentice,  or  make  a 
contract  for  service  and  wages,  it  being  an  act  manifestly  for  his 
benefit;  but,  when  bound,  he  cannot  dissolve  the  relation,  (a) 


(a)  Bex  V.  InhabiUnts  of  Wisstoo,  8  B.  &  C.  484 ;  Wood  o.  Fenwick,  10  M.  ft  W. 
185. 


tnct»  and  the  infant  will  not  be  the  less 
boand  by  his  simple  fraud  that  it  will 
hare  the  effect  of  passing  his  property. 
Barham  v.  TnrbeTille,  1  Swan  (Tenn.), 
437  ;Siigd.  v.  ftP.14thed.74d.  It  might 
be  otherwise  in  the  case  of  his  merely 
negligent  silence,  and  certainly  would  be 
if  the  silence  were  innocent.  Spencer 
».  Carr,  46  N.  Y.  406;  Norris  v.  Wait, 
S  Rich.  (S.  C.)  148. 

It  has  been  held  in  New  York,  that  a 
minor  who  obtains  property  on  represen- 
tations that  he  is  of  full  age,  is  liable  to 
an  action  of  tort  to  recoTor  it  back.  Eck- 
stein 9.  Frank,  1  Daly,  384.  So  when  the 
action,  although  sounding  in  contract,  is 
for  the  oonyersion  of  money.  Elwell  v. 
Martm,  82  Vt  217;  Shaw  v.  CofBn,  68 
Me.  264. 

(h)  In  equity  it  is  held  that,  by  reason 
of  the  fraud,  a  wife's  contracts  eyen  may 
be  enforced  against  her  general  property, 
if  ihe  has  any ;  i.  e.,  any  property  held  in 
trust  for  her,  though  not  for  her  separate 
UK.  Vaughan  v.  Vanderstegen,  2  Drew. 
883 ;  Hobday  v.  Peters,  28  Beay.  364, 860; 
Sharpe  r.  Foy,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  86^  42 ;  Tn  re 
Losh's  Trusts,  ib.  601 ;  Ciire  v.  Carew, 
1  Johns,  ft  H.  190.  On  this  principle  she 
may  affect  her  interest  in  real  property 
by  election,  without  deed  acknowledged, 
ss  required  by  statute.  Barrow  v.  Bar- 
row, 4  K.  ft  J.  400.  And  the  equitable 
rule  has  been  applied,  but  with  some 
reluctance,  to  an  infant  who  appeared  to 
be  OTer  twenty-one,  and  represented  that 


he  was  so.  Ex  parte  Unity  Joint  Stock 
Mut.  Bank.  Ass. ;  In  re  King,  8  De  G.  ft 
J.  63,  60;  [Ferguson  v.  Bobo,  64  Miss. 
121.  Comp.  Lempri^re  v.  Lange,  12  Ch. 
D.  676.]  But  of  course  the  other  party 
must  be  deceiyed,  or  the  infant  will  not 
be  held.  Nelson  v.  Stocker,  4  De  G.  ft  J. 
468, 466.  But  when  the  alleged  duty  in- 
fringed by  the  infant  is  not  created  by 
the  contract,  but  would  hare  existed  in- 
dependent  of  it,  it  would  seem  to  be  the 
better  opinion  that  he  will  be  liable  not- 
withstanding the  contract  Tlius  if  a 
bailor  parts  with  possession  of  a  chattel 
to  an  infant,  it  would  seem  tliat  he  might 
sue  for  negligent  or  wilful  injury  to  his 
property,  or  for  a  use  prohibited  by  him 
as  owner,  just  as  he  could  have  before 
the  bailment.  Where  an  infant  liired  a 
mare  for  a  ride  on  the  road,  and  was  told 
that  she  was  not  let  for  jumping,  and  that 
if  he  wanted  a  horse  for  that  he  could 
hare  another  one,  but  lent  her  to  his 
friend,  who  put  her  at  a  fence,  bo  that 
she  fell,  was  transfixed  by  a  stake,  and 
died,  it  was  held  that  lie  was  liable.  Bur- 
nard  i;.  Haggis,  14  C.  B.  x.  s.  46.  x^  There 
are  cases  which  make  against  this  line  of 
distinction.  Gregg  v.  Wyman,  4  Gush. 
322 ;  and  see  as  to  negligence,  Towne  v. 
Wiley,  28  Vt.  366,  860.  But  Gregg  v. 
Wyman  is  expressly  denied  in  Woodman 
r.  Hubbard,  26  N.  H.  67,  and  other  cases 
cited  poet,  687,  n.  1 ;  and  is  orerruled  by 
Hall  Ik  Corcoran,  107  Mass.  261. 


i^  The  question  is  one  of  const nictton,  plated  by  the  contract.    Walley  r.  Holt, 

the  pomt  to  determine  bemg  whether  the  86  L.  T.  631 ;  Ray  v.  Tubbs,  60  Vt.  688 ; 

■ct  complained  of  oonstitutes  a  distinct  Eaton  v.  Hill,  60  N.  H.  236. 
tort  outside  the  range  of  user  contem- 
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The  weight  of  opinion  is,  that  he  may  make  a  testament  of 
chattels,  if  a  male,  at  the  age  of  fourteen,  and,  if  a  female,  at 
the  age  of  twelve  years,  (b)  He  may  convey  real  estate,  held  as 
a  naked  trustee,  under  an  order  in  chancery.  The  equity  juris- 
diction in  this  case  is  grounded  on  the  statute  of  7  Anne,  c.  19, 
which  has  been  reenacted  in  this  country,  ((?)  and  extends  only  to 
plain  and  express  trusts.  Whatever  an  infant  is  bound  to  do  by 
law,  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  same  will  bind  him  if  he  does  it 
without  suit  at  law.  (d)  If,  therefore,  he  be  a  tenant  in  common, 
he  may  make  a  reasonable  partition,  (e)  He  may  discharge  a 
mortgage,  on  due  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt.  His  acts  as 
executor,  at  the  age  of  seventeen,  will  bind  him,  unless  they  be 
acts  which  would  amount  to  devastavit.  (/)  There  was 
*  248  no  occasion,  *  said  Lord  Mansfield,  (a)  to  enumerate  in- 
stances. The  authorities  are  express,  that  if  an  infant 
does  a  right  act,  which  he  ought  to  do,  and  which  he  was  com- 
pellable to  do,  it  shall  bind  him.  We  have  already  seen  that  an 
infant  of  fourteen,  if  a  male,  and  twelve,  if  a  female,  may  enter 
into  a  valid  contract  of  marriage ;  but  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action 
on  his  executory  contract,  to  marry,  though  the  infant  may  sue 
an  adult  on  such  a  promise.  (6) 

5.  Their  Marriage  Settlements.  —  In  consequence  of  the  capacity 
of  infants,  at  the  age  of  consent,  to  contract  marriage,  their  mar- 
riage settlements,  when  reasonable,  have  been  held  valid  in 
chancery  ;  but  it  has  long  been  an  unsettled  question  whether  a 

(6)  Harg.  n.  83  to  lib.  2,  Co.  Litt.  Mr.  Ilargravc  has  collected  all  the  contradlc- 
torjr  opinions  on  this  point  The  civil  law  gave  this  power  to  the  infant  at  tlie  age 
of  seventeen  years ;  and  this  period  has  been  adopted  by  statute  in  Connecticut 
In  New  York,  the  period  fixed  by  statute  for  an  infant  to  make  a  will  of  chattels  is 
the  age  of  eighteen  in  males  and  sixteen  in  females.    N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  60. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  u.  1(U,  sec.  167.  The  N.  Y.  statute  declares  that  when- 
ever the  infant  is  seised  or  possessed  of  any  lands  by  way  of  mortgage,  or  in  trust 
only  for  others,  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  petition  of  the  guardian  of  the  infant, 
or  of  any  person  interested,  may  compel  the  infant  to  convey  the  same. 

{d)  Co.  Litt  172,  a. 

(«)  Bavington  9.  Clarke,  2  Penn.  115. 

(/)  In  New  York,  he  is  declared  to  be  incompetent,  and  I  think  rery  properly,  to 
act  as  an  executor  or  administrator.    N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  il.  69 ;  lb.  76. 

(a)  8  Burr.  1801. 

(6)  Hunt  V,  Peake,  6  Cowen,  476.  In  New  York,  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  author- 
ized to  decree  and  compel  the  specific  performance  of  contracts  by  the  infant  who  is 
a  representative  of  the  party  making  them.  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  194,  see.  109. 
As  to  the  sale,  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  of  tlie  real  estates  of 
infants,  see  preceding  lecture. 
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female  infant  could  bind  her  real  estate  by  a  settlement  upon 
marriage.     In  Drury  v.  Drury^  (<?)  Lord  Ch.  Northington  decided 
that  the  statute  of  27  Hen.  VIII.,  which  introduced  jointures, 
extended  to  adult  women  only,  and  that  notwithstanding  a  join- 
ture on  an  infant,  she  might  waive  the  jointure,  and  elect  to  take 
her  dower ;  and  that  a  female  infant  could  not,  by  any  contract 
previous  to  her  marriage,  bar  herself  of  a  distributive  share  of 
her  husband's  personal  estate,  in  case  of  his  dying  intestate. 
This  decree  was  reversed  in  the   House  of  Lords,  upon  the 
strength  of  the  opinions  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  Lord  Mansfield,  and 
the  majority  of  the  judges ;  {d)  and  the  great  question  finally 
settled  in  favor  of  the  capacity  of  the  female  infant  to  bar  hei^ 
self,  by  her  contract  before  marriage,  of  her  right  of  dower  in 
the  husband's  land,  and  to  her  distributive  share  of  her 
husband's  personal  estate.     In  New  York,  *in  a  late  case   *  244 
in  chancery,  (a)  the  question  whether  an  infant  could 
bind  herself  by  an  antenuptial  contract,  was  discussed  at  large, 
and  it  was  held  that  a  legal  jointure,  settled  upon   an  infant 
before  marriage,  was  a  bar  of  .her  dower  ;  and  that  an  equitable 
provision  settled  upon  an  infant  in  bar  of  dower,  and  to  take 
effect  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  to  continue 
daring  the  life  of  the  widow,  and  being  a  reasonable  and  compe- 
tent livelihood  for  the  wife  under  the  circumstances,  was  also  a 
bar.    The  question  still  remains,  whether  she  has  the  capacity 
to  bind  her   oum  real  estate  by  a   marriage    settlement.     Mr. 
Atherly,  (b)  after  reviewing  the  cases,  concludes  that  the  weight 
of  the  conflicting  authorities  was  in  favor  of  her  capacity  so  to 
bind  herself.     But  in  MUner  v.  Lord  Harewood^  (c)  Lord  Eldon 
has  subsequently  held  that  a  female  infant  was  not  bound  by 
agreement  to  settle  her  real  estate  upon  marriage,  if  she  did  not, 
when  of  age,  choose  to  ratify  it ;  and  that  nothing  but  her  own 
act,  after  the  period  of  majority,  could  fetter  or  affect  it ;  and  in 
Temple  v.  Hawley^  1  Sandford's  Ch.  R.  153,  the  assistant  vice- 
chancellor,  in  a  very  elaborate  and  able  judgment,  held  that  a 
female  infant  was  not  so  bound  by  a  mari'iage  settlement  of  her 
real  estate,  but  that  she  might  disaffirm  it  when  she  became  of 

(c)  2  Eden,  39.  {d)  2  id.  60-76 ;  WUmot's  Opimons,  177. 

(a)  M'Cartee  r.  TeUer.  2  Paige.  511. 

(6)  Treatise  on  liarrUge  Settlemento,  28-41. 

(c)  isyee.269. 
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age^  and  was  sole.  The  assistant  vice-chancellor  said  the  pre- 
ponderance of  opinion  was,  that  the  infant  could  not  elect  after 
she  became  of  age  during  coverture  to  affirm  it,  though  she  might 
undoubtedly  in  that  case  disaffirm  it.  The  case  of  Slocombe 
V.  Olubbj  {d)  admitted  that  a  male  infant  may  bar  himself  by 
agreement  before  marriage,  eitlier  of  his  estate  by  the  courtesy, 
or  of  his  right  to  his  wife's  personal  property ;  and  both  the  male 
and  female  infant  can  settle  their  personal  estate  upon  marriage. 
The  cases  of  Strickland  v.  Coker  («)  and  Warbuftan  v.  Lytton  (f) 
are  considered  by  Mr.  Atherly  (jf)  as  favorable  to  the  power  of 
a  male  infant  to  settle  his  real  estate  upon  marriage ;  and  that 
seems  to  be  decidedly  his  opinion.  But  since  the  decision  of 
Lord  Eldon,  in  Milner  v.  Lord  ffarewoodj  this  conclusion 

*  245   *  becomes  questionable ;  for  if  a    female  infant  cannot 

settle  her  real  estate  without  leaving  with  her  the  option, 
when  twenty-one,  to  revoke  it,  why  should  not  the  male  infant 
have  the  same  option  ?  ^ 

6.  Bolts  in  Equity  against  them.  —  The  law  is  SO  careful  of  the 
rights  of  infants,  that  if  they  be  made  defendants  at  the  suit 
of  creditors,  the  answer  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  does  not  biud 
or  conclude  them,  (a)  Such  an  answer  in  chancery,  pro  formoy 
leaves  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  case,  and  throws  the  infant  upon 
the  protection  of  the  court  It  was  the  maxim  of  the  Roman 
law,  that  an  infant  was  never  presumed  to  have  done  an  act  to 
his  prejudice,  pupillut  pati  posse  non  intelligitur.  (V)  In  decrees 
of  foreclosure  against  an  infant,  there  is,  according  to  the  old  and 
settled  rule  of  practice  in  chancery,  a  day  given  him  when  he 
comes  of  age,  usually  six  months,  to  show  cause  against  the 
decree,  and  make  a  better  defence  ;  and  he  is  entitled  to  be  called 
in  for  that  purpose  by  process  of  subpoena,  (c)     The  decree  in 

Id)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  546. 

\e)  2  CaB.  in  Ch.  211.  (/)  Cited  in  4  Bro.  C.  C.  447. 

ig)  Treatise  on  Manriage  Settlemento,  42-46. 

(a)  Eccleton  v.  Petty,  Carthew,  70.  (b)  Dig.  60. 17, 110. 

(e)  Tliomas  v.  Gyles,  2  Vern.  232 ;  Lord  Ch.  in  Cary  v.  Bertie,  ib.  342.  Sir  Josepli 
JekyU,  in  Eyre  t^.  Countess  of  Shaf tsbury,  2  P.  Wms.  120 ;  Napier  v.  Effingham,  ib. 

1  The  St.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  43,  recites  f  atnre,  with  the  approbation  of  the  Court 

that  persons  who  many  during  minority  of  Chancery.    See  also  Brown  r.  Brown, 

are  incapable  of  making  binding  settle-  L.  R.  2  Eq.  481.    Levering  v.  Heighe,  2 

ments  of  their  property,  and  then  author-  Md.  Ch.  81 ;  8  id.  366. 
izes  infants  above  certain  ages  to  do  so  in 
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ordioaiy  cases  would  be  bad  on  the  face  of  tt,  and  ground  for  a 
bill  of  review,  if  it  omitted  to  give  the  infant  a  day  to  show 
cause  after  he  came  of  age ;  though  Lord  Redesdale  held,  in 
Bennett  y.  HamiU^  (jl)  that  such  an  error  in  the  decree  would 
DotaSect  a  bona  fide  purchase  at  a  sale  uuder  it.  (e)  But  in  the 
case  of  decrees  for  the  foreclosure  and  tale  of  mortgaged  premises, 
or  for  the  sale  of  lands  under  a  devise  to  pay  debts,  the  infant 
has  no  day,  and  the  sale  is  absolute.  (/)  In  the  case  of  a  strict 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgagor's  right  without  a  sale,  the  infant  has 
his  day  after  he  comes  of  age  ;  but  then  he  is  confined  to  show- 
ing errors  in  the  decree,  and  cannot  unravel  the  accounts  nor 
ledeena.  (g) 

401;  Bennet  r.  Lee,  2  Atk.  620;  Jackson  v.  Turner,  6  Leigh,  119;  Mills  v.  Dennis, 
S  Johni.  Ch.  367 ;  Kelsall  v.  KeUall,  2  Myl  &  K.  409.  In  England,  since  the  demurrer 
of  the  parol  has  been  abolished  by  the  statutes  of  11  Geo.  IV.  and  1  Wm.  IV.  c  47, 
an  iofsnt  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  have  six  months  glrea  to  him,  after  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  to  show  cause  against  a  decree.  Powys  v.  Mansfield,  6  Sim. 
€37.  Tlie  distinction  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  decree  directs  the  estate  to  be  sold,  the 
infant  has  not  his  six  months,  but  on  a  simple  decree  of  foreclosure  he  is  allowed  the 
lix  months.  Scholeileld  v.  HeaHeld,  7  8im.  007.  Unless  statutory  regulations  dis- 
penw  with  the  rule  in  specific  instances,  as  in  partition  and  foreclosure,  it  is  the  rule 
in  New  York,  that  an  infant  is  to  hare  six  months  after  coming  of  age  to  show  cause 
tgainit  a  decree.  This  must  be  done  whenever  the  inheritance  is  bound.  The  right 
of  the  parol  to  demur  is  abolished  by  statute  in  New  Toric,  in  all  cases  of  descent  or 
Mk.   Harris  v.  Youman.  1  Hoftman  Ch.  17& 

((f)  2  Sch.  &  Let  566. 

(«)  Lord  Eldon,  in  17  Ves.  173, 178. 

(/)  Booth  o.  Hich,  1  Vem.  296 ;  Cooke  v.  Psrsons,  2  Tern.  429;  Free  in  Ch.  184, 
I.  c;  liiUs  V.  Dennis,  8  Johns.  367. 

ig)  Mallack  v.  Galton»  8  P.  Wms.  862 ;  Bishop  of  Winchester  r.  Beayor,  8  Yes. 
317;  Williamson  v.  Gordon,  19  Ves.  114. 
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LECTURE  XXXII. 

OF     MASTER     AND     SERVANT. 

The  last  relation  in  domestic  life  which  remains  to  be  exam- 
ined is  that  of  master  and  servant.  The  several  kinds  of  persons 
who  come  within  the  description  of  servants  may  be  subdivided 
into  (1)  slaves,  (2)  hired  servants,  and  (3)  apprentices. 

1.  Of  Slaves.^  —  Slavery,  according  to  Mr.  Paley,  (a)  may, 
consistently  with  the  law  of  nature,  arise  from  three  causes; 
namely,  from  crimes,  captivity,  and  debt.  In  the  Institutes  of 
Justinian,  (()  slaves  are  said  to  become  such  in  three  ways, 
namely,  by  birth,  when  the  mother  was  a  slave ;  by  captivity  in 
war;  and  by  the  voluntary  sale  of  himself  as  a  slave,  by  a  free- 
man above  the  age  of  twenty,  for  the  sake  of  sharing  the  price. 
Sir  William  Blackstone  (^)  examines  these  causes  of  slavery  by 
the  civil  law,  and  shows  them  all  to  rest  on  unsound  foundations ; 
and  he  insists  that  a  state  of  slavery  is  repugnant  to  reason  and 
the  principles  of  natural  law.  The  civil  law  (d)  admitted  it  to 
be  contrary  to  natural  right,  though  it  was  conformable  to  the 
usage  of  nations.  The  law  of  England  will  not  endure  the  exist- 
ence of  slavery  within  the  realm  of  England.  The  instant  the 
slave  touches  the  soil,  he  becomes  free,  so  as  to  be  entitled 
*  248  to  be  protected  in  the  *  enjoyment  of  his  person  and  prop- 
erty, though  he  may  still  continue  bound  to  service  as  a 
servant,  (a)  There  has  been  much  dispute  in  the  English  books, 
whether  trover  would  lie  for  a  negro  slave  ;  and  the  better  opinion 
is,  that  it  will  not  lie,  because  the  owner  has  not  an  absolute  prop- 
erty in  the  negro ;  and  by  the  common  law,  it  was  said,  one  man 
could  not  have  a  property  in  another,  for  men  were  not  the  subject 

(a)  Principles  of  Moral  Philosophy,  15S,  160. 

(b)  Inst.  1.  3, 4.  (c)  Comm.  i.  423. 
{d)  iDst.  1.  3,  2.  (a)  1  Bl.  Comm.  424. 

1  See  268,  n.  1. 
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of  property,  (b)  In  the  case  of  Somerset,  in  1772,  who  was  a 
negro  slave,  carried  by  his  master  from  America  to  England,  and 
there  confined,  in  order  to  be  sent  to  the  West  Indies,  he  was  dis- 
charged by  the  K.  B.  upon  habeas  corpus^  after  a  very  elaborate 
discussion,  and  upon  the  ground  that  slavery  did  not  and  could 
not  exist  in  England,  under  the  English  law.  (c)  The  Scotch 
lawyers  (d)  mention  the  case  of  Knight,  a  negro  slave,  brought 
from  the  West  Indies  to  Scotland  by  his  master  in  1773  ;  and,  as 
the  slave  refused  to  continue  in  his  service,  he  applied  to  the 
courts  in  Scotland  for  assistance,  to  compel  his  slave  to  return. 
It  was  held  that  slavery  was  not  recognized  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, and  that  the  claim  of  the  master  to  the  perpetual  service 
of  the  negro  was  inadmissible,  for  the  law  of  Jamaica  did  not 
apply  to  Scotland  ;  and  the  master's  claim  was  consequently 
repelled  by  the  sheriffs  court,  and  by  the  court  of  session. 

But  though  personal  slavery  be  unknown  in  England,  so  that 
one  man   cannot  sell  nor  confine  and  export   another,  as  his 
property,   yet  the   claim   of  imported  slaves  for   wages, 
*  without  a  special  promise,  does  not  seem  to  receive  the   *  249 
same  protection  and  support  as  that  of  a  freeman,  (a)  Mr. 
Barrington,  who  has  given  a  very  strong  picture  of  the  degrada- 

(6)  Smith  V.  Gould,  2  Salk.  606 ;  2  Ld.  Rajm.  1274 ;  contra.  Butts  9.  Penny,  2  Ler. 
201,  and  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Pearne  v.  Lisle,  Amb.  75.  Mr.  Justice  Best,  in  Forbes 
9.  Cochrane,  2  B.  &  C.  44S,  8  Dowl  &  Kjrl.  679,  s.  c,  said  that  the  judges  were 
above  the  age  in  which  they  lived,  and  stood  upon  the  high  ground  of  natural  right. 
Then  thej  declared  that  in  England  human  beings  could  not  be  the  subject-matter 
of  property.  He  insisted  that  the  moment  a  slave  put  his  foot  on  board  a  British 
maoof-war,  out  of  the  waters  of  colonial  jurisdiction,  he  became  free.  This  is  the 
law  now  in  France ;  and  as  soon  as  the  slave  lands  on  the  French  soil,  he  is  free.  The 
decision  in  the  case  last  mentioned  was,  that  if  a  slave  from  a  slaveholding  state  or 
country  gets  out  of  the  territory,  and  under  the  protection  of  British  jurisdiction, 
without  any  wrongful  act  done  by  the  party  giving  tliat  protection,  he  becomes  free, 
and  the  English  law  protects  him  from  being  reclaimed.  The  doctrine  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Prigg  v.  The  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  16  Peters, 
539,  was  to  the  same  effect ;  for  it  was  declared  that  a  state  of  slavery  was  a  mere 
mimicipal  regulation,  and  no  nation  was  bound  to  recognize  the  state  of  slavery  as  to 
foreign  slaves  within  its  territory. 

(c)  Loft,  1 ;  Harg.  State  Trials,  xi.  389. 

id)  1  Ersk.  Inst  159 ;  Kamcs's  Principles  of  Equity,  ii.  184. 

(a)  Alfred  v.  Marquis  of  Fitzjames,  8  Esp.  8 ;  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Thames  Ditton,  4  Doug.  800.  Where  a  West  India  slave  accompanied  her  master 
to  England,  and  voluntarily  returned  back  to  the  West  Indies,  it  was  held  that  the 
residence  in  England  did  not  finally  emancipate  her,  and  she  became  a  slave  on  her 
return,  though  no  coercion  could  be  exercised  over  her  while  in  England.  The  Slave 
Grace,  2  Hagg.  Adm.  94. 
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tioD  and  oppression  of  the  tenants  under  the  English  tenure  of 
pure  villenage,  (5)  is  of  opinion  that  predial  servitude  reallj 
existed  in  England  so  late  as  the  reign  of  Elizabeth ;  and  that 
the  observation  of  Lillbum,  that  the  air  of  England  was,  at  that 
time,  too  pure  for  a  slave  to  breathe  in,  was  not  true  in  point  of 
fact.  Be  that  as  it  may,  there  is  no  such  thing  now  as  the  adnois- 
sion  of  slaves  or  slavery  in  the  sense  of  the  civil  law,  or  of  the 
laws  and  usages  in  the  West  Indies,  either  in  England  or  in  an; 
part  of  Europe  ;  and  it  is  very  generally  agreed  that  the  African 
slave  trade  is  unjust  and  cruel,  (c) 

It  is  no  less  true  than  singular,  that  personal  slavery  prevailed 
with  uncommon  rigor  in  the  free  states  of  antiquity ;  and  it  can* 
not  but  diminish  very  considerably  our  sympathy  with  their  spirit 
and  our  reverence  for  their  institutions.  A  vast  majority  of  the 
people  of  ancient  Greece  were  in  a  state  of  absolute  and  severe 
slavery.  The  disproportion  between  freemen  and  slaves  was 
nearly  in  the  ratio  of  thirty  thousand  to  four  hundred  thou- 
sand, (d)  At  Athens  they  were  treated  with  more  humanity 
than  in  Thessaly,  Crete,  Argos,  or  Sparta;  for  at  Athens  the 
philosophers  taught  and  recommended  humanity  to  slaves  as  a 
sure  test  of  virtue.  They  were  entitled  to  sue  their  master  for 
excessive  ill  usage,  and  compel  him  to  sell  them ;  and  they  had 
also  the  privilege  of  purchasing  their  freedom.  («)    In  the  Roman 

republic,  the  practice  of  predial  and  domestic  slavery  was 
*250    equally   *  countenanced,  and   still   more   abused.     There 

were  instances  of  private  persons  owning  singly  no  less 
than  four  thousand  slaves; (a)  and  by  the  Roman  law,  slaves 

(h)  OlwerTationB  oo  the  Statutes,  chiefly  the  more  Ancient,  232-241. 

(c)  See  infra,  254.  n.  (a). 

{d)  1  Mitf.  Hist.  855.  A  small  aristocracy  governed  Attica,  while  the  soil  was 
enltivated  by  a  working  class  of  400.000  slayes,  and  a  similar  disproportion  existed 
throughout  Greece.  The  Island  of  ^gina  is  stated  to  have  held,  at  one  time,  470,000 
slaves,  a  large  proportion  of  whom  were  agricultural  serfs.  The  slave  population  of 
Corinth,  in  her  greatest  prosperity,  was  rated  at  4S0,000  slaves.  According  to  a 
learned  article  on  "  the  democracy  of  Athens,"  in  the  New  York  Review  for  July, 
1840,  the  whole  number  of  slaves  in  Attica  was  about  365,000,  to  95,000  citizens  and 
45,000  resident  foreigners.  Even  Aristotle  considered  the  relation  of  master  and 
slave  Just  as  indispensable,  in  every  well-ordered  state,  as  that  of  husband  and  wife. 
Arist  Pol.  b.  1,  c.  1. 

(e)  Potter's  Antiq.  of  Greece,  57-72 ;  3  St  John,  on  the  Manners  and  CostoiDB  of 
Ancient  Greece,  18.  10,  22. 

(a)  1  Gibbon's  Hist  06-08.  Hume,  hi  his  Essay  on  the  Populonsness  of  Ancient 
Nations,  says,  that  some  great  men  among  the  Romans  possessed  to  the  number  of 
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were  considered  in  the  light  of  goods  and  chattels,  and  could  be 
sold  or  pawned.  They  could  be  tortured,  and  even  put  to  death, 
at  the  discretion  of  their  masters,  (i)  By  a  succession  of  edicts, 
which  humanity,  reason,  and  policy  dictated,  and  which  were 
enacted  by  Claudius,  Hadrian,  and  Antoninus  Pius,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  life  and  death  over  slaves  was  taken  from  their  masters, 
and  referred  to  the  ms^istrate  ;  and  the  Ergcutvla^  or  dungeons 
of  cruelty,  were  abolished,  (c) 

The  personal  servitude  which  grew  out  of  the  abuses  of  the 
feudal  system,  and  to  which  the  Germans  had  been  accustomed, 
even  in  their  primitive  settlements,  was  exceedingly  grievous ;  {d) 
but  it  is  not  supposed  to  have  equalled,  in  severity  or  degrada- 
tion, the  domestic  slavery  of  the  ancients,  or  among  the  European 
colonies  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic.  The  feudal  villein  of  the 
lowest  order  was  unprotected  in  his  property,  as  against  seizure 
by  his  master,  and  was  subjected  to  the  most  ignoble  services ; 
but  his  circumstances  distinguished  him  materially  from  the 
Greek,  Roman,  or  West  India  slave.     No  person  in  England 

10,000  slaves.  In  the  Augustan  age,  one  half  of  the  population  of  the  Boman  world 
(and  the  whole  population  was  efltimated  at  120,000,000  of  souls)  were  slaves. 
I  Gibbon's  Hist.  ^  Mr.  Blair»  in  his  Inquiiy  into  the  State  of  Slavery  among  the 
Bomans  ( 1833),  assigns  as  many  as  three  slaves  to  every  free  person  in  Italy  in  the 
time  of  the  Emperor  Claudius.  Almost  all  the  agricultural,  as  well  as  domestic 
labor,  was  performed  by  slaves,  even  from  the  time  of  Tiberius  Gracchus.  Plutarch's 
life  of  T.  Gracchus  ;  Hooke's  Boman  History,  b.  6,  c.  7.  Barbarian  captives  taken 
in  war  were  considered  slaves,  and  purchased  by  slave  merchants  for  the  Italian 
market 

(6)  Inst.  1.  8.  1 ;  Taylor's  Elem.  of  the  CivQ  Law,  429.  By  the  kx  Aquilia,  passed 
toon  after  the  era  of  the  twelve  tables,  the  killing  of  a  slave  by  a  third  person  was 
put  upon  the  same  ground  as  the  killing  of  a  quadruped,  and  a  pecuniary  recom- 
pense was  to  be  made  to  the  owner.  When  a  master  was  murdered  by  one  of  his 
domestic  slaves,  all  the  slaves  of  his  household  at  the  time  were  to  be  put  to  death  ; 
and  Tacitas  gives  a  horrible  instance,  in  the  time  of  Nero,  of  the  application  of  this 
atrocious  law  in  the  case  of  the  murder  of  Pedanius  Secundus,  a  man  of  consular 
rank,  and  who  pos8e8se<f  400  domestic  slaves,  who  were  all  put  to  death,  and  with  the 
approbation  of  the  senate.  Tacit.  Ann.  lib.  14,  sec.  42-45.  For  the  Roman  law,  see 
ib.  18, 32. 

(c)  1  Gibbon,  vhi  $upra,  66 ;  Inst.  1.  8.  2 ;  Taylor's  Elem.  of  the  Civil  Law,  433- 
435.  The  horrible  cruelties  inflicted  upon  the  slaves  in  ancient  times,  and  particu- 
larly by  the  Romans,  and  the  barbarous  manners  and  loss  of  moral  taste  and  just 
feeling  which  were  the  consequence,  are  strikingly  shown  and  illustrated  from  pas- 
sages in  the  classics,  by  Mr.  Hume,  in  his  very  learned  Essay  on  the  Populousness 
of  Ancient  Nations. 

{d)  See  a  picture  of  the  degradation  and  rigors  of  personal  servitude  among  the 
Gothic  barbarians  of  Gaul.  Gibbon's  Hist  vi.  359-362, 8vo  ed. ;  Robertson's  Charles 
V.  i.  n.  9. 
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was  a  villein  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  except  in  relation  to  his 
master.     As  to  him  quicquid  acquiritur  servo  acquiritur  domino. 
In  villenage  in  gross,  all  acquisitions  of  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, made  by  the  villein,  belonged  to  his  lord.     To  all 

*  251    other  persons  *  he  was  a  freeman,  and  as  against  them 

he  had  rights  of  property  ;  and  his  master,  for  excessive 
injuries  committed  upon  the  vassal,  was  answerable  at  the  king's 
suit,  (a)  So,  also,  the  life  and  chastity  of  the  female  vassal, 
even  of  the  lowest  degree,  were  protected  (feebly,  probably,  in 
point  of  fact,  but  effectually  in  point  of  law),  by  the  right  of 
prosecution  of  the  lord,  through  appeal  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
injured  vassal.  (6) 

Las  Casas,  the  Spanish  bishop  of  Chiapa,  with  the  view  of  re- 
lieving the  oppressed  Indians  from  the  most  cruel  and  fatal 
slavery,  and  after  all  other  expedients  had  failed,  proposed  to 
the  Spanish  government  to  substitute  the  hardy  Africans  for  the 
feeble  Indians.  This  was  in  1517 ;  and  the  Emperor  Charles  V. 
granted  a  patent  to  certain  persons  to  supply  the  Spanish  Islands 
with  slaves.  The  importation  of  negro  slaves  into  the  Spanish 
colonies  had  commenced  as  early  as  1501,  and  was  continued 
under  the  sanction  of  the  Spanish  monarchs.  (<;)  Las  Casas  is 
said,  therefore,  to  have  chosen  between  two  existing  evils.     He 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  116, 117, 110.  Villeins,  says  Lord  Coke,  2  Inst.  45,  are  free  against 
all  men,  saving  their  lord.  The  lord  was  indictable  for  maiming  his  villein,  but  the 
latter  was  not  entitled  to  his  appeal  of  mayhem,  for  he  could  not  hold  his  damages 
if  he  received  any ;  and  for  a  similar  reason,  the  villein  could  not  have  an  appeal  of 
robbery,  for  all  his  goods  belonged  to  liis  lord.  Litt.  sec.  194 ;  Co.  Litt.  123,  b.  In 
the  Anglo-Saxon  period,  the  power  of  lords  over  their  slaves  was  not  quite  absolute. 
If  the  master  beat  out  a  slave's  eye  or  tooth,  the  slave  recovered  his  liberty.  If  he 
killed  him,  he  paid  a  fine  to  the  king.  LL.  Alf.  Lamb.  Arch.  17.  At  the  time 
of  the  Norman  conquest,  the  greater  part  of  the  land  in  England  was  cultivated  by 
slaves,  and  the  free  tenants  were  extremely  few  in  comparison.  Turner's  Hist  of 
England  during  the  Middle  Ages.  i.  135.  The  code  of  the* Visigoths  in  Spain  was 
honorably  distinguished  from  the  Salic  law  and  other  codes  of  the  barbarians,  in  the 
moderation  of  its  provisions  respecting  slaves.  By  the  Visigothic  code,  the  slave  was 
allowed  to  acquire  property  and  purchase  his  freedom,  and  it  provided  for  his  personal 
security  against  the  extreme  violence  of  his  master.  See  the  Fuero  Juzgo.  as  cited 
by  Mr.  Prescott,  in  his  History  of  the  Reign  of  Ferdinand  and  Isabella,  i.  Int.  So, 
note. 

(6)  Littleton's  Ten.  sec.  189, 190, 194 ;  Hallam's  View  of  the  Middle  Ages,  i.  122, 
124,  ii.  199. 

(c)  Bancroft's  History  of  the  United  States,  L  182, 183.    The  Spaniards  and  Poi'- 
tuguese  dealt  in  the  traffic  of  African  negroes,  as  slaves,  even  before  the  discovery  of 
America.    lb.  i.  178, 179. 
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wised  to  eradicate  the  greater  by  resorting  to  the  lesser,  (d)  Soto, 
the  Dominican,  and  confessor  of  Charles  V.,  and  professor  in  the 
University  of  Salamanca,  was  a  more  consistent,  if  not  a  more 
illnstrions,  opponent  of  slavery.  He  boldly  attacked  the  African 
slave  trade  from  the  very  beginning  of  it,  as  iniquitous  ;  and,  by 
his  influence  with  his  master,  he  procured  an  edict,  in  1543, 
tending  to  mitigate  slavery  in  the  colonies,  (e) 

*  Sir  John  Hawkins  was  the  first  Englishman  who,  in  *  252 
1562,  introduced  the  practice  of  buying  or  kidnapping  ne- 
groes in  Africa,  and  transporting  and  selling  them  for  slaves  in 
the  West  Indies.  In  1620,  a  Dutch  vessel  carried  a  cargo  of 
slaves  from  Africa  to  Virginia ;  and  this,  says  Chalmers,  (a)  was 
the  sad  epoch  of  the  introduction  of  African  slaves  into  the  Eng- 
lish colonies  on  this  continent.  The  Dutch  records  of  New  Neth- 
erlands allude  to  the  existence  of  slaves  in  their  settlements  on 
the  Hudson,  as  early  as  1626 ;  (ft)  and  slavery  is  mentioned  in  the 
Massachusetts  laws  between  1630  and  1641.  (c)  Domestic  slavery 
having  thus  inauspiciously  commenced,  it  continued  and  increased 
throughout  the  United  States  when  they  were  colonies  of  Great 
Britain.  It  exists  to  this  day  in  all  the  southern  states  of  the 
Union ;  but  it  has  become  extinct  in  New  York  and  the  eastern 
states,  and  probably  it  is  in  the  course  of  abatement  and  extinc- 
tion in  some  others.  In  Pennsylvania,  by  an  act  of  March  1, 
1780,  and  in  New  Jersey,  by  acts  of  February  14,  1784,  and 
of  the  24th  February,  1820,  passed  for  the  gradual  extinction  of 

(d)  Irrm^h  Life  of  ColumbuB,  iii.  App.  n.  26.  Our  learned  and  ingenious  coun- 
tryman endeavors  to  relieve  the  memory  of  this  exqellent  man  from  reproach  for  this 
most  reprehensible  act,  by  showing  the  general  benevolence  of  his  motives.  Bryan 
Edwards,  in  his  History  of  the  British  Indies,  ii.  c.  2,  spiritedly  undertook  the  same 
task. 

(e)  Dominic  Soto's  Treatise,  De  Justitia  et  Jure,  and  which  very  scarce  book  the 
author  of  a  learned  article  in  the  Edinburgh  Review,  xxvii.  290,  had  seen  and  read, 
is  said  to  contain  a  strong  condemnation  of  the  African  slave  trade.  Slavery  existed 
in  a  very  mild  form  among  tlie  Mexicans  prior  to  the  conquest  of  tlieir  country  by 
Cortez.  The  slave  was  allowed  to  have  his  own  family,  to  hold  property,  and  even 
other  slaves.  Intermarriage  was  allowed  between  slaves  and  freemen.  His  children 
were  free,  for  no  one  could  be  bom  to  slavery  in  Mexico  ;  an  honorable  distinction, 
says  Mr.  Prescott  (Hist,  of  the  Conquest  of  Mexico,  i.  37),  not  known,  he  believes, 
in  any  civilized  community  where  slavery  has  been  sanctioned. 

(o)  Political  Annals,  49.  (6)  Moulton's  History  of  New  York,  i.  873. 

(c)  Massachusetts  Historical  Collections,  iv.  194.  The  government  and  people  of 
Hassachusetts,  in  1645  and  1646,  resented  the  first  importation  of  African  slaves  into 
tlie  colony  as  a  heinous  crime.  Winthrop's  History,  ii.  245,  879,  380 ;  Bancroft's 
History,  i.  187. 
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slavery,  this  great  evil  has  been  removed  from  them,  and  all 
children  born  of  a  slave  after  the  4th  day  of  July,  1804,  were 
declared  free.  In  Massachusetts,  it  was  judicially  declared,  soon 
after  the  Revolution,  that  slavery  was  virtually  abolished  by 
their  constitution,  and  that  the  issue  of  a  female  slave,  though 
born  prior  to  their  constitution,  and  as  early  as  1773,  was  born 
free,  (d)  But  though  this  be  the  case,  yet  the  effect  of  the 
former  legal  distinctions  is  still  perceived ;  for,  by  statute,  a  mar- 
riage in  Massachusetts  between  a  white  person  and  a  negro, 
Indian^  or  mulatto,  is  absolutely  void.  (<;)  In  Connecticut,  stat- 
utes were  passed  in  1784  and  1797,  which  have,  in  their  gentle 
and  gradual  operation,  nearly,  if  not  totally,  extinguished  slavery 

in  that  state.  (/) 
*  258        I  shall  not  attempt,  nor  have  I  at  *  hand  the  means,  to 

collect  and  review  the  laws  of  all  the  southern  states  on 
the  subject  of  domestic  slavery.  They  are,  doubtless,  as  just  and 
mild  as  is  deemed,  by  those  governments,  to  be  compatible  with 
the  public  safety,  or  with  the  existence  and  preservation  of  that 
species  of  property;  and  yet,  in  contemplation  of  their  laws, 
slaves  are  considered  in  some  respects,  though  not  in  criminal 
prosecutions,  as  things  or  property,  rather  than  persons,  and  are 
vendible  as  personal  estate.  They  cannot  take  property  by 
descent  or  purchase,  and  all  they  find,  and  all  they  hold,  belongs 
to  the  master.  They  cannot  make  lawful  contracts,  and  they  are 
deprived  of  civil  rights.  They  are  assets  in  the  hands  of  execu- 
tors, for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  cannot  be  emancipated  by 
will  or  otherwise,  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors,  (a)     Their  con- 

(d)  See  Wincbendon  0.  Hatfield,  4  Mass.  128,  and  Littleton  v.  Tuttle,  ib.  note. 

(e)  Dane's  Abr.  c.  46,  art  2,  sec.  3 ;  Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  1836.  This  prohibi- 
tion was  repealed  since  1836.  In  Virginia,  it  is  an  indictable  offence.  1  B.  C.  of 
Virginia,  276. 

(/)  Reeve's  Domestic  Helations,  840 ;  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821,  p.  428.  There 
were  twenty-five  slaves  remaining  in  Connecticut  in  1830.  In  1774,  the  importation 
of  slaves  into  that  state  was  prohibited.  In  Rhode  Island,  no  person  could  be  born  a 
slave  on  or  after  the  first  of  March,  1784  In  New  Hampshire  and  Vermont,  slavery 
.was  abolished  by  their  respective  constitutions ;  and  it  was  a  fundamental,  and 
declared  to  be  an  unalterable,  provision  in  the  ordinance  of  Congress,  of  July  13, 1787, 
for  the  government  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  northwest  of  the  river  Ohio,  tliat  there 
should  be  neither  slavery  nor  involuntary  servitude  in  the  said  territory,  otherwise  than 
in  the  punishment  of  crime.  This  provision  effectually  prevented  the  introduction  of 
slavery  into  any  of  the  states  north  of  the  Ohio,  and  included  in  what  was  then  called 
the  North'Westem  Territory  of  the  United  States. 

(a)  Walker  v.  Bostick,  4  Desaus.  (S.  C.)  26G ;    Brandon  v.  Huntsville  Bank, 
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dition  is  more  analogous  to  that  of  the  slaves  of  the  ancients 
than  to  that  of  the  yilleins  of  feudal  times,  both  in  respect  to 
the  degradation  of  the  slaves  and  the  full  dominion  and  power 
of  the  master.  The  statute  regulations  follow  the  principles  of 
the  civil  law  in  relation  to  slaves,  and  are  extremely  severe,  but 
the  master  has  no  power  over  life  or  limb ;  slaves  are  still  re< 
garded  as  human  beings  under  moral  responsibility  as  to  crimes, 
and  the  severe  letter  of  the  law  is  softened  and  corrected  by  the 
humanity  of  the  age  and  the  spirit  of  Christianity,  (i)  The  laws 
of  some  of  the  southern  states  manifest,  likewise,  great  jealousy 
in  respect  to  any  external  influence  or  communications  calculated 
to  render  the  slave  population  discontented  with  their  condi- 
tion, (e)     These  severe  penal  restrictions  must  have  proceeded 

1  Stewart  (Ala.),  S20 ;  Pleasants  v.  Pleasants,  2  Call,  819;  The  State  v.  Pliilpot, 
Dadley  (Ga.),  46;  Nancy  v.  Snell,  6  Dana  (Ky,),  149;  Briscoe  v.  Wickliffe,  ib.  165; 
[Warner  v.  Swearingen],  ib.  195;  Fable  v.  Brown,  2  Hill  Cb.  (S.  C.)  396;  Gregg 
V.  ThompaoD,  2  MiU  Const  831 ;  Bland  u.  Negro  Dowling,  9  Gill  &  J.  19;  Revised 
Statutes,  N.  C.  c  89,  sec.  24 ;  View  of  the  Laws  of  Virginia  relative  to  Slavery,  Am. 
Jour.  n.  13 ;  Civil  Code  of  Looisiana,  art.  35, 178 ;  Act  of  Maryland,  1798,  c.  101 ; 
Laws  of  South  Carolina,  Breyard's  Digest,  229.  In  Louisiana,  slares  are  considered 
ss  real  estate,  and  descend  as  such ;  whereas  in  Maryland,  Virginia,  South  Carolina, 
sod  Missouri,  they  are  regarded  as  personal  property.  In  Kentucky,  the  law  on  this 
subject  is  anomalous.  Slaves  are  for  most  purposes  regarded  as  personal  property, 
aod  yet,  so  far  as  respects  wills,  they  are  by  statute  declared  to  be  real  estate,  and 
they  descend  sub  modo  to  the  heir.  Jn  Massachusetts,  under  the  colony  administra- 
tion, slaves  were  property,  transferable  like  chattels,  and  were  assets  in  the  hands  of 
executors  and  administrators,  and  the  issue  of  female  slaves  followed  the  condition  of 
the  mother.  Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  4  Mass.  127.  In  Tennessee,  Georgia,  and  Arkansas, 
property  in  slayes  is  protected  specially  by  the  constitution,  which  declares  that  the 
l^pslature  shall  have  no  power  to  pass  laws  for  the  emancipation  of  slaves  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner.  But,  as  the  chief  Justice  observed,  in  the  case  of  the  Com- 
monwealth r.  Avee.  18  Pick.  216,  the  Uiws  that  regard  slayes  as  property  are  local, 
and  only  apply  so  far  as  such  laws  propria  mgar%  can  operate.  Such  local  laws  do  not 
make  them  personal  property  generally ;  and  in  Williams  v.  Ash,  1  How.  1,  it  was 
held  that  a  bequest  of  a  slave  by  will,  with  a  conditional  limitation  of  freedom  to  the 
slave,  if  sold  by  the  legatee,  took  effect  on  the  sale.  The  limitation  over  in  favor  of 
the  slave,  if  sold,  was  valid. 

(6)  Stroud's  Sketch  of  the  Laws  relating  to  Slavery,  Phil.  1827,;MM«tni ;  Ruffin,  J., 
in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Mann,  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  263 ;  The  State  v.  Jones,  Walker, 
(Miss.),  88;  The  State  p.  Philpot,  Dudley  (Ga.),  46. 

(c)  In  Georgia,  by  an  act  in  1829,  no  person  is  permitted  to  teach  a  slave,  a  negro, 
or  free  person  of  color,  to  read  or  write.  So,  hi  Virginia,  by  statute,  in  1830,  meet- 
ings of  free  negroes,  to  learn  reading  or  writing,  are  unlawful,  and  subject  them  to 
corporal  punishment ;  and  it  is  unlawful  for  white  persons  to  assemble  with  free 
negroes  or  slaves,  to  teach  them  to  read  or  write.  The  prohibitory  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  Alaba^u^  passed  in  the  session  of  1881-2,  relative  to  instruction  to  be  given 
to  the  slave,  or  free  colored  population,  or  exhortation  or  preaching  to  them,  or  any 
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from  the  strong  and  fearful  apprehension  that  the  kind  of  knowl- 
edge and  instruction  which  are  interdicted,  would  greatly  in- 
crease the  means,  capacity,  and  tendency  of  slaves  to  combine 
for  purposes  of  mischief  and  insurrection.  The  great  principle 
of  self-preservation  doubtless  demands,  on  the  part  of  the  white 
population  dwelling  in  the  midst  of  such  combustible  materials, 
unceasing  vigilance  and  firmness,  as  well  as  uniform  kindness 
and  humanity.  The  evils  of  domestic  slavery  are  inevitable,  but 
the  responsibility  does  not  rest  upon  the  present  generation,  to 
whom  the  institution  descended  by  inheritance,  provided  they 
have  endeavored  by  all  reasonable  means  to  arrest  or  mitigate 
the  evil,  (d)  We  will  close  this  division  of  the  subject  with  a 
brief  historical  detail  of  the  laws  of  New  York  concerning  the 
origin,  progress,  and  final  exthiction  of  domestic  slavery.  Our 
domestic  annals  afford  sufficient  matter  of  alternate  humiliation 
and  pride,  for  painful  and  for  exulting  contemplation. 

The  system  of  domestic  slavery,  under  the  colony  laws  of  New 
York,  was  as  firmly  and  rigorously  established  as  in  any  part  of 
the  country  ;  and,  as  it  would  seem,  with  more  severity  than  in 
either  Massachusetts  or  Connecticut.  In  the  year  1706,  it  was 
declared  by  statute  (e;)  that  no  slave  should  be  a  witness  for  or 

mischieyoas  influence  attempted  to  be  exerted  over  them,  is  sufficienily  penal.  Laws 
of  similar  import  are  presumed  to  exist  in  the  other  slaveliolding  states ;  but  in 
Louisiana,  the  law  on  the  subject  is  armed'with  tenfold  severity.  It  not  only  forbids 
any  person  teaching  slaves  to  read  or  write,  but  it  declares  that  any  person  using  lan- 
guage, in  any  public  discourse,  from  the  bar,  bench,  stage,  or  pulpit,  or  any  other 
place,  or  in  any  private  conversation,  or  making  use  of  any  signs  or  actions,  having  a 
tendency  to  produce  discontent  among  the  free  colored  population,  or  insubordination 
among  the  slaves,  or  who  shall  be  knowingly  instrumental  in  bringing  into  the  state 
any  paper,  book,  or  pamphlet,  having  the  like  tendency,  shall,  on  conviction,  be  pun- 
ishable with  imprisonment  or  death,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

(d)  By  the  statute  of  3  &  4  William  IV.  c.  73,  slavery  ceased  throughout  the 
British  colonies,  in  the  Weft  Indies  and  elsewhere,  on  the  1st  of  August,  1884.  The 
then  existing  slaves  were  to  become  apprenticed  laborers.  The  term  of  their  appren- 
ticeship was  to  cease  partly  on  the  1st  of  August,  1838,  and  totally  on  the  1st  of 
August,  1840,  when  the  black  and  colored  population  would  become  altogether  f^-ee. 
The  sum  of  twenty  millions  sterling  was  to  be  distributed,  in  certain  proportions  and 
on  certain  conditions,  to  the  West  India  planters,  as  a  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
their  property  in  the  slaves,  by  the  force  and  operation  of  the  statutes.  This  statute 
will  remain  for  ever  a  memorable  event  in  the  annals  of  British  legislation.  It  is 
entitled,  an  Act  /or  the  abolition  of  slavery  throughout  the  British  colonies  ;  for  promoting 
the  industry  of  the  manumitted  da\}es  ;  and  for  compensating  the  persons  hitherto  entitled  to 
the  services  of  such  slaves.  The  title  itself  is  declaratory  of  the  boldness  of  the  design, 
and  the  sense  of  justice  and  benevolence  which  accompanied  its  latter  provisiona. 

(«)  Colony  Laws,  Smith's  ed.  i.  69. 
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against  any  freeman,  in  any  matter,  civil  or  ciiminal.  (/)  The 
consequence  of  this  was,  that  a  slave  found  alone  could  be  beaten 
with  impunity  by  any  freeman,  without  cause.  It  was  shortly 
after  enacted,  {g)  that  if  any  slave  talked  impudently  to  any 
Christian,  he  should  be  publicly  whipped,  at  the  discretion  of 
any  justice  of  the  peace,  not  exceeding  forty  stripes.  By  succes- 
sive acts  of  the  colonial  assembly,  passed  in  1702, 1712, 
and  1730,  (A)  the  debasement  *  of  the  civil  condition  of  ♦  256 
slaves  was  greatly  augmented.  The  master  and  mistress 
were  authorized  to  punish  their  slaves  at  discretion,  not  extend- 
ing to  life  or  limb,  and  each  town  was  authorized  to  appoint  a 
common  whipper  for  their  slaves,  to  whom  a  salary  was  to  be 
allowed.  If  guilty  of  any  of  the  numerous  capital  offences  of 
that  day,  they  were  to  be  tried  by  three  justices  of  the  peace, 
and  five  freeholders,  and  were  denied  the  benefit  of  the  testi- 
mony of  theii'  associates,  if  in  their  favor,  though  it  might  be 
used  against  them ;  and  they  were  to  be  put  to  death  in  such  a 
manner  as  this  formidable  tribunal  thought  proper,  (a) 

In  the  year  1740,  it  was  observed,  by  the  legislature,  that  all 
due  encouragement  ought  to  be  given  to  the  direct  importation 
of  slaves,  and  all  smuggling  of  slaves  condemned  as  "  an  eminent 
discouragement  to  the  fair  trade."  (h) 

Such  were  the  tone  and  policy  of  the  statute  law  of  New  York 
on  the  subject  of  domestic  slavery,  during  the  whole  period  of 
the  colonial  history  ;  but  after  the  era  of  our  independence,  the 

(/)  This  disability  was  applied  to  slaves  by  the  other  colonies.  In  Kentucky,  by 
a  statute  as  late  as  1798,  no  negro,  mulatto,  or  Indian,  can  be  a  witness,  except  in 
cases  in  which  negroes,  mulattoes,  or  Indians  alone  should  be  parties.  But  this 
restriction  is  understood  to  apply  only  to  testimony  in  suits  pending  between  the 
parties,  and  does  not  disqualify  freemen  of  color  to  take  an  oath  and  swear  to  facts  in 
ereiy  case  in  which  a  white  man  may  be  concerned.    1  Dana  (Ky.),  467. 

{3)  Colony  Laws,  i.  72. 

(h)  lb.  i.  1(»-199;  Bradford's  ed.  of  the  Colony  Laws,  1719. 

(a)  lliey  were  occasionally  adjudged  to  the  stake;  and  an  execution  of  this  kind, 
and  probably  the  last  of  this  kind,  was  witnessed  at  Poughkeepsie,  shortly  before  the 
commencement  of  the  revolutionary  war. 

(h)  Colony  Laws,  i.  283,  284.  It  ought,  however,  to  be  noted,  in  honor  of  the 
laws  promulgated  under  the  early  administration  of  the  colony  by  the  Duke  of  York, 
and  known  as  the  Duke's  Laws,  and  which  continued  in  force  from  1665  to  1683,  that 
it  was  f oibidden  to  a  "  Christian  to  keep  a  slave,  except  persons  adjudged  thereto  by 
authority,  or  such  as  have  willingly  sold  or  shall  sell  themselves."  See  an  analysis 
of  the  Duke's  Laws  in  Thompson's  History  of  Long  Island,  New  York,  1839,  p.  102, 
and  which  contained  many  wise  and  just  provisions. 
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principles  of  natural  right  and  civil  liberty  were  better  known 
and  obeyed,  and  domestic  slavery  speedily  and  sensibly  felt  the 
genial  influence  of  the  Revolution.  The  first  act  that  went  to 
relax  the  system  was  passed  in  1781,  and  it  gave  freedom  to  all 
slaves  who  should  serve  in  the  American  army  for  the  term  of 
three  years,  or  until  regularly  discharged,  (c)  A  more  liberal 
provision  was  made  in  1786,  by  which  all  slaves,  becoming  pub- 
lic property  by  attainder,  or  confiscation  of  their  master's  estates, 
were  immediately  set  free ;  and  if  unable  to  maintain  themselves, 

they  were  to  be  supported  by  the  state,  (d)  These  were 
*  266    only  partial  alleviations  *  of  a  great  public  evil    In  1788, 

a  more  extensive  and  effectual  stix>ke  was  aimed  at  the 
practice  of  domestic  slavery.  It  put  an  absolute  stop  to  all 
further  importation  of  slaves  after  the  1st  of  June,  1785,  by  pro- 
hibiting future  sales  of  such  slaves.  Facilities  were  also  given  to 
the  manumission  of  slaves.  The  penal  code  was  greatly  melio- 
rated in  respect  to  slaves.  In  capital  cases,  they  were  to  be  tried 
by  jury,  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  and  the  tes- 
timony of  slaves  was  made  admissible  for,  as  well  as  against,  each 
other,  in  criminal  cases,  (a)  In  one  single  case,  the  punishment 
of  slaves  was  made  different  from  that  of  whites.  If  convicted 
of  crimes  under  capital,  and  the  court  should  certify  transpor- 
tation to  be  a  proper  punishment,  they  might  be  transported  to 
foreign  parts  by  the  master,  (i)  In  1799,  the  legislature  took  a 
step  towards  the  final  removal,  as  well  as  the  intermediate  miti- 
gation, of  this  evil.  They  commenced  a  system  of  laws  for  the 
gradual  abolition  of  slavery.  (<?)  It  was  declared  that  every  child 
born  of  a  slave  within  the  state  after  the  4th  of  July,  1799, 
should  be  born  free,  though  liable  to  be  held  as  the  servant  of 
the  proprietor  of  the  mother,  until  the  age  of  twenty-eight  years 
in  a  male,  and  twenty-five  in  a  female,  in  like  manner  as  if  such 
person  had  been  bound  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  to  service 
for  that  period.    This  law  was  further  enlarged  and  improved  in 

(c)  Act  of  N.  Y.,  March  20, 1781,  c.  32,  sec.  6. 

{d)  Act  of  May  1,  1786.  c.  58,  sec.  29,  SO. 

(a)  Act  of  February  22,  1788,  c.  40.  This  act  was  hostile  to  the  importatioii  of 
slaves  as  an  article  of  trade,  and  not  to  the  existence  of  slavery  itself ;  for  it  re- 
enacted  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  that  the  children  of  female  slaves  should  foUow  the 
state  and  condition  of  the  mother. 

{b)  Act  of  March  22, 1790,  a  28. 

(c)  Act  of  March  29,  1799,  c.  62. 
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1810,  and  it  was  then  ordained  (<2)  that  the  importation  of  slaves, 
except  by  the  owner  coming  into  the  state  for  a  residence  short 
of  nine  months,  should  be  absolutely  prohibited  ;  and  every  slave 
Imported  contrary  to  the  act  was  declared  free.  All  contracts 
for  personal  service,  by  any  person  held  or  possessed  as  a  slave 
out  of  the  state,  were  declared  to  be  void ;  and  to  entitle  a 
person  to  claim  the  services  of  a  person  born  of  a  slave, 
*  after  the  4th  of  July,  1799,  he  must  have  used  all  reason-  *  257 
able  means  to  teach  the  child  to  read,  or,  in  default,  the 
child  would  be  released  from  sei^vitude  after  the  age  of  twenty- 
one. 

These  provisions  were  all  incorporated  into  the  act  of  the  9th 
of  April,  1813,  which  contained  a  digest  of  the  existing  laws  on 
the  subject  of  slavery.  Under  the  operation  of  those  provisions, 
slavery  very  rapidly  diminished,  and  appearances  indicated  that, 
in  the  course  of  the  present  generation,  it  would  be  totally  extin- 
guished. Those  that  were  slaves  on  the  4th  of  July,  1799,  and 
not  manumitted,  were  the  only  persons  that  were  slaves  for  life, 
except  those  that  were  imported  prior  to  the  first  of  May,  1810, 
and  remained  with  their  former  owners  unsold.  No  slave  im- 
ported since  the  1st  of  June,  1785,  could  be  sold  ;  and  no  slave 
imported  since  the  1st  of  May,  1810,  could  be  held  as  a  slave ; 
and  no  person  born  within  the  state  since  the  4th  of  July,  1799, 
was  bom  a  slave.  At  last  by  the  act  of  31st  of  March,  1817,  (a) 
which  digested  anew  all  the  former  laws  on  the  subject,  provi- 
sion was  made  for  the  complete  annihilation  of  slavery  in  about 
ten  years  thereafter,  by  the  section  which  declared  "  that  every 
negro,  mulatto,  or  mustee,  within  the  state,  born  before  the  4th 
of  July,  1799,  should,  from  and  after  the  4th  day  of  July,  1827, 
he  free."  After  the  arrival  of  that  period,  domestic  slavery 
hecame  extinguished  in  the  state,  and  unknown  to  the  law, 
except  in  the  case  of  slaves  brought  within  the  state  by  persons 
as  travellers,  and  who  do  not  reside  or  continue  therein  more 
than  nine  months,  (i)      In   the  language   of  the  New   York 

{d)  Act  of  March  SO,  1810,  c.  11& 

(a)  Laws  of  New  York,  ten.  40,  c.  137. 

(6)  Act,  mtpm,  sec  16,  and  Act,  sess.  42,  c.  141,  sec.  3.  N.  York  R  S.  i.  657. 
This  latter  provision  does  not  appear  in  the  edition  of  the  new  R.  S.  of  N.  Y.  in  1846. 
This  exception  in  favor  of  the  master  voluntariltf  bringing  his  slave  into  the  state  tem- 
porarily as  a  traveller  prevails,  also,  by  statute,  in  Rhode  Island,  New  Jersey,  Illinois, 
and  Pennsylvania;  and  it  is  an  act  of  comity  on  the  part  of  the  state,  and  was  not 
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Revised  Statutes,  (<?)  **  every  person  born  within  the  state  is  free  ; 
every  person  hereafter  born  within  the  state  shall  be  free ;  and 

required  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  (art  4,  sec.  2,  n.  8),  nor  by  the  act 
of  Congress  of  Feb.  12,  1793,  c.  7,  made  in  pursuance  tliereof,  for  thej  only  apply  to 
persons  escaping,  or  being  fugitives  from  service  or  labor.  The  law  of  Illuiois  enforces 
tlie  comity  due  to  travellers  in  passing  over  the  state  by  protecting  his  property,  and 
especially  bis  slave  whom  he  brings  with  liim  for  his  temporary  nse,  and  the  slave 
does  not  thereby  constitutionally  become  free ;  and  the  law  makes  it  penal  to  harbor 
or  conceal  a  slave  so  temporarily  brought  into  the  state  for  his  master's  service. 
They  consider  the  protection  of  the  property  in  such  cases  to  be  required  by  a  liberal 
international  comity.  Willard  v.  The  People,  4  Scam.  461.  Again,  in  Eelis  r.  The 
People,  4  Scam.  498,  the  state  laws  providing  for  punishing  persons  who  secrete  or 
harbor  slaves  who  are  in  the  state  by  the  consent  and  in  the  service  of  the  master  as 
a  traveller,  is  vindicated  as  constitutional  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  state.  The  constitutions  of  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  1798,  and  of  Florida, 
of  1839,  for  the  better  protection  of  the  slave  property  in  that  state,  deny  to  the 
legislature  the  power  to  pass  laws  for  the  emancipation  of  slaves,  without  the  con> 
sent  of  the  owners,  or  to  prevent  emigrants  to  that  state  from  bringing  with  them 
such  persons  as  are  slaves  by  the  laws  of  any  of  the  United  States.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  constitution  of  the  latter  state  confers  upon  the  legislature  the  power  to 
pass  laws  to  prevent  free  persons  of  color  from  emigrating  to  that  state,  or  from 
being  discharged  from  any  vessel  in  any  of  the  ports  of  Florida. 

The  legislature  of  New  York  has  gone  as  far  as  it  was  doubtless  deemed  competent 
for  them  to  do,  to  protect  "  free  citizens  or  inhabitants  of  the  state  "  from  being  im- 
prisoned or  reduced  to  slavery  in  any  ottier  state.  It  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
governor,  if  any  such  person  be  kidnapped  or  transported  out  of  the  state  to  be  held 
in  slavery,  or  be  wrongfully  imprisoned  or  held  in  slavery,  "  by  color  of  any  usage 
or  rule  of  law  prevailing  in  such  state,"  to  procure  his  liberty,  and  to  employ  an 
agent  for  that  purpose  to  take  the  legal  measures  to  effect  his  restoration.  1  N. 
York,  R.  S.  3d  ed.  172. 

In  Massachusetts,  where  no  such  state  statute  exists,  it  was  held,  in  August,  183C, 
in  the  case  of  the  slave  child  Med,  before  the  Supreme  Court,  that  if  a  slave  be  vol- 
untarily brought  into  Massachusetts,  by  his  master,  or  comes  there  with  his  consent, 
the  slave  becomes  free,  and  cannot  be  coerced  to  return.  The  court,  on  habeas  corpus, 
discharged  the  child  from  the  custody  of  its  mistress.  See  also,  to  the  same  point, 
the  case  of  Commonwealth  v,  Aves,  18  Pick.  193;  Commonwealth  v.  Taylor,  3  Mete 
72.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  held,  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Tompkins,  Baldw.  C.  C. 
571,  that  the  master  from  another  state  may  pursue  and  take  liis  fugitive  slave  with- 
out warrant.  He  may  arrest  him  anywhere  and  at  any  time,  and  no  person  has  a  right 
to  oppose  the  master  in  the  act,  or  to  demand  proof  of  property.  The  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  secure  this  right  to  reclaim  fugitive  slaves  against 
state  legislation.  In  some  of  the  slave-holding  states  it  is  held,  that  if  a  slave  from 
such  a  state  goes  lawfully  into  a  non-slaveholding  state,  and  acquires  a  domicile  there 
with  his  master,  or  is  emancipated  there  by  his  master,  he  becomes  emancipated,  and 
ceases  to  be  a  slave  on  his  return.  But  if  he  be  carried  there  by  his  master  for  a 
temporary  purpose,  and  returns,  his  state  of  slavery  is  resumed.  Lunsford  v,  Coquil- 
Ion,  14  Martin  (La.),  405;  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  467;  Graham  v.  Strader,  5  B.  Mon. 
173;  Blackmore  v.  Fhill,  7  Yerg.  452.    See  also  the  case  of  the  slave  Grace,  in  2  Hagg. 


(c)  Vol.  i.  659,  sec.  Ift. 

[332] 


LECT.  XXXn.]  OP  THE  BIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  *  258 

eveiy  person  brought  into  the  state  as  a  slave  (with  the 
exception  in  favor  of  travellers),  *  shall  be  free."  But  *258 
though  slavery  be  pi-actically  abolished  in  New  York,  the 
amended  constitution  of  1821,  art.  2,  placed  people  of  color,  who 
were  the  former  victims  of  the  slave  laws,  under  permanent  disa- 
bilities as  electors,  by  requiring  a  special  qualification  as  to  prop* 
erty,  peculiar  to  their  case,  to  entitle  them  to  vote,  (a)  ^ 

Adm.  94.  In  the  case  of  Marie  Louise  v.  Msrot,  9  La.  478,  and  of  Smith  v.  Smith, 
13  La.  441,  the  doctrine  of  emancipation  would  seem  to  be  carried  further  than  in  the 
abore  cases ;  for  where  a  slave  was  carried  by  the  owner  to  France,  where  slavery 
wsa  lot  tolerated,  and  under  the  operation  of  whose  laws  the  slave  became  imme- 
diat.ly  free,  and  was  brought  back  to  Louisiana,  it  was  held  that  the  slave  being  free 
for  one  moment  in  France,  could  not  be  reduced  again  to  slavery  in  Louisiana. 
Hiomas  V.  Generis,  16  La.  483,  s.  p.  In  Connecticut,  a  similar  decision  to  that  in 
Msssachnsetts  was  made  by  its  Supreme  Court,  in  June,  1837.  It  was  the  case  of  a 
female  slave,  brought  by  her  master  from  Georgia  for  a  temporary  residence ;  and 
the  court  held  that  the  master  having  left  the  slave  in  Connecticut,  on  a  temporary 
absence  from  the  state,  she  became  forthwith  free.  Jackson  v.  Bulloch,  12  Conn.  38. 
(a)  This  disability  was  continued  in  the  revised  constitution  of  New  York  of  1846, 
though  the  convention  submitted  to  the  test  of  popular  suffrage  the  question,  whether 
colored  male  citizens  should  have  the  right  to  vote  without  any  such  restriction,  and 
a  large  majority  of  the  electors  of  the  state,  in  November,  1846,  answered  the  ques- 
tion in  the  negative.  In  most  of  the  United  States  there  is  a  distinction,  in  respect  to 
political  privileges,  between  free  white  persons  and  free  colored  persons  of  African 
blood ;  and  in  no  part  of  the  country,  except  in  Maine,  do  the  latter,  in  pomt  of  fact, 
participate  equally  with  the  whites,  in  the  exercise  of  civil  and  political  rights.  The 
manumission  of  slaves  is  guarded  in  some,  at  least,  of  the  slaveholding  states,  from 
sbnse  and  public  mischief,  by  legislative  provisions.  Thus,  for  instance,  in  Tennes- 
lee,  a  deed  or  will  emancipating  a  slave  is  not  void,  but  it  communicates  to  the  slave 
onljr  an  imperfect  right,  until  the  state  has  assented  to  the  act.  The  statute  of  1777, 
authorizing  the  county  courts  to  give  the  assent  of  the  government  to  the  manumis- 
sion of  slaves,  restricted  the  assent  to  cases  where  the  slave  had  rendered  meritorious 
services.  The  act  of  1801  repealed  that  part  of  the  act  of  1777,  requiring  the  slave 
to  have  rendered  meritorious  services  as  a  condition  of  the  emancipation,  and  the 
county  courts  were  to  exercise  their  sound  discretion  in  giving  or  withholding  the 
assent  The  act  of  1829  vested  the  same  discretion  in  the  chancellors  of  the  state. 
The  act  of  1831  required  that  slaves,  upon  being  emancipated,  be  removed  beyond 
the  limiu  of  the  state;  and,  in  accordance  with  the  policy  of  the  act,  the  courts  are 
bound  to  make  it  a  condition  of  the  assent  to  the  manumission,  that  security  be  given 
that  the  emancipated  slave  be  forthwith  removed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  United  States, 
and  no  free  negro  is  permitted  to  enter  that  state  or  return  to  it.  See  Fisher  v.  Dabbs, 
6  Terg.  119,  where  Ch.  J.  Catron  gives  a  strong  picture  of  the  degradation  of  free 
negroes  living  among  whites,  without  motive  and  without  hope.    In  Virginia  and 

^  The  abolition  of  slavery  by  the  18th  in  the  note  and  in  the  famous  Dred  Scott 

amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  case  (Scott  v.  Sandford,  19  How.  393),  is 

United  States  has  put  an  end  to  the  dis-  answered  by  the  14th  amendment.    ArOe, 

cuasions   formerly  so  numerous.     The  49,  n.  1,  (a), 
question  as  to  who  are  citizens,  considered 

[838] 


*  258  OF  THE  RIGHTO  OF  PERSONS.  [PART  IV. 

2.    Of  Hired  Servants.  —-The  next  class  of  servants  which 
I  mentioned  are  hired  servants,  and  this  relation  of  master  and 

Kentucky,  it  ii  understood  that  slaves  can  be  set  free  by  will,  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  state.  The  amended  constitution  of  Tennessee,  of  1834,  prohibits  the  legisla- 
ture from  passing  laws  for  the  emancipation  of  slaves  without  the  consent  of  the 
owners.  So,  by  the  constitution  of  the  Territory  of  Arkansas,  as  made  by  a  conven- 
tion of  delegates  In  1885,  there  is  the  like  prohibition,  and  a  prohibition,  also,  of  laws 
preventing  emigrants  from  bringing  their  lawful  slaves  with  them  from  other  states, 
for  their  own  use,  and  not  as  merchandise.  In  Alabama,  by  statute  ( Aik.  Dig  4d2), 
all  negroes,  mulattoes,  Indians,  and  all  persons  of  mixed  blood,  descended  from  negro 
or  Indian  ancestors,  to  the  third  generation  inclusive,  though  one  ancestor  of  each 
generation  may  have  been  a  white  person,  whether  bond  or  free,  are  declared  incapa- 
ble in  law  to  be  witnesses  in  any  case  whatever,  except  for  and  against  each  other. 
In  Ohio,  persons  having  more  than  one  half  white  blood  are  entitled  to  the  privileges 
of  whites.  Wright,  Ohio,  678.  The  rule  in  Virginia  and  Kentucky  is,  that  a  mu- 
latto, or  one  having  one  fourth  of  African  blood,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  being 
a  slave,  and  that  an  apparently  white  person  or  Indian  is  prima  fade  free,  and  is 
actually  so,  if  having  less  than  a  fourth  of  African  blood.  8  Dana  (Ky.),  885.  The 
best  test  of  the  distinction  between  black  and  white  persons  is,  says  this  caae,  autopsy, 
or  the  evidence  of  one's  own  senses,  and  personal  insi)ection  by  a  jury  is  therefore  the 
best  and  highest  evidence  as  to  color.  By  the  amended  constitution  of  North  Caro- 
lina, in  1885,  no  free  negro,  mulatto,  or  free  person  of  mixed  blood,  descended  from 
negro  ancestors,  to  the  fourth  generation  inclusive,  though  one  ancestor  of  each  gen- 
eration may  have  been  a  white  person,  shall  vote  for  members  of  the  legislature. 
The  right  of  voting  is  confined  to  white  freemen  by  the  constitutions  of  Delaware, 
Virginia,  Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Ohio,  Missouri,  South 
Carolina,  and  Georgia ;  and  by  law  in  Connecticut,  none  but  free  white  persons  can 
be  naturalized.  See  supra,  72.  In  South  Carolina,  a  free  person  of  color  is  not  a 
competent  witness  in  the  courts  of  record,  although  both  of  tlie  parties  to  the  suit 
are  of  the  same  class  with  himself.    Groning  r.  Devana,  2  Bailey,  192. 

The  African  race,  even  when  free,  are  essentially  a  degraded  caste,  of  inferior 
rank  and  condition  in  society.  See  the  judicial  sense  of  their  inferior  condition,  as 
declared  in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Harden,  and  The  State  v.  Hill,  2  Speers  (S.  C), 
160, 152.  Marriages  between  them  and  whites  are  forbidden  in  some  of  the  states 
where  slavery  does  not  exist,  and  they  are  prohibited  in  all  the  slav^olding  states  ; 
nnd  when  not  absolutely  contrary  to  law,  they  are  revolting,  and  regarded  as  an 
offence  against  public  decorum.  The  statute  of  North  Carolina,  prohibiting  mar- 
riages between  whites  and  people  of  color,  includes  ui  the  latter  class  ail  who  are 
descended  from  negro  ancestors,  to  the  fourth  generation  inclusive,  though  one 
ancestor  of  each  generation  may  have  been  a  white  person.  State  v.  Walters,  3  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  455.  By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  published  in  1829,  marriages 
between  whites  and  negroes,  or  mulattoes,  are  declared  void,  and  the  persons  so 
married  are  liable  to  be  whipped,  fined,  and  imprisoned.  By  an  old  statute  of  Massa- 
chusetts, in  1705,  such  marriages  were  declared  void,  and  they  were  so  under  the 
statute  of  1786.  And  the  prohibition  was  continued  under  the  Mass.  R.  S.  of  1836, 
which  declared  that  no  white  person  shall  intermarry  with  a  negro,  Indian,  or  mulatto. 
This  prohibition,  however,  has  shice  been  repealed.  A  similar  statute  provision 
exists  in  Virginia  and  North  Carolina.  Marriages  of  whites  with  blacks  were  forbid- 
den in  Virginia,  from  the  first  introduction  of  blacks,  under  ignominious  penalties. 
Uening's  Statutes,  i.  146.  Such  connections,  in  France  and  Germany,  constitute  the 
[884] 
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servant  rests  altogether  upon  contract.  The  one  is  bound  to 
render  the  service,  and  the  other  to  pay  the  stipulated  considera- 

degnded  state  of  coocabinage,  which  was  known  in  the  ciril  law  as  licita  consuetudo 
Kmimatrimanium ;  but  they  are  not  legal  marriages,  because  the  parties  want  that 
equality  of  status  or  condition  which  is  essential  to  the  contract  Ohio  and  Indiana 
are  not  slareholding  states ;  and  jet,  by  statute,  a  negro,  mulatto,  or  Indian,  is  not 
a  competent  witness  in  ciyil  cases,  except  where  negroes,  mulattoes,  or  Indians  alone 
are  parties,  nor  in  the  pleas  of  the  state,  except  against  negroes,  mulattoes,  or  Indians. 
In  the  act  of  Ohio  of  1829,  for  the  support  and  better  regulation  of  common  schools, 
the  instruction  in  them  is  declared  to  be  for  the  "  white  youth  of  every  class  and 
grade,  without  distinction."  And  in  the  act  of  Ohio  of  1807,  to  regulate  black  and 
mulatto  penons,  it  is  declared  that  no  black  or  mulatto  person  shall  be  permitted  to 
settle  or  reside  in  the  state,  unless  he  Urst  produce  a  fair  certificate  from  som^  court 
within  the  United  States,  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  of  his  actual  freedom.  Nor  is 
a  negro  or  mulatto  person  permitted  to  emigrate  into,  and  settle  within,  that  state, 
unless  within  twenty  days  thereafter  he  enter  into  a  bond,  with  two  or  more  free- 
holders, in  $500,  conditioned  for  his  good  behayior,  and  to  pay  for  his  support,  if  found 
mable  to  support  himself.  This  act  is  still  in  force.  See  R.  S.  of  Ohio,  1831,  and  of 
Indiana,  1888.  These  provisions  have  pretty  effectually  protected  the  people  of  Ohio 
and  Indiana  from  the  presence  of  any  colored  population.  A  statute  provision  of  the 
nnie  import  was  passed  in  Michigan,  April  18, 1827 ;  and  in  Illinois  a  like  policy 
appears  in  several  statutes  between  1819  and  1833,  prescribing  the  means  requisite 
for  a  black  or  mulatto  person  to  acquire  a  lawful  residence.  So,  also,  in  Indiana,  a 
ninUar  policy  prevails  by  act  of  1831 ;  but  that  state  liberally  secures  to  the  master 
the  right  to  pass  through  the  state  to  any  other  state  with  his  negro,  or  mulatto,  or 
other  servants.  In  Connecticut,  by  statute,  in  1833,  any  colored  person,  not  an 
inhahitant  of  the  state,  who  shall  come  to  reside  there  for  the  purpose  of  being 
instrocted,  may  be  removed,  under  the  act  for  the  admission  and  settlement  of  inhab- 
itants ;  and  it  was  made  penal  to  set  up  or  establish  any  school  or  literary  institution 
in  that  state,  for  the  instruction  of  colored  persons  not  inhabitants  of  the  state,  or  to 
imtroct  or  teach  in  any  such  school  or  institution,  or  to  board  or  liarbor,  for  that  pur- 
pose, any  such  persons,  without  the  previous  consent,  in  writing,  of  the  civil  authority 
of  the  town  in  which  such  school  or  institution  might  be.  In  an  information  under 
that  provision  against  Prudence  Crandall,  filed  by  the  public  prosecutor,  it  was  held, 
hf  Ch.  J.  Daggett,  at  the  trial  in  1833,  that  free  blacks  were  not  citizens  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term,  as  used  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  And  in  "  An 
faqniry  into  the  political  grade  of  the  free  colored  population  under  the  Constitution 
«f  the  United  States,"  and  of  which  John  F.  Denney,  Esq.,  of  Pennsylvania,  is  the 
author,  this  same  doctrine  is  elaborately  sustained.  The  decision  in  Connecticut  was 
brought  up  for  review  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors,  and  the  great  point  fully 
and  ably  discussed ;  but  the  cause  was  decided  on  other  ground,  and  the  question 
touching  the  citizenship  of  free  persons  of  color  was  left  unsettled.  Since  that  deci- 
iion,  William  Jay,  Esq.,  in  "  An  inquiry  into  the  character  and  tendency  of  the  Ameri- 
can Colonization  and  American  Anti-Slavery  Societies  "  (pp.  88-45),  has  ably  enforced 
the  other  side  of  the  question,  that  free  colored  people,  or  black  persons,  bom  within 
the  United  States,  are  citizens,  though  under  many  disabilities.  Perhaps,  after  all,  the 
qnestion  depends  more  on  a  verbal  than  on  an  essential  distinction.  It  is  certain 
that  the  constitution  and  statute  law  of  New  York  (Const,  art.  2,  N.  Y.  Revised  Stat- 
utes, 1.  126,  sec. 2)  speaks  of  men  of  color  as  being  citizens,  and  capable  of  being  free- 
holden,  and  entitled  to  vote.    And  if,  at  common  law,  all  human  beings  bom  within 
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tion.  But  if  the  servant  hired  for  a  definite  term,  leaves  the 
service  before  the  end  of  it,  without  reasonable  cause,  or  is 
dismissed  for  such  misconduct  as  justifies  it,  he  loses  his  right 

to  wages  for  the  period  he  has  served.  (6)  A  servant 
*269    so  hired  *may  be   dismissed  by  the  master   before  the 

expiration  of  the  term,  either  for  immoral  conduct,  wilful 
disobedience,  or  habitual  neglect,  (a) 

the  legiance  of  the  king,  and  under  the  king's  obedience,  were  natural-bom  subjects, 
and  not  aliens,  I  do  not  perceive  why  this  doctrine  does  not  apply  to  the  United 
States,  in  all  cases  in  which  there  is  no  express  constitutional  or  statute  declaratioD 
to  the  contraiy.  Blacks,  whether  bom  free  or  in  bondage,  if  bora  under  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  allegiance  of  the  United  States,  are  natives,  and  not  aliens.  They  are  what 
the  common  law  terms  natural-bom  subjects.  Subjects  and  citizens  are,  in  a  degree, 
convertible  terms  as  applied  to  natives ;  and  though  the  term  citizen  seems  to  be 
appropriate  to  republican  freeman,  yet  we  are  equally,  with  the  inhabitants  of  all 
other  countries,  subjects^  for  we  are  equally  bound  by  allegiance  and  subjection  to  the 
government  and  law  of  the  land.  The  privilege  of  voting,  and  the  legal  capacity  for 
office,  are  not  essential  to  the  character  of  a  citizen,  for  women  are  citizens  without 
either ;  and  free  people  of  color  may  enjoy  the  one,  and  may  acquire,  and  hold,  and 
devise,  and  transmit,  by  hereditary  descent,  real  and  personal  estates.  The  better 
opinion,  I  should  think,  was,  that  negroes  or  other  slaves,  born  within  and  under  the 
allegiance  of  the  United  States,  are  natural-born  subjects,  but  not  citizens.  Citizens, 
under  our  Constitution  and  laws,  mean  free  inhabitants,  bom  within  the  United  States, 
or  naturalized  under  the  law  of  Congress.  If  a  slave  lx)m  in  the  United  States  be 
manumitted,  or  otherwise  lawfully  discharged  from  bondage,  or  if  a  black  man  be 
bom  within  the  United  Slates,  and  bom  free,  he  becomes  thenceforward  a  citizen,  but 
under  such  disabilities  as  the  laws  of  the  states  respectively  may  deem  it  expedient 
to  prescribe  to  free  persons  of  color.  It  was  adjudged  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Pennsylvania,  in  1837,  that  a  negro  or  mulatto  was  not  entitled  to  exercise  the  right 
of  suffrage.  Hobbs  t^.  Fogg,  6  Watts,  563.  And  it  has  been  ac^udged  in  Tennessee, 
in  1838,  in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Claiborne,  Meigs,  331,  that  free  blacks  are  not 
citizens  within  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  tJnited  States,  art.  4,  sec.  2 ;  for 
free  negroes  are  not  in  any  of  the  states  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities 
of  citizens,  and  a  state  may  constitutionally  prohibit  free  persons  of  color  from  re- 
moving into  the  state  to  reside  therein.  See  also  the  official  opinion  of  the  attorney 
general  of  the  United  States,  that  free  persons  of  color  in  Virginia  were  not  citizens 
within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  Congress  regulating  the  foreign  and 
coasting  trade.    Opinions  of  the  Attorneys  General,  i.  382. 

(b)  Huttman  i;.  Boulnois,  2  Carr.  &  P.  510 ;  Turner  v.  Robinson,  6  id.  15 ;  Libhart 
0,  Wood,  1  Watts  &  S.  265.  If  the  servant,  according  to  this  last  case,  commits  t 
criminal  offence,  though  not  immediately  injurious  to  his  master,  he  cannot  recover 
his  wages.  A  person  hired  by  the  year  cannot  quit  the  service  without  forfeiting 
his  salary,  nor  can  he  be  dismissed  at  pleasure,  or  without  just  cause,  and  thereby 
be  deprived  of  it.  Beckman  v.  N.  O.  Cotton  Press  Co.,  12  La.  67.  See  also  infra, 
509.  Covenants  for  personal  service  cannot  be  specifically  enforced ;  but  the  excepted 
cases  of  apprentices  depend  upon  parental  authority,  and  of  soldiers  and  sailorB  on 
national  policy.    Mary  Clark's  Case,  1  Blackf  (Ind.)  122. 

(a)  Callo  V.  Brouncker,  4  Carr.  &  P.  518.  Domestic  or  menial  servants,  though 
hired  for  a  year,  may,  by  the  custom  respecting  them,  be  dismissed  on  a  month's 
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There  are  many  important  legal  conseqaences  which  flow  from 
this  relation  of  master  and  servant. 

The  master  is  bound  by  the  act  of  his  servant,  either  in  respect 
to  contracts  or  injuries,  when  the  act  is  done  by  authority  of  the 
master.  If  the  servant  does  an  injury  fraudulently,  while  in  the 
immediate  employment  of  his  master,  the  master,  as  well  as 
the  servant,  has  been  held  liable  in  damages ;  and  he  is  also  said 
to  be  liable  if  the  injury  proceeds  from  the  negligence  or  want 
of  skill  in  the  servant,  for  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master  to  employ 
servants  who  are  honest,  skilful,  and  careful.  (J>y  The  master 
is  only  answerable  for  the  fraud  of  his  servant  while  he  is  acting 
in  his  business,  and  not  for  fraudulent  or  tortious  acts,  or  mis- 
conduct in  those  things  which  do  not  concern  his  duty  to  his 
master^  and  which,  when  he  commits,  he  steps  out  of  the  course 

notice,  or  on  the  payment  of  a  month's  wages.  12  J.  B.  Moore.  666.  If  there  be  an 
entire  and  express  contract  that  certain  wages  or  compensation  are  to  be  paid,  on 
condition  of  a  service  performed,  the  service  is  a  condition  precedent,  and  most  be 
performed  before  sait  brought.  Cutter  v.  PoweU,  6  T.  R.  820.  But  if  a  serrant  be 
hired  in  the  common  way,  with  reference  to  ,a  general  understanding,  he  is,  said 
Lawrence,  J.,  in  that  case,  entitled  to  wages  for  the  time  he  serves,  though  it  be  not 
for  tlie  whole  year.  If  hbred  to  labor  for  a  spedflc  time,  and  he  serves  part  of  the 
time,  and  is  disabled  by  sickness  from  completing  the  service,  he  is  entitled  to  be 
paid /iro  raUi.  Fenton  v.  Clark,  11  Vt  667.  K  the  liired  servant  for  a  year  leaves  the 
service  within  the  year  without  cause,  it  seems  to  have  been  conceded,  in  HartweU  v. 
Jewett,  0  N.  H.  249,  that  after  the  expiration  of  the  year  the  servant  might  maintain 
a  suit  on  a  qtiaiUuni  meruit  for  the  time  he  served.  In  Nolan  t?.  Danks,  1  Rob.  (La.) 
883,  it  waa  held,  under  the  Louisiana  Code,  that  if  a  laborer,  without  just  cause, 
before  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  service,  leaves  his  employer,  he  forfeits  his  wages. 
If  his  employer  sends  him  away  without  Just  cause  before  the  end  of  the  term,  he  is 
entitled  to  his  fuU  wages  for  the  term;  and  even  if  he  be  discharged,  for  good  cause, 
before  the  end  of  his  term  of  service,  he  is  entitled  to  his  wages  up  to  the  time  of  his 
discharge.  This  Ust  point  is  contrary  to  the  rule  as  stated  in  the  text,  and  seems  to 
be  not  quite  consistent  with  the  first  point  in  the  decision,  though  it  is  supported  by 
the  court  with  some  strong  considerations.  The  rule  in  New  York  is,  that  if  a  person 
hired  for  a  certain  time,  at  a  specified  compensation,  be  discharged  without  cause 
within  the  time,  he  is  entitled  to  his  full  wages  for  the  whole  time ;  but  the  question 
of  compensation  seems  to  be  subject  to  reasonable  qualifications.  Costigan  v.  Mohawk 
B.  B.  Co.,  2  Denio,  600.  Mr.  Sedgwick,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Measure  of  Damages, 
S19,  says,  that  it  is  a  deUcate  and  vexed  question  whether  the  party  has  any  redress 
who  fails  to  perform  an  agreement  which  is  entire,  and  only  performs  part  of  it, 
though  the  doing  of  the  thing  is  a  condition  precedent  See  in/ra,  609,  where  the 
subject  is  further  considered. 

(6)  1  BL  Comm.  431 ;  Dy.  161,  pL  46;  ib.  288,  b,  pi.  38;  Grammar  v.  Nixon.  Str. 
668 ;  Sly  v.  Edgley,  6  £sp.  6 ;  Penn.  D.  &  M.  Steam  N.  Co.  v.  Hungerford,  6  Gill  &  J. 
891;  Cowen,  J.,  hi  Wright  v.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.  346;  Pothier  on  ObUgations,  Nos. 
46S-466;  Domat,  1. 16.  8,  No.  1 ;  Harriss  v.  Mabry,  1  Ired.  (N.  C.)  240. 
VOL.  11.  — 22  [887] 
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of  the  service,  (c)  But  it  was  considered  in  M^ManiM  v. 
Crickett^  (d)  to  be  a  question  of  great  concern,  and  of  much  doubt 
and  uncertainty,  whether  the  master  was  answerable  in  damages 
for  an  injury  wilfully  committed  by  his  servant,  while  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  master^s  business,  without  the  direction  or  assent 
of  the  master.  The  court  of  K.  B.  went  into  an  examination 
of  all  the  authorities,  and  after  much  discussion  and  great  con- 
sideration, with  a  view  to  put  the  question  at  rest,  it  was 
decided  that  the  master  was  not  liable  in  trespass  for  the  wilful 
act  of  his  servant,  in  driving  his  master's  carriage  against 

*  260  another,  without  his  master's  direction  or  *  assent.     The 

court  considered  that  when  the  servant  quitted  sight  of 
the  object  for  which  he  was  employed,  and,  without  having  in 
view  his  master's  orders,  pursued  the  object  which  his  own  malice 
suggested,  he  no  longer  acted  in  pursuance  of  the  authority 
given  him,  and  it  was  deemed,  so  far,  a  wilful  abandonment  of 
his  master's  business.  The  case  has  received  the  sanction  of 
the  supreme  courts  of  Massachusetts  and  New  York,  (a)  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  authority  from  the  master,  express  or 
implied,  and  the  servant,  in  that  act,  was  not  in  the  employment 
of  his  master.  (6)  ^  y^ 

(c)  Lord  Kenjon,  In  Ellis  v.  Turner,  8  T.  R.  683;  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  in  Foster  v.  The 
Essex  Bank,  17  Mass.  606-610 ;  Richmond  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Yanderbllt,  1  HiU  (N.  T.), 
480. 

(d)  1  East,  106. 

(a)  17  Mass.  606-610;  Wright  v.  Wilcox,  10  Wend.  343;  Croft  ».  Alison,  4  B.  A 
Aid.  690,  8.  p. 

(6)  In  Brady  v.  Giles,  1  Moody  &  Rob.  404,  Lord  Abinger  held  it  to  be  a  qaestion 

1  Master  and  Servant.  —  (a)  The  Rela-  was  got  rid  of  by  abandoning  it.     7  Am. 

Hon.  —  The  liability  of  a  master  for  the  Law  Rev.  662,  n.  2 ;  Exod.  xxi.  28;  Pkusan. 

torts  of  his  servants  can  only  be  explained  1. 28 ;  Gaius,  4,  §  77 ;  Just.  Inst.  4. 8.  and  9 ; 

by  going  back  to  the  time  when  servanU  Livy,  8.  80;  Lex  Sal.  (Merk.)  §  86.     Tliis 

were  slaves.    The  liability  was  not  at  first  notion  survived  in  the  deodand,  and  per- 

based  on  any  fault  of  the  owner,  but  in-  haps  in  the  cases ;>os/,  iii.  218,  n.  1,  and  (c). 

hered  in  the  cause  of  loss,  whether  man,  The  basing  of  liability  upon  fault,  and 

brute,  or  inanimate  thing,  ran  with  it,  and  the  explanation  that  the  master  has  the 


yi  M(uter*s  Liability  to  his  Servants.  —  which  the  circumstances  of  the  particu- 

The  liability  of  a  master  for  injuries  to  lar  case  call  for,  according  to  the  judg- 

his  servant  is  but  a  special  application  of  ment  of  reasonable  men.    See  Wright  n 

the  more  general  principle,  that  every  London,  &c.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  262.    The 

man  In  his  dealings  with  his  fellow-men  amount  of  care  required  in  a  given  case 

is  bound  to  exercise  that  degree  of  care  is  of  course  to  be  determined  by  the  court 
[888] 
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If  a  servant  employs  another  servant  to  do  his  business,  and  in 
doing  it,  the  servant  so  employed  is  guilty  of  an  injury,  the  master 

of  fact  for  a  jurj,  whether  the  servant  was  acting  as  the  senrant  of  the  party  hiring 
or  of  the  owner.  But  in  Chandler  v.  Broughton,  1  Cromp.  &  M.  29,  it  was  held  that 
if  the  owner  of  a  carriage  is  sitting  aside  of  his  servant  who  drives,  and  the  horse 
rons  away  and  injures  others,  trespass  lies  against  the  master  as  being  his  act.  The 
master  is  liable  as  a  cotrespasser,  if  he  is  perfectly  passive  without  any  interpoei> 
tlon  when  the  driver  was  doing  the  wrong.  A  passive  acquiescence  is  inferable. 
ITUughlm  r.  Piyor,  1  Cair.  &  M.  354.  By  the  New  York  R.  Statutes,  3d  ed.  i.  874, 
the  owners  of  every  carriage  mnning  or  travelling  upon  any  turnpike  road  or  public 
highway,  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers,  are  made  liable,  Jointly  and  severally, 
for  aU  injuries  and  damages  done  by  any  person  in  their  employment  as  a  driver, 
while  driving  such  carriage,  whether  the  act  occasioning  such  injury  or  damage  be 
wilful  or  negligent,  or  otherwise,  in  the  same  manner  as  such  driver  would  be  liable. 
This  stringent  provision  has  a  salutary  tendency  to  secure  the  selection  of  competent 


power  of  selection  or  control,  is  of  later 
mvention  ( D.  44.  7.  5.  §  6 ;  Austin,  3d  ed. 
513),  and  is  not  adequate.  Principal  and 
agent  grew  out  of  master  and  slave,  with 
the  difference  that  the  agent  was  a  free- 
man. 7  Am.  Law  Rev.  61 ;  cf.  D.  41.  1. 
63;  D.  44.  7.  11 ;  C.  4.  60.  But  the  dis- 
tmction  between  an  agent  and  a  servant 
m  modem  times  is  somewhat  shadowy. 
Aostin  thought  it  lay  in  the  fact  that  the 
lervices  owed  by  a  servant  are  indefinite 


s^  The  distinction  between  a  servant 
and  an  agent  is  the  distinction  between 
ttmag  and  acting  /or.  Within  the  scope 
of  his  employment  a  servant  must  do 
whatever  his  master  orders,  whenever  it 
ii  ordered,  and  in  whatever  manner  he  is 
^■Kcted.  An  agent  has  more  or  less  dis- 
cntion  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  per> 
formaace,  and  sometimes  even  as  to  what 


in  kind  as  well  as  number  (Austin,  3d  ed. 
976,  977),  and  his  opinion  is  consistent 
with  the  historical  explanation,  for  of 
course  a  slave  must  do  whatever  his  mas- 
ter commands,  while  a  free  agent  is  sub- 
ject to  Ills  principal  only  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  Independent  con- 
tractors again  are  neither  agents  nor 
servants,  as  will  be  shown  further  on  in 
this  note,  x^ 

A  head  gardener  (Johnson  v.  Blenken- 


or  jury.  It  is  obviously  the  duty  of  a 
master,  in  selecting  machinery,  &c.,  for  a 
servant  to  work  with,  to  exercise  an 
amount  of  care  proportioned  to  the  mag- 
nitude of  the  injury  which  may  flow 
from  an  absence  of  such  care.  He  must 
exercise  similar  care  in  the  choice  of  dif- 
ferent servants  who  are  to  work  together. 
So,  also,  to  provide  all  suitable  and  neces- 
ttiy  means  for  carrying  on  the  work  in 
a  safe  manner.  As  to  these  and  all  other 
matters  in  which  the  master  is  called 


upon  to  act  at  all,  tiie  servant  has  the 
right  to  assume  that  the  master  will  ex- 
ercise reasonable  care  for  the  safety  of 
his  servants.  Holden  v.  Fitchburg  R.  R. 
Co.,  129  Mass.  268;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  86 
N.  y.  61 ;  Boyce  v.  Fitzpatrick,  80  Ind. 
626;  Gunter  v.  Graniteville  Mfg.  Co.,  16 
S.  C.  443;  and  many  other  cases. 

It  has  been  held,  further,  that  there 
are  certain  duties  in  the  performance  of 
which  the  master  is  bound  absolutely  to 
see  that  due  care  is  used,  and  that  it  is 

shall  be  done.  An  independent  contractor 
acts  for  himself  in  doing  the  work,  and 
simply  agrees  to  give  his  employer  the 
benefit  of  the  result  when  the  work  is 
completed.  These  distinctions  are  neces- 
sarily somewhat  indefinite,  and  it  is  often 
difficult  to  determine  within  which  of 
them  a  given  case  falls.  See  Speed  v, 
Atlantic  &  Pacific  R.  R.  Co..  71  Mo.  903. 
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is  liable.  Thus,  in  Bush  v.  Steinman^  (e)  A.  contracted  with  B. 
to  repair  a  house,  and  B.  conti*acted  with  C.  to  do  the  work,  and 

and  careful  driven.  The  dividing  line,  said  Judge  Cowen,  between  an  act  of  the 
servant  in  the  employment  of  his  master,  for  which  the  master  is  or  it  not  liable,  is 
the  wilfulness  of  the  act  But  though  the  master  be  liable  for  the  servant's  negli> 
gence,  to  the  injury  of  another,  when  doing  a  lawful  act  in  his  service,  he  is  not  liable 
if  the  act  be  wilfully  unlawful,  unless  shown  to  be  done  by  the  master's  authority. 
Lyons  v.  Martin,  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  612.  Nor  is  the  master  who  uses  due  diligence  in  the 
selection  of  his  servants  answerable  to  one  of  them  for  an  injury  received  by  him  in 
consequence  of  another's  carelessness  while  both  were  engaged  in  the  same  service. 
There  is  no  express  or  implied  contract  or  principle  of  policy  applicable  to  the  case  as 
between  two  servants  in  the  same  service,  and  giving  an  action  against  the  master  for 
an  mjury  by  one  to  the  other.    Farwell  v.  B.  &  W.  Railroad,  4  Mete.  49. 

(c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  404 ;  Randleson  o.  Murray,  8  Ad.  &  £11. 109, 8.  p.    See  also  Bai^gess 


sopp,  5  Jnr.  870)  and  a  huntsman  (Nicoll 
V.  Qreaves,  17  G.  B.  n.  s.  27)  have  been 
held  to  be  menial  servants  within  the 
English  custom  by  which  either  master  or 
servant  may  terminate  the  relation  upon 
giving  a  month's  notice  or  a  month's 
wages ;  and  Erie,  C.  J.,  hi  the  latter  case 
referred  to  the  close  proximity  and  fre- 
quency of  intercourse  into  which  the 
parties  were  brought  as  an  important 
circumstance.  On  the  other  liand,  a  gov- 
erness engaged  at  a  yearly  salary  is  not 
a  domestic  or  menial  servant  witliin  the 
custom,  Todd  v,  Kerrich,  8  Exch.  151 ; 
and  neither  is  an  agricultural  or  farm 
laborer,   LiUey  v.  Elwin,  11  Q  B.  742 ; 


not  sufficient  in  such  cases  for  him  to 
show  simply  that  they  were  entrusted  to 
competent  agents.  Flike  i;.  B.  &  A.  R.  R 
Co.,  63  N.  Y.  649.  and  later  New  York 
cases  as  explained  in  Fuller  v.  Jewett,  80 
N.  Y.46;  Murphy  v.  B.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co., 
88  N.  Y.  146 ;  Hough  v.  Railway  Co.,  100 
U.  8.  218;  Davis  v.  Vermont  Cent  Ry. 
Co.,  55  Vt  84;  Elmer  v.  Locke  (Mass., 
Oct.  1883),  17  Rep.  209. 

It  has  further  been  intimated  that  a 
master  may  so  entrust  the  performance 


sfl  Where  the  cab  alone  belonged  to 
the  proprietor,  he  was  held  not  liable  for 
an  injury  caused  to  a  third  person  by  the 
negligent  driving  of  the  cabman.    King 

[840] 


nor  a  farm  bailiff,  Louth  v.  Dmmmond, 
cited  from  Smith,  Master  and  Servant, 
17  C.  B.  K.  B.  81,  88 ;  [nor  a  housekeeper 
in  a  large  hotel,  Lawler  v.  Linden,  10 
Ir.  R.  C.  L.  188.  See  Huff  v.  Watkina, 
15  S.  C.  82.]  In  Fowler  v.  Lock,  41  L.  J. 
K.  8.  C.  P.  99;  L.  R.  7  C.  P.  273,  a 
London  cabman  was  considered  by  a 
majority  of  the  court  to  stand  in  the 
position  of  a  bailee  rather  than  a  servant 
to  the  owner  of  the  cab  and  horse,  and 
therefore  could  recover  of  the  latter  for 
injuries  done  by  the  horse.  See  7  Aul 
Law  Rev.  64.  x« 

Even  if  the  general  relation  of  master 
and  servant  exists,  it  may  not  be  snbaiat- 


of  his  duties  to  another,  that  such  other 
person  will  be  not  an  agent  or  servant 
simply,  but  a  vice-principal,  standing  in 
the  stead  of  the  principal,  so  that  tlie 
negligence  of  the  former  is  to  be  treated 
as  the  negligence  of  the  latter.  See  New 
York  cases  last  above  cited ;  Hoogfa  v, 
RaUway  Co.,  100  U.  8.  213;  Ross  v.  Chi- 
cago,  &c  Ry.  Co.,  2  McCrary,  236^  and 
note ;  Dowling  v.  Allen  &  Co.,  74  Mo.  18. 
But  the  soundness  of  this  doctrine 
(in  the  absence  of  any  fraudulent  design 


9.  Spurr,  80  W.  R.  152.  Bat  where  cab 
and  horse  both  belonged  to  the  proprie- 
tor,  he  was  held  liable.  Venables  v. 
Smith,  2  Q.  B.  D.  279. 
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C.  contracted  with  D.  to  furnish  the  materials ;  and  the  servant 
of  D.  brought  a  quantity  of  lime  to  the  house,  and  placed  it  in 

V.  Gray,  1 M.,  G.  &  S.  578.  A.»  the  owner  and  oocapier  of  premises  adjoining  the  road, 
employed  B.  to  make  a  drain,  and  tlie  workmen  mider  him  placed  grarel  on  the  high- 
way, bj  which  C.  was  injured,  and  A.  was  held  liable  for  it.  The  possessor  of  fixed 
property  must  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of  those  he  employs.  Bat  the  principal  is 
Dot  liable  to  one  agent  or  employee  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct of  another  agent  or  employee ;  for  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  or 
principal  and  agent,  creates  no  contract  or  duty  that  the  senrant  or  agent  shall  suffer 
no  injury  from  the  negligence  of  others  employed  by  him  in  the  same  business  or 
terries.  Story  on  Agency,  §  463,  and  the  Supreme  Court  in  Georgia,  in  Scudder  t*. 
Woodbridge,  1  Kelly,  195.  limit  this  rule  to  fmt  white  agents,  and  it  is  not  applicable 
to  ilsves.  The  principle  is  in  that  case  liable  from  necessity,  resulting  from  interest 
to  the  owner  and  humanity  to  the  slare. 


mg  pro  hoe  meet  so  as  to  make  the  master 
liable  for  the  seirant's  acts.  Thus,  when 
A.,  one  of  the  defendant's  crew,  was  work- 
ing under  the  control  and  in  the  pay  of 
s  steredore  in  unloading  the  defendant's 
venel,  and  while  so  doing  negligently  in- 
jured one  of  the  stevedore's  own  men,  it 
was  held  that  A.  was  the  steve<]ore's  ser- 
Taot,  and  not  the  defendant's,  and  that 
the  latter  was  not  liable.  Murray  v. 
Curie,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  24.  See  also  Mur- 
phy V.  Caralli,  3  Hurlst  &  C.  402.  The 
nme  principle  is  illustrated  by  many  of  • 
the  following  cases. 

(6)  LiabiUty  of  Matter  for  Servant  to 


to  avoid  responsibility)  may  well  be 
doubted.  See  Holden  v.  Fitchburg  R.  R. 
Co.,  129  Mass.  268;  Zeigler  r.  Day,  123 
Msss.  152 ;  Howells  v.  Landore  Steel  Co., 
10LR.Q.  B.62. 

Among  other  circumstances  which  go 
to  determine  the  amount  of  care  required 
of  a  master  are :  — 

(1.)  Whether  the  risks  involved  are 
Qsoal  or  unnsuaL    A  master  has  a  right 


^  Rayner  v.  Mitchell,  2  C.  P.  D.  357  ; 
Venables  v.  Smith,  2  Q.  B.  D.  279.  The 
set  complained  of  must  be  in  some  way 
incident  to  an  act  which  the  servant  is 
aathorized  to  do,  in  order  to  give  ground 
for  recovery  against  the  master.  Stevens 
V.  Woodward,  6  Q.  B.  D.  31  & 

What   acts   are   within   a   servant's 


Stranpers, -^Thxa,  if  a  servant  begins  an 
entirely  new  and  independent  undertaking 
—  If  a  carman,  for  instance,  starts  on  a 
different  journey  from  tliat  on  which  his 
master  had  sent  him,  whether  at  the 
beginning,  or  end,  or  in  the  middle  of 
his  proper  duty;  and  tlien  negligently 
injures  another,  the  roaster  will  not  be 
liable ;  although  in  the  case  put  it  would 
not  be  enough  to  exonerate  him  that  the 
servant  went  an  unnecessarily  roundabout 
way.  Story  ».  Ashton,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  476 ; 
Mitchell  V.  Crassweller.  18  C.  B.  237 ; 
Aycrigg  p.  N.  T.  &  E.  R.  R.,  1  Vroom, 
460.  afl  And  the  doctrine  in  the  text  as  to 


to  assume  that  a  servant  hired  in  ordinary 
course  knows  the  dangers  incident  to  the 
employment,  and  will  avoid  them.  The 
servant  tacitly  assumes  such  risks.  Lov- 
eU  0.  HoweU,  1  C.  P.  D.  161 :  Msnsflcld 
V.  Baddeley,  84  L.  T-  696 :  Woodley  r. 
Met.  Dist  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D.  384 :  Striek- 
er's Case,  51  Md.  47 ;  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wachter  (Md.,  Oct  1883),  16  Rep.  752 ; 
Yeaton  v.  B.  &  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  135  Mass.  418. 


powers  is  a  question  of  fact  in  each  case. 
See  Bayley  v.  Manchester,  &c.  Ry.  Co..  8 
L.  R.  C.  P.  148 ;  Burns  v.  Poulson,  ib.  563 ; 
Whiteley  v.  Pepper,  2  Q.  B.  D.  276  ;  Ste- 
vens V.  Woodward,  6  Q.  B.  D.  818 ;  Quinn 
r.  Power,  87  N.  Y.  535 ;  Evans  v.  David- 
son,  53  Md.  245 ;  Stone  v.  Hills,  45  Conn. 
44 ;  Reynolds  v.  Witte,  18  S.  C.  5. 
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the  road,  by  which  the  plaintiffs  carriage  was  overturned ;  it  was 
held  that  A.  was  answerable  for  the  damage,  on  the  ground  that 


wilful  acts  18  well  settled,  Green  v.  Mac- 
namara,  8  C.  B.  k.  b.  (Am.  ed.)  880;  1 
Law  T.  N.  8.  9,  and  cases  below ;  Oxford 
r.  Peter,  28  HI.  434 ;  Cox  v,  Keahey.  36 
Ala.  340 :  but  it  is  nevertheless  held  that 
when  the  servant  is  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment,  and  intending  to  do  his 
master's  work,  and.  as  a  means  of  doing 
it  only,  wilfully  injures  another,  the  mas- 
ter will  be  held,  Howe  v.  Newmarch,  12 
Allen,  40 ;  Holmes  v,  Wakefield,  ib.  580; 
Ramsden  v.  Boston  &  Alb.  B.R.,  104 
Mass.  117  ;  Seymour  v.  Greenwood,  6  H. 
&  N.  359, 363 ;  7  id.  355 ;  limpna  v,  Lon- 
don General  Omnibus  Co.,  1  H.  &  C.  626 ; 


Higgrins  ».  Watenrliet  T.  Ca.  46  N.  Y.  28 ; 
Pennsylvania  R.  R.  v.  Vandiver,  42  Peno. 
St  365 ;  [Ward  v.  London  Omnibus  Co , 
28  L.  T.  860 ;  Hoffman  v.  N.  T.  Cent,  &c. 
R.  R.  Co.,  87  N.  T.  25;  Chicago,  Ac.  By. 
Co.  V.  Bayfield,  37  Mich.  205.  See  further, 
Bolingbroke  v.  Swindon  Local  Board,  9 
L.  B.  C.  P.  575 ;  Ochsenbein  v.  Shapley,  85 
N.  T.  214.]  So,  of  course,  he  wiU  be  for 
a  breach  of  contract  caused  by  his  ser- 
vant's wilful  act.  Weed  v.  Panama  R.  R., 
17  N.  T.  862 ;  Meyer  v.  Second  Av.  R.  R., 
8  Bosw.  305.  It  is  equally  clear  that  a 
master  may  be  liable  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  a  wrongful  act  was  done  con- 


But  if  a  master  hires  one  whom  he  knows 
cannot  or  docs  not  understand  the  risks, 
he  is  bound  to  take  special  precautions  and 
to  give  warning  of  the  danger.  Dowling  v. 
Allen  &  Co.,  74  Mo.  18 ;  Howard  Oil  Co.  r. 
Farmer,  56  Tex.  301 ;  Parkhurst  v.  John- 
son, 50  Mich.  70.  And  this  duty,  when 
it  exists,  is  absolute.  Wheeler  v.  Wason 
Manufacturing  Co.,  135  Mass.  294. 

(2.)  Whether  the  danger  is  apparent 
or  concealed.  Dowling  v.  Allen  &  Co., 
tupra :  Michigan  Cent.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Smithson,  45  Mich.  212.  If  the  danger  is 
in  fact  known  to  the  servant,  and  he  goes 
on  with  the  work  (unless  it  be  only  for  a 
short  time,  in  expectation  of  a  change 
removing  the  danger),  he  cannot  recover, 
even  if  the  master  was  negligent  Wood- 
ley  V.  Metropolitan  Dist  Ry.  Co.,  2  Ex.  D. 
384;  Crutchfield  v.  R.  A  D.  R.  R.  Co.,  78 
N.  C.  300 ;  Clark  v.  St  Paul,  Ac.  R.  R.  Co., 
28  Minn.  128 ;  Greene  v.  Minneapolis,  &c. 
Ry.  Co.  (Minn.,  1883),  17  Rep.  15 ;  Hough 
V,  Railway  Co.,  100  U.  S.  218. 

As  to  who  are  fellow-servants  within 
the  rule  stated  in  the  text  and  note,  the 
authorities  are  not  altogether  clear.  In 
general  the  question  is  simply  whether 
both  servants  derive  their  authority  from 
and  are  acting  under  the  control  of  a 
common  master,  and  are  engaged  in  the 


same  general  business.  Whether  they 
are  engaged  in  the  same  department  of 
labor,  and  whether  one  is  of  higher  grade 
than  another,  are  immaterial  facts. 
Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co.,  2 
C.  P.  D.  205 ;  Lovell  v.  HoweU,  1  C.  P.  D. 
161 ;  Swainson  t*.  North  Eastern  By. 
Co.,  3  Ex.  D.  341 ;  RandaU  r.  R.  R. 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  478;  Walker  v.  B.  &  M. 
R.  R.,  128  Mass.  8;  Holden  v.  Fltchburg 
R.  R..  129  Mass.  268 ;  Crispin  v.  Babbitt. 
81  N.  T.  616. 

Many  cases  hold,  however,  that  one 
who  is  placed  in  the  position  of  a  vice- 
principal  (see  cases  STz/^m),  and  even  one 
who  is  made  a  foreman  or  manager,  is 
not  a  fellow-servant  to  one  working  under 
him.  Cases  supra ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Fort,  17 
Wall.  558;  Mitchell  v.  Robinson.  80  Ind. 
281 ;  Railway  Co.  v.  Ranney,  37  Ohio  St 
665 ;  Cowles  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  C.  309, 
See  Conway  v.  Belfast,  Ac.  R.  R.  Co.,  11 
Ir.  R.  C.  L.  845 ;  Malone  v.  Hathaway,  64 
N.  T.  5;  Ryan  v.  Bagaley,  50  Mich.  179. 
But  see  Zeigler  v.  Day,  supra;  Howells 
V.  Landore  Steel  Co.,  supra;  Brown  v. 
Winona,  &c.  R.  R.  Co ,  27  Minn.  162. 

The  servant  by  whose  negligence  Uie 
injury  happens  is  of  course  liable.  Os- 
borne >\  Morgan,  180  Mass.  102;  Griffiths 
17.  Wolfram,  22  Minn.  185. 
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all  the  sabcontracting  parties  were  in  the  employment  of  A.    Bat 
to  render  this  principle  applicable,  the  nature  of  the  business  must 


tnrj  to  orders.  Whatman  v.  Peanon, 
L  R.  3  C.  P.  422 ;  Drew  v.  Sixth  Av.  R.  R., 
26  N.  Y.  49 ;  Betts  v,  De  Vitre,  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
429, 441,  442  ;/K»<,  284, 11.1. 

(e)  Liability  of  Master  to  Servants. — 
Farwell's  case,  cited  in  note  (&),  and  the 
etrlier  and  ably  disciused  case  of  Murray 
r.  So.  Car.  R.  R.,  1  McMullan,  385,  have 
been  rery  generally  followed.  Bartons- 
hill  Coal  Co.  V.  Reid,  8  Macq.  266 ;  Same 
v.  HcGuure,  ib.  800 ;  lb.  316 ;  Assop  v. 
Tates,  2  H.  &  N.  768  (where  the  servant 
WAS  held  to  assume  apparent  risks) ;  Ohio 
k  Miss.  R  R.  V.  Hammersley ,  28  Ind.  371  ; 
Weger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  R.,  55  Penn. 
St  400 ;  and  cases  cited  below.  Contra, 
OhaiDberlain  v,  Milw.  &  Miss  R.  R.,  11 
Wis.  238.  See  34  Conn.  479.  By  those 
cases  among  others  where  the  injury 
was  done  to  a  workman  while  being  car- 
ried to  or  from  his  work,  according  to  the 
terms  of  his  employment,  on  his  master's 
train.  Gilshannon  v.  Stony  Brook  R.  R., 
10  Cnsh.  228 ;  Seaver  v.  Boston  &  Maine 
R.R.,  14  Gray,  466 ;  Tunney  v.  Midland 
RCo ,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  291 ;  Russell  v,  Hud- 
wn  R.  R.  R.,  17  N.  Y.  134.  But  it  has 
been  held  that  he  has  the  rights  of  a 
passenger  if  be  gives  consideration  for 
bis  carriage ;  and  some  of  the  above  cases 
were  distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the 
workman  was  in  the  exerciae  of  hia  em- 
ploTment  during  the  carriage.  CDonnell 
p.  Allegheny  Valley  R.  R.,  59  Penn.  St 
239.  See  also  Gillenwater  v.  Madison  & 
I  R.R.,  5  Porter  (Ind.),  889.  The  ques- 
tion in  each  case  is,  what  are  the  prob- 
tble  damages  attendant  upon  entering 
tbe  particular  engagement,  for  these  the 
iervant  takes  upon  himself.  And  the  test 
whether  the  party  causing  and  the  party 
receiving  the  injury  are  fellow-servants 
if  said  to  be  whether  they  are  employed 
for  a  common  object,  not  whether  they 
sre  for  a  common  immediate  object 
Morgan  v.  Yale  of  Neath  R.  Co.,  6  Best 


&  S.  570,  736;  8.  c.  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  149; 
Waller  v.  South  Eastern  R.  Co.,  2  H.  & 
C.  102 ;  Warburton  t;.  Great  W.  R.  Co., 
L.  R.  2  Ex.  80 ;  Coon  v.  Syracuse  &  Utica 
R.  R.,  1  Seld.  492.  See  cases  next  cited. 
Again,  foremen,  conductors,  and  the  like, 
although  of  a  higher  grade  than  the  party 
hi jured  by  their  negligence,  are  his  fellow- 
servants  within  the  rule,  when  they  do 
not  so  far  represent  the  master  that  their 
acts  are  his  acts.  (But  it  seems  to  be 
otherwise  when  they  are  in  the  position 
of  vice  principals.  Murphy  v.  Smith,  19 
C.  B.  w.  8.  361.)     Wilson  o.  Merry,  L.  R. 

1  H.  L.  Sc.  326 ;  Gallagher  r.  Piper,  16 
C.  B.  K.  8. 660 ;  Feltham  v.  England,  L.  R. 

2  Q.  B.  33 ;  Sherman  v,  Rochester  &  Syra- 
cuse R.  R.,  17  N.  Y.  153 ;  Hard  v,  Vermont 
&  Canada  R.  R.,  82  Vt.  473 ;  Cumberland 
Coal  &  Iron  Co.  ».  Scally,  27  Md.  589  ; 
Hall  V.  Johnson,  34  L.  J.  k.  8.  Ex.  222 ; 
8  H.  &  C.  589 ;  Caldwell  v.  Brown,  53 
Penn.  St.  458;  contra,  Cleveland,  C.  &  C. 
R.  R.  ».  Keary,  8  Ohio  St  201,  210 ; 
Little  Miami  R.  R.  v.  Stevens,  20  Ohio, 
415;  Pittsburgh,  Ft  W.,  &  Ch.  R.  Co.  v. 
Devinney,  17  Ohio  St  197 ;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  R.  V.  Collins,  2  Duvall,  114 ;  Same 
v.  Robinson,  4  Bush,  507.  It  has  been 
lield  in  England  that  the  servant  of  a  sub- 
contractor is  a  servant  of  the  principal 
contractor,  and  cannot  recover  for  injuries 
done  by  other  servants  of  the  same 
master.  Wiggett  v.  Fox,  11  Exch.  832. 
But  compare  Murray  w.  Currie,  L.  R.  6  C. 
P.  24.  [And  see  Rourke  v.  White  Moss 
Colliery  Co.  and  other  cases,  eupra^  n. 
y^,  (2).]  In  some  American  cases,  where 
the  employer  had  not  the  power  to  dismiss 
a  contractor's  servants,  he  was  held  not 
to  be  their  master.  Burke  v.  Norwich  & 
Worcester  R.  R.,  34  Conn.  474 ;  Young  v. 
N.  Y.  Central  R.R.,  30  Barb.  229.  See 
Hunt  V.  Penn.  R.R.,  51  Penn.  St  475; 
Michigan  Central  R.  R.  v.  Leahey,  10 
Mich.  193;  Reedie  v.  London  &  N.  W  R. 
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be  such  as  to  require  the  agency  of  subordinate  persons,  and  then 
there  is  an  implied  authority  to  employ  such  persons,  (d) 

{d)  In  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  6  B.  &  C.  647.  the  K.  B.  were  equally  diyided  in  opinion 
on  the  nice  and  difficult  question,  whether  the  owner  of  a  carriage  was  liable  for  an 
injury  to  the  horse  of  a  third  person,  by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  carriage,  when 
the  owner  had  hired  the  pair  of  horses  of  a  stable-keeper  to  draw  It  for  a  day,  and  the 
owner  of  the  horses  had  provided  the  driver.  In  Quarman  v.  Burnett,  6  Bl  &  W. 
499,  in  the  Exchequer,  1840,  the  same  question  arose,  and  it  was  decided  that  the 


Co.,  4  Exch.  244.  268;  Curley  v.  Harris, 
1 1  Allen,  1 12.  The  cases  generally  admit 
that  the  roaster  would  be  liable  for  a  loss 
caused  by  neglect  to  employ  suitable  ma- 
cliinery,  &c.,  if  the  neglect  is  his,  and 
not  that  of  a  fellow-eervant  of  the  party 
injured,  and  probably  if  the  risk  was  not 
an  apparent  one  assumed  by  the  servant. 
Cooper  V.  Hamilton  Manuf .  Co.,  14  Allen, 
198 ;  Snow  v,  Housatonic  R.  R.,  8  Allen, 
441  (compare  Waller  v.  South  Eastern  R. 
Co..  2  H.  &  C.  102,  and  then  Columbas  & 
X.  R.  R.  V.  Webb,  12  Ohio  St.  476) ;  Har- 
rison  p.  Central  R.  R.,  2  Vroom  (N.  J.), 
293,  900;  BuzzeU  v.  Laconia  Manuf.  Co., 
48  Me.  118;  McGlynn  v.  Brodio,  81  Cal. 
876 ;  Fifield  r.  Northern  R.  R.,  42  N.  H. 
225,240;  Hayden v. Smithville Manuf. Co., 
20  Conn.  648;  Ryan  v.  Fowler,  24  N.  Y. 
410;  Wright  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  25  N.  Y. 
662 ;  Warner  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  39  N.  Y.  468 ; 
Gibson  v.  Pacific  R.  R.,  46  Mo.  103 ;  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  R.  R.  t;.  Swett,  46  ill.  197 ; 
O'Donnell  v.  Allegheny  Valley  R.  R.,  69 
Penn.  St.  239,  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  R.  v, 
Jackson,  56  III.  492 ;  Weems  v,  Mathieson, 
4  Macq.  216 ;  Brown  i\  Accrington  Cotton 
Co.,  3  H.  &  C.  611 ,  M'Kinney  v.  Irish  N. 
W.  R.  Co.,  Ir.  Rep.  2  C.  L.  000.  So  he 
would  be  for  negligence  in  employing  or 
continuing  in  employment  the  servant 
who  occasioned  the  injury.  Oilman  v. 
Eastern  R.  R.,  10  Allen,  233 ;  a.  o.  18 
Allen,  433;  Chicago  &  6.  £.  R.  Co.  c. 
Harney,  28  Ind.  28;  LI.  Central  R.  R.  v. 
Jewell,  46  III.  99 ;  and  many  of  the  cases 
already  cited.  So  for  injuries  caused  in 
any  other  way  by  his  personal  neglect 
Roberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  213,218; 
Mellors  v.  Shaw,  1  Best  &  S.  437, 446; 

[844] 


Harrison  v.  Central  R.  R.,  2  Vroom, 
293. 

{d)  Independent  Contractors.  —  It  has 
been  repeatedly  held  in  England  that 
Bush  17.  Stein  man  cannot  be  supported  on 
the  ground  on  which  the  judgment  of  the 
court  proceeded,  and  the  case  has  been 
denied  to  be  law  in  several  of  the  United 
States.  The  question  has  been  said  to  be 
whether  the  party  sought  to  be  charged 
stood  in  the  character  of  employer  to  the 
party  by  whose  negligent  act  the  injury 
was  occasioned  ;  and  although  it  was 
caused  by  the  negligent  management  of 
fixed  real  property,  the  same  test  will 
determine  the  hability  of  the  owner  in 
cases  where  he  has  not  in  any  manner 
countenanced  the  doing  of  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  and  where  those  acts  do  not 
amount  to  a  nuisance.  Consequently,  if 
an  independent  contractor  is  employed  to 
do  a  lawful  act,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
work  his  servants  commit  some  casual 
act  of  wrong  or  negligence,  the  employer 
is  not  answerable.  Reedie  v.  London  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.,  4  Exch.  244, 266.  Overton 
V.  Freeman,  11  C.  B.  867;  Gayford  r. 
Nicholls,  9  Exch.  702,  707 .  Peachey  v. 
Rowland,  13  C.  B.  182;  Forsyth  v. 
Hooper,  11  Allen,  419 ,  Hllliard  o.  Rich- 
ardson, 3  Gray,  349 ;  Blake  v  Ferris, 
1  Seld.  48 ;  Pack  v.  New  York,  8  N.  Y. 
222 ;  De  Forrest  o,  Wright,  2  Mich.  8C8  i 
Painter  v.  Pitteburgh,  46  Penn.  St  213 
(but  compare  Homan  i;.  Stanley.  66  Penn. 
St.  464) ;  Eaton  v,  European  &  N.  A.  It 
Co..  69  Me.  620,  631 ,  [McCarthy  o.  Sec- 
ond Parish,  71  Me.  318;  Cunningham 
V.  International  R.  R.  Co.,  61  Tex.  608; 
King  V.  N.  Y.  Cent,  &c.  R.R.  Co,  60 
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It  IS  said  that  the  master  may  give  moderate  corporal  correc- 
tion to  his  servant,  while  employed  in  his  service,  for  negligence 


owner  of  the  carriage  was  not  liable.  Mr.  Baron  Parke  obserred,  in  this  case,  that 
he  conciirred  with  the  riew  of  the  subject  taken  by  Lord  Tenterden  and  Mr.  Justice 
Littled&le,  in  the  case  of  Laugher  v.  Pointer,  and  which  case,  as  Judge  Story 
obserred,  in  his  Treatise  on  Agency,  [§  458,  b,]  note,  had  exhausted  the  whole 
leinung  on  the  subject. 


N.  T.  181.]  So,  if  the  injury  was  caused 
by  the  wrong  of  the  contractor  him- 
self,—being  a  person  in  the  exercise  of 
so  independent  calling,  who  has  con- 
tncted  to  do  a  certain  work  in  a  cer- 
tain way  and  for  a  certain  price,  free 
from  the  control  or  direction  of  the  oon> 
tnctee, — the  language  used  shows  that 
the  latter  would  not  be  held  liable. 
Brackett  v.  Lnbke,  4  Allen,  188,  140; 
Pickard  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  K.  s.  470,  480; 
Blake  v.  Thirst,  2  H.  &  C.  20;  Sadler  v. 
Henlock,  4  £1.  &  BL  670,  678;  AUen 
V.  Willard,  67  Penn.  St  847 :  Chicago  v. 
Robhins,  2  Black,  418, 426;  Schwartz  &. 
Gilmore,  46  111.  466 ;  Kellogg  v.  Payne,  21 
Iowa,  675 ;  [Knoxville  Iron  Co.  v.  Dobson, 
7  Lea,  S67.]  In  many  of  the  abore  cases 
the  defendant  was  held  liable  as  master, 
and  the  discussion  was  whether  he  had 
inch  control  orer  the  manner  of  perform- 
ing the  work  or  the  choice  of  the  servants 
engaged,  as  to  make  the  relation  more 
than  that  of  contractor  and  contractee. 
See,  further,  Eaton  v.  European  &  N.  A. 
R.  Co.,  60  Me.  620;  Kelly  v.  New  Tork, 
11  K.  T.  482,  486;  Cincinnati  v.  Stone, 
6  Ohio  St.  38 ;  Callahan  v.  Burl.  &  Mo. 
R.  R.R.,  28  Iowa,  662;  Steel  v,  S.  B.  R. 
Co.,  16  C.  B.  660;  Murray  v,  Currie,  83 
L  J.  v.  i.  657.  But  this  question  is  im- 
portant only  when  an  injury  is  caused  by 
aei^gence  in  a  matter  entirely  collateral 


s*  Tarry  v.  Ashton,  1  Q.  B.  D.  314; 
Bower  v,  Peate,  ib.  321;  Percival  v. 
Hughes,  0  Q.  B.  D.  441;  Lemaitre  v, 
DsTis,  10  Ch.  J>.  281 ;  Dalton  r.  Angus, 
6  App.  Can.  740.  It  would  seem  from  the 
Above  cases  that  not  only  Is  a  land-owner 


to  the  contract^  for,  of  course,  when  a 
contractor  is  retained  to  do  an  unlawful 
act,  his  employer  will  be  liable,  although 
not  in  the  position  of  a  master.  Ellis  v. 
ShefDeld  Qas  Co.,  2  El.  &  BL  767 ;  Creed 
V.  Hartmann,  29  N.  Y.  691.  So,  of  course, 
a  par^  will  be  liable  for  failure  to  per- 
form an  absolute  duty  imposed  on  him 
by  law,  or  by  his  own  contract,  although 
he  engaged  an  independent  contractor  to 
do  it  in  his  stead.  Hole  v.  Sittingboume 
ft  Sheemess  R.  Co.,  6  H.  ft  N.  488.  See, 
further,  Pickard  v.  Smith,  10  C.  B.  f.  b. 
470;  Mersey  Docks  Trustees  r.  Gibbs, 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  98,  114;  Gray  v.  PuUen, 
6  Best  ft  S.  970 ;  Blackstock  i;.  N.  Y. 
ft  Erie  R.  R.,  20  N.  Y.  48;  McLean  v. 
Burbank,  11  Minn.  277.  x« 

It  has  been  mentioned  aboye  in  this 
note  that  the  conception  of  agency  was 
suggested  by  the  earlier  relation  of  master 
and  slare.  The  liability  of  the  master 
for  the  agent  was  a  consequence  of  the 
fiction,  which  had  been  a  fact  in  the  earlier 
relation,  that  for  the  purposes  of  the 
agency  the  legal  person  of  principal  and 
agent  was  one.  Eadem  est  persona  do- 
mini  et  procuratoris.  D.  44.  2. 4,  note  17, 
Eheevir  ed. ;  explained  7  Am.  Law  Rer. 
61-63.  There  is  no  room  for  the  fiction 
when  the  employee  is  acting  on  his  own 
behalf  in  his  own  name,  and  subject  to 
no  control. 


bound  at  his  peril  to  prevent  a  nuisance 
on  his  land,  but  if  he  orders  work  to  be 
done  of  a  naturally  dangerous  cliaracter, 
eren  by  an  independent  contractor,  he 
must  see  that  proper  precautions  are 
taken  to  aToid  danger. 
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or  misbehavior,  (e)    But  this  power  docs  not  grow  out 

*  261   *  of  the  contract  of  hiring ;  and  Doctor  Taylor  (a)  justly 

questions  its  lawfulness,  for  it  is  not  agreeable  to  the  genius 
and  spirit  of  the  contract.  And  without  alluding  to  seamen  in 
the  merchants'  service,  it  may  safely  be  confined  to  apprentices 
and  menial  servants  while  under  age,  for  then  the  master  is  to 
be  considered  as  standing  in  loco  parentis.  It  is  likewise  under- 
stood that  a  servant  may  justify  a  battery  in  the  necessary  defence 
of  his  master.^  The  books  do  not  admit  of  a  doubt  on  this  point ; 
but  it  is  questioned  whether  the  master  can  in  like  manner  justify 
a  battery  in  defence  of  his  servant.  In  the  case  of  Letcard  v. 
Baselt/j  (i)  it  was  adjudged  that  he  could  not,  because  he  had  his 
remedy  for  his  part  of  the  injury  by  the  action  per  quod  servitium 
amisit.  It  is,  however,  hesitatingly  admitted  in  Hawkins,  and 
explicitly  by  other  authorities,  that  he  may ;  and  the  weight  of 
argument  is  on  that  side,  (c)  In  England,  there  seems  to  be  a 
distinction  between  menial  and  some  other  servants,  but  I  know 
of  no  legal  distinction  between  menial,  or  domestic  and  other 
hired  servants ;  and  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  master  is  not 
bound  to  provide  even  a  menial  servant  with  medical  attendance 
and  medicines  during  sickness.  (<f) 

3.   Of  Apprentdoas.  —  Another  class  of  servants  are  apprentices, 

who  are  bound  to  service  for  a  term  of  years,  to  learn  some  art 

or  trade.     The  temptations  to  imposition  and  abuse  to  which  this 

contract  is  liable  have  rendered  legislative  regulations  particularly 

necessary. 

*  262       *  It  is  declared,  by  the  statute  law  of  New  York  (a) 

(and  which  may  be  taken  for  a  sample,  in  all  essential  r^ 

(e)  1  Bl.  ComiQ.  428;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  29,  sec.  6 ;  b.  1,  c.  60,  sec.  28. 
(a)  Elements  of  Ciyil  Law,  p.  41S.    The  right  is  denied  in  Pennsjlvanla.    Com- 
monwealth V.  Baird,  1  Ash.  267. 
(6)  1  Ld.  Raym.  62;  1  Salk.  407. 

(c)  2  Roll.  Abr.  546,  D.;  1  Bl.  Comm.  429;  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  1,  c.  60.  sec  23,  24; 
Reeve's  Domestic  Relations,  p.  378.  In  Louisiana,  it  is  expressly  declared,  hy  law, 
that  a  master  may  justify  an  assault  in  defence  of  his  servant,  as  well  as  a  servant  in 
defence  of  his  master.  The  right  is  made  to  rest  in  the  one  case  upon  interest,  and 
in  the  other  upon  dnty.    Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  109. 

(d)  Sellen  v.  Norman,  4  Carr.  &  P.  80. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  154,  sec.  1. 2,  4. 

*  Or  of  his  goods,  or  to  repossess  his  from  him,  according  to  Blades  v.  Higgs, 
master   of   goods   wrongfully   detained    10  C.  B.  f.  s.  713. 
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Bpects,  of  the  general  law  in  the  several  states  on  the  subject), (6) 
that  infants,  if  males,  under  twenty-one,  and  if  unmarried 
females,  under  eighteen  years  of  age,  may  be  bound  by  indenture 
of  their  own  free  will,  and  by  their  own  act,  with  the  consent  of 
their  father,  or  mother,  or  guardian,  or  testamentary  executoi*s ;  or 
by  the  overseei-s  of  the  poor,  or  two  justices,  or  a  judge,  as  the 
case  may  be,  to  a  term  of  service,  as  clerk,  apprentice,  or  servant, 
in  any  profession,  trade,  or  employment,  until  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  if  a  male,  or  until  eighteen  years  of  age  if  a  female,  or, 
for  a  shorter  time.  In  all  indentures,  by  the  officers  of  the  city 
or  town,  binding  poor  children  as  apprentices  or  servants,  a  cove- 
nant must  be  inserted  to  teach  the  apprentice  to  read  and  write, 
and,  if  a  male,  the  general  rules  of  arithmetic ;  and  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  are  constituted  the  guardians  of  every  such  indented 
servant,  (e?)  The  age  of  the  infant  must  be  inserted  in  the  inden- 
ture ;  and  the  consent  of  the  father  or  guardian  must  be  signified 
by  a  certificate  at  the  end  of,  or  indorsed  upon,  the  indenture.  ((2) 
For  refusal  to  serve  and  work,  infants  are  liable  to  be  imprisoned 
in  jail  until  they  shall  be  willing  to  serve  as  such  apprentices  or 
servants ;  and  also  to  serve  double  the  time  they  had  wrongfully 
withdrawn  themselves  from  service  ;  provided  the  same  does  not 

(6)  Stetateof  Elinois^of  Ist  of  Jane,  1827 ;  of  Indiana,  of  Feb.  16, 1818,  though  it 
would  seem,  hj  the  words  of  the  last  act,  that  the  infant  might  bind  himself  an 
apprentice  of  his  own  free  will,  without  any  other  consent.  Elmer's  New  Jersey 
Digest,  12.  410;  R  S.  N.  J.  1847,  p.  370;  Pardon's  Penn.  Big.  68;  Virginia  Revised 
Code,  ed.  1814^  i.  240 ;  Statutes  of  Ohio,  Chase's  ed.  iii.  1816  ;  Massachusetts 
BeTised  Statutes,  183S;  Revised  Code  of  Mississippi,  ed.  1822,  p.  393;  Revised 
Statates  of  Missouri,  1886,  p.  66 ;  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1830,  p.  344 ;  Dorse/s 
Statutory  Testamentary  Law  of  Maryland,  1888,  p.  80.  Some  of  the  statutes  are 
mach  more  provisional  than  others,  and  they  generally  require  the  apprentice  to  be 
taught  to  read,  write,  and  cipher.  In  some  of  the  states  there  seems  to  be  no  pro- 
vision, except  for  binding  out  poor  children  and  orphans.  In  Virginia,  orphan  boys, 
bound  apprentices,  are  to  be  taught  common  arithmetic;  but  by  the  act  of  1804,  c.  60, 
hUck  or  mulatto  orphans  were  not  to  be  taught  reading,  writing,  or  arithmetic. 

(c)  This  clause  relative  to  instruction  was  first  directed  in  New  York,  by  the 
itatateof  1788,  to  be  inserted  in  the  indenture,  and  it  was  not  required  by  the  English 
statutes.  In  Connecticut,  the  officers  or  proprietors  of  factories,  and  all  manufactur- 
ing establishments,  are  required  to  have  all  the  children  employed  therein,  whether 
boond  by  indenture  or  otherwise,  taught  to  read  and  write  and  cipher,  and  made  to 
attend  public  worship,  and  to  take  due  care  of  their  morals ;  and  they  are  made  sub- 
ject to  the  visitation  of  the  civil  authorities  in  these  respects,  and  are  liable  to  fine, 
tnd  to  have  the  apprentices  discharged,  if  found  in  default  Statutes  of  Connecticut, 
1828.  p.  416. 

id)  New  Tork  Bevised  Statutes,  ii.  164, 166,  sec.  3,  8, 10;  p.  158,  sec.  27. 
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extend  beyond  three  years  next  after  the  end  of  the  original 
term  of  service.  They  are  also  liable  to  be  imprisoned  in 
some  house  of  correction,  not  exceeding  a  month,  for  ill  behavior 
or  any  misdemeanor,  (e)  Infants  coming  from  beyond  sea 
may  bind  themselves  to  service  until  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  even  beyond  it,  provided  it  be  to  raise  money  for  the 
payment  of  their  passage,  and  the  term  of  such  service  does 
not  exceed  one  year.  (/)     Grievances  of  the  apprentice 

*  263  or  servant,  arising  fi*om  ill  usage  on  the  part  of  *  the  master, 

or  grievances  of  the  master  arising  from  a  bad  apprentice, 
are  to  be  redressed  in  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace,  or  by  any 
two  justices  of  the  peace,  who  have  power  to  annul  the  contract, 
and  discharge  the  apprentice,  or  imprison  him,  if  he  should  be  in 
the  wrong,  (a)  It  is  further  specially  and  justly  provided,  that 
no  person  shall  take  from  any  journeyman  or  apprentice  any  con- 
tract or  agreement,  that,  after  his  term  of  service  expired,  he 
shall  not  set  up  his  trade,  profession,  or  employment  in  any  particu- 
lar place  ;  nor  shall  any  money  or  other  thing  be  exacted  from  any 
journeyman  or  apprentice,  in  restraint  of  the  place  of  exercising 
his  trade.  (J) 

The  statute  of  New  York  (of  which  I  have  given  the  material 
provisions)  contains  the  substance  of  the  English  statute  law  on 
the  subject,  and  the  English  decisions  are  mostly  applicable.  The 
infant  himself  must  be  a  party  to  the  indenture,  except  in  the 
special  case  of  an  apprentice  who  is  chargeable  as  a  pauper. 
The  father  has  no  authority  under  the  statute  (and  the  latter 
cases  say  he  has  no  authority  even  at  common  law)  to  bind  his 
infant  son  an  apprentice,  without  his  assent ;  and  the  infant  can- 
not be  bound  by  an  act  merely  in  pais,,  and  if  he  be  not  a  party 
to  the  deed,  he  is  not  bound.  (<;)  It  is  a  settled  principle  of  the 
English  and  American  law,  that  the  relation  of  master  and  appren- 

(«)  lb.  158, 150,  Bee.  28,  29,  90,  81. 

(/)  N.  y.  Revised  Statutes,  il.  166,  sec.  12. 

(a)  lb.  150,  sec.  32. 

(6)  N.  Y.  Keyised  Statutes,  ii.  160,  sec  80,  40. 

{e)  The  King  v.  Inhabitants  of  Cromford,  8  East,  25;  The  King  o.  Inhabitants  of 
Arnesby,  8  B.  &  Aid.  584 :  In  the  matter  of  M'Dowles.  8  Johns  828 ;  Stringfield 
V.  Heislcell,  2  Yerg.  540 ;  Pierce  v.  Massenburg,  4  Leigh.  493 ;  Harney  r.  Oweni 
4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  837 ;  Balch  v.  Smith,  12  N.  H.  488.  In  Maryland,  the  father  appears 
to  have  the  discretion  to  bind  out  his  child  as  an  apprentice,  on  reasonable  terms, 
without  any  consent  on  the  part  of  the  child.  Dorsey's  Statntoiy  Testamentaiy 
Law  of  Maryland,  1838,  p.  80. 
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tice  cannot  be  created,  and  the  corresponding  rights  and  duties  of 
the  parent  transferred  to  a  master,  except  by  deed,  (d)  The  Eng- 
lish statute  law  as  to  binding  out  minors  as  apprentices,  to 
learn  some  useful  art,  trade,  *  or  calling,  has  probably  been  *  264 
very  generally  adopted  in  this  country,  with  some  local  vari- 
ations, and  with  the  settled  limitation  that  both  parent  or  guar- 
dian and  infant  (except  the  case  of  paupers)  must  signify  their 
assent  by  being  parties  to  the  deed,  (a)  The  general  rule  is, 
that  male  infants  may  be  bound  till  their  arrival  at  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  but  females  only  till  their  arrival  at  the  age  of 
eighteen,  (i)  In  Pennsylvania,  though  infants  may  be  bound  to 
apprenticeship  under  the  usual  checks,  (c)  yet  it  has  been  held  (d) 
that  an  infant  could  not  be  bound  by  his  father  or  guardian  as 

{d)  Castor  v.  Aides,  1  Salk.  68 ;  King  v.  InluibiUnts  of  Bow,  4  Maule  &  S.  383; 
Squire  v.  Whipple,  1  Vt.  60 ;  Commonwealth  p.  Wilbanks,  10  Serg.  &  B.  416.  The 
statute  of  5  Eliz.  required  the  binding  to  be  by  indenture. 

(a)  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1838,  p.  413.  In  North  Carolina,  under  tlie  acts  of 
1762, 1796,  and  1800,  and  revised  and  amended  in  Revised  Sututes  of  N.  C.  1837,  L, 
the  county  court  may  bind  out  poor  orphan  children  and  illegitimate  children  until 
twenty-one  years  of  age  in  males  and  eighteen  in  females,  as  apprentices,  and  the 
master  is  to  teach  them  to  read  and  write,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  the  apprentice- 
ship, to  make  them  an  allowance.  The  binding  must  be  by  indenture ;  and  the  sta^ 
ttte  had  in  view  the  English  regulations  in  the  statutes  of  6  and  48  Eliz.  Though  all 
the  regulations  be  not  precisely  followed,  the  deed  is  only  voidable  by  the  parties. 
This  is  the  general  rule.  PetersdoifTs  Abr.  tit.  Apprentice,  III.  B. ;  13  Johns.  24& 
Nor  does  a  mere  abandonment  of  service  by  the  apprentice  avoid  it.  Down  v.  Davis, 
4  Dev.  (>4.  This  is  also  the  English  rule.  6  Mod.  60 ;  6  T.  R.  662 ;  16  East,  18, 27 ; 
8  Maule  &  S.  180. 

{b)  4  Gre^nl.  86,  40 ;  Revised  Laws  of  Blinois,  ed.  183a  p.  68.  This  is  the  rule  in 
Ohio,  and  the  indenture  of  service  is  to  be  executed  by  the  father,  or,  in  case  of  his 
death  or  incapacity,  by  the  mother,  or  by  guardians  appointed  for  infants  under 
twelve  or  fourteen,  or  by  the  trustees  of  the  town,  as  the  case  may  be ;  and  it  does 
not  seem  to  require  that  the  infant  should  join  the  execution  of  the  indenture.  Stat- 
utes of  Ohio,  1824.  In  Connecticut,  the  statute  requires  that  the  minor's  assent 
should  be  expressed  in  the  indenture,  by  subscribing  the  same,  when  bound  by  the 
parent  or  guardian,  as  an  apprentice,  to  learn  some  trade  or  profession.  Males  may 
be  bound  till  twenty-one,  and  females  till  eighteen.  Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut, 
1821.  If  the  guardian,  in  Ohio,  binds  out  the  infant  until  eighteen  or  twenty-one, 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  must  approve  of  the  terms.  Chase's  Statutes  of  Ohio, 
ii.  1818.  Under  the  English  statute  of  6  Eliz.,  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  for  a 
less  period  than  seven  years,  is  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  parties,  and  not 
otherwise.  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  St.  Nicholas,  Burr.  Sett.  Cas.  01 ;  Gray  v.  Cookson, 
16  East,  la 

(c)  Commonwealth  v.  Vanlear,  1  Serg.  &  R.  248 ,  Commonwealth  v,  Moore, 
1  Ashm.  128  ;  Guthrie  v.  Murphy,  4  Watts,  80 ;  Purdon's  Dig.  68,  60. 

{d}  Respublica  v.  Keppele,  2  Dallas,  107.  But  see  contra,  1  S.  &  R.  262 ;  1  Browne, 
276. 
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a  servant  to  another ;  while  in  Massachusetts  their  statute  law 
concerning  apprentices  does  not  make  void  all  contracts  binding 
the  minor  to  service  that  are  not  made  in  conformity  to  the  statute. 
It  has  been  held  (e)  that  the  father  may,  at  common  law,  bind 
his  infant  son  to  service,  and  the  contract  will  be  good,  indepen- 
dent of  the  statute.  The  doctrine  is  contrary  to  the  English  law, 
and  to  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  New  York,  and  to  the 
rule  in  Pennsylvania  ;  and  it  has  been  questioned,  in  the  case  of 
The  United  States  v.  Bainbridffe.  (f)  It  was  decided  in  that  last 
case  that  the  father  could  nqt  bind  his  infant  son,  without  his 
consent,  to  military  service,  and  that  where  his  enlistment  has 
been  held  valid,  it  was  by  force  of  the  statute  authority  of  the 
United  States.  In  Louisiana,  a  minor  may  be  bound  to  serve  as 
an  apprentice  to  learn  some  art  or  trade,  with  the  consent  of  the 
parent,  or  tutor,  or  parish  judge  ;  and  the  time  expires  at  the  age 
of  eighteen  in  males  and  fifteen  in  females.  The  contract  is 
made  before  a  notary,  and  read  to,  and  signed  by  the  parties.  (^) 
The  master  may  correct  his  apprentice  with  moderation,  for 
negligence  or  misbehavior.  (A)  Whether  an  indented  appren- 
tice can  be  assigned  by  one  master  to  another,  is  a 
*  265  *  question  which  does  not  seem  to  have  been  definitely 
settled,  (a)     It  was  concluded  in  the  case  of  Nickerson  v. 

(«)  Day  V,  Everett,  7  Mass.  145.  (/)  1  Mason,  71. 

ig)  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  168-167. 

(A)  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  168-167;  Commonwealth  o.  Baird^  1  Ashm. 
267,  B.  p. 

(a)  The  better  doctrine  is,  that  an  apprentice  cannot,  without  his  consent,  be  trans- 
ferred or  assigned  by  his  master.  Haley  v,  Taylor,  3  Dana  (Ky.),  222.  But  in  Penn- 
sylvania, by  statute,  executors  and  administrators,  and  even  the  master,  may,  under 
certain  circumstances,  assign  over  the  apprentice.  Purdon's  Dig.  60.  The  New  York 
.statute  allows  the  contract  made  by  an  infant  coming  from  a  foreign  country,  and 
binding  himself  to  service,  to  be  assigned  to  the  master,  under  certain  checks ;  and, 
generally,  the  contracts  for  service  as  clerk,  apprentice,  or  otherwise,  may  be  assigned 
upon  the  death  of  the  master,  by  his  executors  or  administrators,  with  the  assent  of 
the  apprentice,  and  without  it,  under  the  orders  of  the  general  sessions  of  the  peace. 
N.  T.  Revised  SUtutes,  ii.  166,  sec.  14,  p.  160,  sec.  41, 42.  The  Massachusetto  Revised 
Statutes  of  18S6  (and  which  appear  to  me  to  be  an  excellent  sample  of  clear,  brief, 
temperate,  and  judicious  codification),  declare  that  minors  may  be  bound  as  appren- 
tices or  servants,  females  until  eighteen,  or  marriage,  and  males  until  twenty-one,  by 
the  father ;  or,  if  he  be  dead  or  incompetent,  by  the  mother  or  lawful  guardian,  and, 
if  illegitimate,  by  the  mother.  If  they  have  no  competent  parent  or  guardian,  they 
may  bind  themselves,  with  the  approbation  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town.  Minors 
above  fourteen  are  to  testify  their  assent  by  signing  the  indenture.  The  overseers  of 
the  poor  may  bind  the  children  of  paupers.    The  court  may  discharge  the  apprentice 
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Hincardj  (JO  ^^^^  ^^^^  an  assignment  might  be  good,  by  way  of 
covenant  between  the  masters,  though  not  as  an  assignment  to 
pass  an  interest  in  the  apprentice.  As  was  observed  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  (c)  though  an  apprentice  be  not  strictly  assignable  nor 
transmissible,  yet  if  he  continue  with  his  new  master,  with  the 
consent  of  all  parties,  and  his  own,  it  is  a  continuation  of  the 
apprenticeship.  The  master  is  entitled  to  the  wages  and  fruit  of 
the  personal  labor  of  the  apprentice,  while  the  relationship  con- 
tinues and  the  apprentice  is  in  his  service  ;  and  there  are  cases 
which  give  the  master  a  right  to  the  wages  or  earnings  of  the 
apprentice  while  in  another's  service,  and  with  or  without  his 
master's  license,  and  even  though  the  trade  or  service  be  different 
from  that  to  which  the  apprentice  is  bound,  (e?)  But  Lord 
Hardwicke  declared,  in  the  case  before  him,  that  if  the  master 
had  not  done  his  duty  with  the  apprentice,  and  had  been  the 
unjustifiable  cause  of  his  pursuing  a  different  course  of  life, 
he  would  grant  relief  in  *  equity  against  the  master's  legal  *  266 
claim  to  his  earnings.  Upon  the  death  of  the  master,  the 
apprenticeship  is  essentially  dissolved,  for  the  end  and  design  of 
it,  as  a  personal  trust,  cease ;  but  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
representatives  of  the  master  are  chargeable  with  the  necessary 
maintenance  of  the  infant  apprentice,  (a) 

from  his  Beryice,  or  the  master  from  his  contrmct,  for  good  cause.  The  death  of  the 
master  discharges  the  apprenticeship,  and  the  right  of  the  father  to  assign  or  contract 
for  the  services  of  his  children  during  their  minority  is  saved. 

{b)  19  Johns.  113.  See  also  Caistcr  v,  Eccles,  1  Ld.  Raym.  683.  In  the  case 
of  the  Commonwealth  v,  Vanlear,  1  Serg.  &  R.  248,  the  assent  of  hoth  father  and 
apprentice  was  held  to  be  requisite,  under  the  statute  law  of  Pennsylvania,  to  a  valid 
assignment  of  the  articles  of  apprenticeship. 

(c)  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Stockland,  Doug.  70 ;  [Guilderland  v.  Knox, 
6  Cow.  868;  Williams  v.  Fmch,  2  Barb.  208.] 

(d)  mU  V.  Allen,  1  Yes.  aS ;  Barber  v.  Dennis,  6  Mod.  69 ;  Lightly  v.  Clouston, 
1  Taunt.  112 ;  Harg.  Co.  Litt.  117,  note  a.  If  an  apprentice  runs  away,  and  enters  into 
another  service,  his  gains  belong  to  the  master  from  whom  he  deserted,  James  v.  Le 
Roy,  6  Johns.  274,  though  prize-money  earned  in  a  ship  of  war  forms,  in  England,  an 
exception.  Carsan  v.  Watts,  3  Doug.  860.  The  master  of  an  apprentice  is  bound  to 
pay  for  medical  attendance  on  tlie  apprentice,  from  the  nature  of  the  relation  between 
them.  It  is  not  so  in  the  case  of  hired  servantK  ;  and  even  the  father  is  only  bound 
when  the  services  have  been  rendered  at  his  instance.  Easley  v.  Craddock,  4  Rand. 
423.  By  the  English  cases,  the  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be,  that  the  master  is 
not  liable  for  medical  assistance  to  his  hired  servants.  Ncwby  v.  Wiltshire,  4  Doug. 
284 ;  Wennall  v.  Adney,  8  Bos.  &  P.  247 ;  corUra,  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Scarman  v.  Castell, 
1  £sp.  270. 

(a)  The  Kfaig  v.  Peck,  1  Salk.  66;  Baxter  v.  Burfield,  Str.  1266.    It  has  been 
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held,  in  Venaillei  v.  Hall,  6  La.  281,  that  the  contract  of  apprenticeship  was  per- 
•onal,  and  not  suaceptible  of  alienation  without  tlie  consent  of  all  parties  concerned, 
and,  consequently,  that  it  ceased  on  the  insolvency  as  well  as  death  of  the  master, 
inasmuch  as  his  character  and  disposition  entered  into  the  consideration  of  the 
contract. 

This  relation  of  master  and  apprentice  was,  in  Its  original  spirit  and  policy,  an 
intimate  and  interesting  connection,  calculated  to  give  the  apprentice  a  thorough 
trade  education,  and  to  advance  the  mechanic  arts  in  skill,  neatness  and  fidelity  of 
workmanship,  as  well  as  in  the  facility  and  utility  of  their  application.  The  rela- 
tionship, if  duly  cultivated  under  a  Just  sense  of  the  responsibility  attached  to  it, 
and  with  the  moral  teachings  which  belong  to  it,  will  produce  parental  care,  vigi- 
lance, and  kindness  on  the  part  of  the  master,  and  a  steady,  diligent,  faithful,  and 
reverential  disposition  and  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  apprentice. 

In  taking  leave  of  the  extensive  subject  of  the  domettic  rtioHotu,  I  cannot  refrtin 
from  acknowledging  the  assistance  I  have  received  from  the  work  of  the  late  Chief 
Justice  Reeve,  on  that  title.  That  excellent  lawyer  and  venerable  man  has  discussed 
every  branch  of  the  subject  in  a  copious  manner ;  and  though  there  is  some  want  of 
precision  and  accuracy  in  his  reference  to  authority,  and  sometimes  in  his  deductions, 
yet  he  eveiywhere  di^lays  the  vigor,  freedom,  and  acateneas  of  a  sound  and  liberal 
mind. 
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LECTURE   XXXIII. 

OP    COBPOBATIONS. 

A  COBFOBATION  is  a  franchise  possessed  by  one  or  more  individ- 
uals, who  subsist,  as  a  body  politic^  under  a  special  denomination, 
and  are  vested,  by  the  policy  of  the  law,  with  the  capacity  of 
perpetual  succession,  and  of  acting  in  several  respects,  however 
numerous  the  association  may  be,  as  a  single  individual. 

The  object  of  the  institution  is  to  enable  the  members  to  act  by 
oue  united  will,  and  to  continue  their  joint  powers  and  property 
in  the  same  body,  undisturbed  by  the  change  of  members,  and 
without  the  necessity  of  perpetual  conveyances,  as  the  rights  of 
members  pass  from  one  individual  to  another.  All  the  individ- 
uals composing  a  corporation,  and  their  successors,  are  considered 
in  law  as  but  one  person,  capable,  under  an  artificial  form,  of 
taking  and  conveying  property,  contracting  debts  and  duties,  and 
of  enjoying  a  variety  of  civil  and  political  rights.  One  of  the 
peculiar  properties  of  a  corporation  is  the  power  of  perpetual 
succession ;  for,  in  judgment  of  law,  it  is  capable  of  indefinite 
duration.  The  rights  and  privileges  of  the  corporation  do  not 
determine,  or  vary,  upon  the  death  or  change  of  any  of  the  in- 
dividual members.  They  continue  as  long  as  the  corporation 
endures. 

It  is  sometimes  said  that  a  corporation  is  an  immortal  as  well 
as  an  invisible  and  intangible  being.  But  the  immortality  of  a 
corporation  means  only  its  capacity  to  take  in  perpetual  succes- 
sion so  long  as  tlie  corporation  exists.  It  is  so  far  from  being 
immortal,  that  it  is  well  known  that  most  of  the  private 
corporations  recently  created  by  statute  *  are  limited  in  *  268 
duration  to  a  few  years.  There  are  many  corporate  bodies 
that  are  without  limitation,  and,  consequently,  capable  of  con- 
tinuing so  long  as  a  succession  of  individual  members  of  the  cor- 
poration  remains  and  can  be  kept  up. 
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It  was  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  clothing  bodies  of  men  in  suc- 
cession with  the  qualities  and  capacities  of  one  single,  artificial, 
and  fictitious  being,  that  corporations  were  originally  invented, 
and,  for  the  same  convenient  purpose,  they  have  been  brought 
largely  into  use.  By  means  of  the  corporation,  many  individuals 
are  capable  of  acting  in  perpetual  succession  like  one  single  indi- 
vidual, without  incurring  any  personal  hazard  or  responsibility,  or 
exposing  any  other  property  than  what  belongs  to  the  corporation 
in  its  legal  capacity. 

1.  Of  the  History  of  Corporations.  —  Corporations,  private  as  well 
as  public  or  municipal,  were  well  known  to  the  Roman  law,  and 
they  existed  from  the  earliest  periods  of  the  Roman  republic,  (a) 
It  would  appear,  from  a  passage  in  the  Pandects,  (6)  that  the 
provisions  on  this  subject  were  copied  from  the  laws  of  Solon, 
who  permitted  private  companies  to  institute  themselves  at 
pleasure,  provided  they  did  nothing  contrary  to  the  public  law. 
But  the  Romans  were  not  so  indulgent  as  the  Greeks.  They 
were  very  jealous  of  such  combinations  of  individuals,  and  they 
restrained  those  that  were  not  specially  authorized  ;  and  every 
corporation  was  illicit  that  was  not  ordained  by  a  decree  of  the 
senate  or  of  the  emperor,  (c)  Collegia  licita^  in  the  Roman  law, 
were,  like  our  incorporated  companies,  societies  of  men  united 

(a)  Thej  were  known  to  the  Twelve  Tables,  for  that  early  code  allowed  prirate 
companies  to  make  their  own  by-laws,  provided  they  were  not  inconsistent  with  the 
public  law.     Vide  tupra,  i.  624,  Table  Sth. 

(h)  Dig.  47.  22.  4.  See  also  8  St  John  on  the  Manners  of  Ancient  Greece,  76, 
77.  The  free  states  of  Greece,  subsequently  to  the  period  of  the  heroic  age,  were 
merely  cities  with  their  districts,  and  with  internal  constitutions  of  their  own,  and 
possessing  the  exclusive  management  of  their  own  concerns.  The  confederation  of 
cities  was  for  mutual  defence.  Heeren  on  the  Political  History  of  Ancient  Greece,  ed. 
Oxford,  1884.  The  people  of  Attica,  under  the  division  of  tribes,  were  in  a  degree 
distinct  and  independent  corporations.  They  had  each  their  respective  heads  or  presi- 
dents, and  enjoyed  the  right  of  deliberating  and  deciding  in  common  upon  matters 
connected  with  their  own  interests,  and  of  framing  any  rules  and  regulations  for  them- 
selves, provided  they  were  not  at  variance  with  the  laws  of  the  whole  state.  See 
Schoman's  Dissertation  on  the  Assemblies  of  the  Athenians,  846,  where  he  refers  to 
Gains  De  CoUegiis,  lib.  4,  D.  The  Demi  were  subdivisions  of  the  tribes,  and  they  had 
each  their  respective  magistrates,  their  own  independent  property,  their  common 
treasury,  and  general  meetings  or  assemblies  for  deliberation  and  decision  on  their 
own  affairs.  It  was  necessary  for  every  citizen  of  Attica,  whether  genuine  or  adopted, 
to  belong  to  some  one  Demus,  and  to  have  his  name  enrolled  in  its  register.  lb.  363, 
866.  These  civil  and  political  institutions  bear  some  analogy  to  the  counties,  cities, 
and  towns  in  our  American  states. 

(<r)  Dig.  47.  22.  3. 1. 
[854] 


LECT.   XXXin.]  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OF  PEESONS.  *  270 

for  some  useful  business  or  purpose  with  power  to  act  like  a 
single  individual ;  and  if  they  abused  their  right,  or  assembled 
for  any  other  purpose  than  that  expressed  in  their  charter, 
*  they  were  deemed  illicitae  and  many  laws,  from  the  time  *  269 
of  the  Twelve  Tables  down  to  the  times  of  the  emperors, 
were  passed  against  all  illicit  or  unauthonzed  companies,  (a)  In 
the  age  of  Augustus,  as  we  are  informed  by  Suetonius,  (i)  cer- 
tain corporations  had  become  nurseries  of  faction  and  disorder ; 
and  that  emperor  interposed,  as  Julius  Csdsar  had  done  before 
him,  (i?)  and  dissolved  all  but  the  ancient  and  legal  corporations 
—  cuncta  eoUegia^  prceter  antiquitus  constituta  distraxit.  We  find, 
also,  in  the  younger  Pliny,  (df)  a  singular  instance  of  extreme 
jealousy  indulged  by  the  Roman  government  of  these  corpora- 
tions. A  destructive  fire  in  Nicomedia  induced  Pliny  to  recom- 
mend to  the  Emperor  Trajan  the  institution,  for  that  city,  of  a 
fire  company  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  men  (collegium  fahrorurn)^ 
with  an  assurance  that  none  but  those  of  that  business  should 
be  admitted  into  it,  and  that  the  privileges  granted  them  should 
not  be  extended  to  any  other  purpose.  But  the  emperor  refused 
to  grant,  and  observed  that  societies  of  that  sort  had  greatly  dis- 
turbed the  peace  of  the  cities ;  and  he  observed,  that  whatever 
name  he  gave  them,  and  for  whatever  purpose  they  might  be 
instituted,  they  would  not  fail  to  be  mischievous. 

The  powers,  capacities,  and  incapacities  of  corporations,  under 
the  English  law,  very  much  resemble  those  under  the  civil  law  ; 
and  it  is  evident  that  the  principles  of  law,  applicable  to  corpora- 
tions under  the  former,  were  borrowed  chiefly  from  the  Roman 
law,  and  from  the  policy  of  the  municipal  corporations  established 
in  Britain  and  the  other  Roman  colonies,  after  the  countries  had 
been  conquered  by  the  Roman  arms.  Under  the  latter  system, 
corporations  were  divided  into  ecclesiastical  and  lay,  civil  and 
eleemosynary.  They  could  not  purchase  or  receive  donations  of 
land  without  a  license,  nor  could  they  alienate  without 
just  cause.  These  restraints  *  bear  a  striking  resemblance  *  270 
to  the  mortmain  and  disabling  statutes  in  the  English  law. 
They  could  only  act  by  attorney ;  and  the  act  of  the  majority 

(a)  Taylor's  Elements  of  the  Ciyil  Law,  667-570. 

(6)  Ad.  Aug.  32. 

(e)  Snet.  J.  CsBsar,  42. 

{d)  Epist.  b.  10 ;  Letters,  42,  43. 
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bound  the  whole ;  and  thej  were  dissolved  bj  death,  sarrender, 
or  forfeiture,  as  with  us.  (a)     Corporations  or  colleges  for  the 
advancement  of  learning  were  entirely  unknown  to  the  ancients, 
and  they  are  the  fruits  of  modem  invention.     But  in  the  time  of 
the  latter  emperors  the  professors  in  the  different  sciences  began 
to  be  allowed  r^ular  salaries  from  the  government,  and  to  be- 
come objects  of  public  regulation  and  discipline.    By  the  close 
of  the  third  century  these  literary  establishments,  and  particu- 
larly   the  schools  at    Rome,   Constantinople,  Alexandria,   and 
Berytus,  assumed  the  appearance  of  public  institutions.     Privi- 
leges and  honors   were  bestowed  upon  the  professors  and  stu- 
dents, and  they  were  subjected  to  visitation  and  inspection  by 
the  civil  and  ecclesiastical  powers.  (&)     It  was  not,  however, 
until  after  the  revival  of  letters,  or  at  least  not  until  the  18th 
century,  that  colleges  and  universities  began  to  confer  degrees, 
and  to  attain  some  portion  of  the  authority,  influence,  and  solidity 
which  they  enjoy  at  the  present  day.  (c)     The  erection  of  civil 
or  municipal  corporations,  for  political  and  commercial  purposes, 
took  place  in  the  early  periods  of  the  history  of  modern  Europe. 
Nor  were  they  unknown  to   the  ancient  Romans,  for  their  do- 
minion was  composed  of  numerous  cities  or  municipal  corpora- 
tions, (rf)     Cities,  towns,  and  fraternities  were  invested   with 
corporate  powers  and  privileges,  and  with  a  large  civil  and  crim- 
inal jurisdiction.     These  immunities  were  sought  after  from  a 
spirit  of  liberty  as  well  as  of  monopoly,  and  created  as  baniers 
against  feudal    tyranny.    They  afforded    protection    to    com- 
merce and  the   mechanic  arts,  and  formed  some  counterpoise 
to  the  exorbitant  powers  and  unchecked  rapacity  of  the   feu- 
dal barons,  (e)     By  this  means,  order  and  security,  industry, 

(a)  1  Brown's  aril  uad  Adin.  Law,  142, 143;  Wood's  Inst  of  the  CIyU  Law, 
184. 

(h)  1  Bro.  Civil  Law,  151, 162-164. 

(c)  n>.  161, 152,  note. 

(d)  The  histoiy  of  (he  conqnestof  the  worid  by  Home,  saya  M.  Gnizot,  in  his  Hia- 
tory  of  the  Civilization  of  Europe,  ed.  Oxford,  42,  is  the  hbtory  of  the  conquest  and 
foundation  of  a  vast  number  of  cities.  In  the  Roman  world  there  was,  as  to  Europe, 
an  almost  exclusive  preponderance  of  cities,  and  an  absence  of  country  populations 
and  dwellings.  It  was  a  great  coalition  of  municipalities,  once  free  and  independent 
(for  cities  were  states),  and  whose  powers,  upon  their  conquest,  were  transferred  to 
the  central  government  and  municipal  sovereignty  of  Rome. 

(e)  Halkm,  on  the  Middle  Ages,  i.  165-171,  808,  S04.  The  corporation  of  thedty 
of  London  had  its  privileges  and  tlie  rights  of  its  freemen  secured  by  a  provision  in 
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*  trade,  and  the  arts,  revived  in  Italy,  France,  Spain,  Ger-  *  271 
many,  Flanders,  and  England ;  and  to  the  institution  of 
civil  or  political  corporations,  with  lai-ge  charter  privileges,  may 
be  attributed,  in  some  considerable  degree,  the  introduction  of 
regular  government  and  stable  protection,  after  Europe  had,  for 
many  ages,  been  deprived,  by  the  inundation  of  the  barbarians, 
of  all  the  civilization  and  science  which  had  accompanied  tlie 
Roman  power,  (a) 

Bat  although  corporations  were  found  to  be  very  beneficial  in 
the  earlier  periods  of  modem  European  history,  in  keeping  alive 
the  spirit  of  liberty,  and  in  sustaining  and  encouraging  the  efforts 
for  social  and  intellectual  improvement,  their  exclusive  privileges 
have  too  frequently  served  as  monopolies,  checking  tlie  free  circu- 
lation of  labor,  and  enhancing  the  price  of  the  fruits  of  industry. 
Dr.  Smith  (i)  does  not  scruple  to  consider  them,  throughout 
Europe,  as  generally  injurious  to  the  freedom  of  trade  and  the 
progress  of  improvement.  ((?)     The  propensity,  in  modern  times. 

Magna  Charta.  It  ia  stated  in  Glanville,  b.  5,  c.  5,  that  if  a  villein  remained  for 
a  year  and  a  day  in  any  privileged  town,  which  had  franchises  by  prescription  or 
charter,  he  became  thenceforward  a  free  member  of  the  corporation.  See  also 
Bracton,  lib.  1,  c  10,  sec.  3,  f.  6,  b.  One  of  the  laws  of  William  the  Conqueror  was 
to  the  same  effect ;  and  this  custom  prevailed  equally  in  France  and  Scotland,  and 
boroughs  everywhere  became  the  cradles  of  freedom. .  Lord  Coke  (Co.  Utt.  1.37,  b) 
tays  that  manumission,  among  other  significations,  meant  the  incorporating  of  a' man 
to  be  free  of  a  company  or  body  politic,  as  a  freeman  of  a  city,  or  burgess  of  a  bor- 
ough. Messrs.  Merewether  and  Stephens,  in  their  History  of  Boroughs  and  Mu- 
nicipal  Corporations  in  the  United  Kingdom,  i.,  Introduction,  London,  18B5,  contend 
that  there  were  no  municipal  incorporations  until  the  reign  of  Henry  IV.,  though 
boroughs  existed  In  England  from  the  earliest  period ;  and  the  burgesses  were  the 
permanent,  free,  and  privileged  inhabitants  and  householders  sworn  and  enrolled  at 
the  court  leet.  The  terms  corporation  and  body  corporate  first  appeared  in  the  reign  of 
Henry  IV.,  in  any  public  document.  The  first  charter  of  incorporation  to  a  municipal 
body  was  granted  under  Henry  VI.  Afterwards,  under  Edward  IV.,  the  doctrine 
was  first  advanced  in  the  common  pleas,  that  the  existence  of  corporations  might  be 
inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  grant,  without  words  of  incorporation.    lb.  Int.  34. 

(a)  Smith's  Inquiry  into  the  Wealth  of  Nations,  i.  396-401 ;  Robertson's  Chas.  V. 
i.  31,  34 ;  Haliam,  on  the  Middle  Ages,  i.  78>80  ;  Prescott's  History  of  Ferdinand  and 
Isabella,  i.  Int.  14-18,  53-66.  The  Castilian  cities  in  Spain  anticipated  the  cities  of 
Italy,  France,  England,  and  Germany,  in  the  acquisition  of  valuable  privileges  and 
Jurisdictions. 

(6)  Inquiry,  i.  62, 121, 180, 132,  139,  462. 

(c)  The  monopoly  or  restrictive  system  which  protected  the  industry  of  privileged 
individuals,  by  confining  the  exercise  of  business  as  traders,  manufacturers,  and 
mechanics,  to  persons  licensed,  or  who  had  undergone  apprenticeships  and  examina- 
tions, destroyed  free  competition  and  perfection  in  the  mechanic  arts.  The  policy 
still  prevails  in  many  parts  of  continental  Europe,  and  in  considerable  vigor  in 

[367] 


*  272  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  [PART  IV. 

has,  however,  been  to  multiply  civil  corporations,  especially  in  the 
United  States,  where  they  have  increased  in  a  rapid  manner  and 
to  a  most  astonishing  extent  The  demand  for  chartei*s  of  incor- 
poration is  not  merely  for  municipal  purposes,  but  usually  for  the 
more  private  and  special  object  of  assisting  individuals  in  their 
joint-stock  operations  and  enterprising  efforts,  directed  to  the 
business  of  commerce,  manufactures,  and  the  various  details  of 
internal  improvement.  This  branch  of  jurisprudence  becomes, 
therefore,  an  object  of  curious  as  well  as  of  deeply  interesting 
research.  The  multiplication  of  corporations,  and  the  avidity 
with  which  they  are  sought,  have  arisen  in  consequence  of  the 
power  which  a  large  and  consolidated  capital  gives  them  over 
business  of  every  kind  ;  and  the  facility  which  the  incorporation 
gives  to  the  management  of  that  capital,  and  the  security  which  it 
affords  to  the  persons  of  the  members,  and  to  their  propei-ty 

•  272   not  vested  in  the  corporate  *  stock.    The  convention  of  the 

people  of  New  York,  when  they  amended  their  constitution 
in  1821,  endeavored  to  check  the  improvident  increase  of  corpo- 
rations, by  requiring  the  assent  of  two  thirds  of  the  members 
elected  to  each  branch  of  the  legislature,  to  every  bill  for  cre- 
ating, continuing,  altering,  or  renewing  any  body  politic  or  cor- 
porate, (a)     Even  this  provision  seems   to  have  failed  in   its 

Sweden.  Laing's  TraTeU  in  Sweden,  in  1S8S.  In  England,  the  statute  concerning 
roonopolieB,  of  21  JaineB  I.,  c.  8,  which  was  a  magna  charta  for  British  industry,  was 
a  declaratory  act,  and  declared  that  all  monopolies,  and  all  licenses,  charters,  grants, 
letters-patent,  &c.,  "to  any  persons  or  bodies  politic,  for  the  $6U  buying,  selling, 
making,  working,  or  using  anything  within  the  realm,*'  were  unlawful  and  Toid,  with 
the  exception  of  patents  for  twenty-one  years  for  inventions,  &c.,  and  of  vested  cor- 
porate rights  relative  to  t^ade.  This  statute,  says  Mr.  Hume,  contained  a  noble 
principle,  and  secured  to  every  subject  unlimited  freedom  of  action,  provided  he  did 
no  injury  to  others,  nor  violated  statute  law. 

(a)  This  provision,  it  has  been  said,  only  applied  to  private,  and  did  not  apply  to 
public  or  municipal  corporations.  Nelson,  Ch.  J.,  in  The  People  v.  Morris,  13  Wend. 
826;  Walworth,  Ch.,  in  Warner  v.  Beers,  28  Wend.  126;  Purdy  v.  The  People, 
4  Hill  (N.  Y.),  391.  But  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  De 
Bow  V.  The  People,  1  Denio,  1,  and  by  the  Court  of  Errors  in  the  case  of  Purdy  v. 
The  People,  that  the  constitutional  check  extended  to  all  corporations,  whether  public 
or  private ;  and  that  to  ascertain  whether  a  bill  requiring  a  vote  of  two  thirds  of  each 
house  was  properly  passed,  the  courts  may  look  beyond  the  printed  statute-book,  to 
the  original  certificates  indorsed  on  the  bill,  and  even  to  the  journals  kept  by  the 
two  houses.  The  constitution  of  Michigan  requires  the  assent  of  two  thirds  of  the 
members  of  each  house  of  the  legislature  to  every  act  of  incorporation.  The  consti- 
tution of  New  Jersey  also  requires  three  fifths  of  the  members  elected  to  each  house 
to  pass  any  charter  for  banks  or  moneyed  corporations,  and  all  such  charters  to  be 
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purpose ;  for  in  the  session  of  1823,  being  the  first  session  of  the 
I^islature  under  operation  of  this  check,  there  were  thirty-nme 

limited  to  s  term  not  exceeding  twenty  years.  The  reyised  constitution  of  New  York, 
in  1846,  imposed  further  restraints  upon  the  creation,  and  further  responsibilities 
upon  the  duties,  of  corporations.  It  declared  that  corporations  might  be  formed  under 
general  laws,  but  should  not  be  created  by  special  act,  except  for  municipal  purposes, 
and  in  cases  where,  in  the  judgment  of  the  legislature,  general  laws  would  not  enable 
them  to  attain  their  object  The  term  "  corporation  "  in  the  article  was  to  be  construed 
to  include  all  associations  and  joint-stock  companies  having  any  of  the  powers  and 
priTileges  of  corporations  not  possessed  by  indiriduals  or  partnerships.  No  act  was 
to  be  passed  granting  any  special  charter  for  banking  purposes,  but  corporations  may 
be  formed  for  such  purposes  under  general  laws.  The  legislature  may  provide  for 
the  reg^try  of  all  bills  and  notes  issued  as  money,  and  require  ample  security  for  the 
redemption  of  them  in  specie.  The  stockholders  in  every  corporation  and  joint-stock 
aseodation  for  bankhig  purposes,  issuing  notes  of  any  kind  to  circulate  as  money, 
after  the  1st  of  January,  1860,  are  to  be  individually  responsible,  to  the  amount  of 
their  resx)ective  sliares  therein,  for  all  its  debts  and  liabilities  contracted  after  that 
day.  In  case  of  insolvency  of  any  bank  or  banking  association,  the  bill-holders  to 
have  preference  over  all  other  creditors.  Constitution  of  N.  Y.  of  1846,  art.  8.  The 
constitution  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  legislature  -to  provide  for  the  organization  of 
cities  and  incorporated  villages,  and  to  restrict  their  power  of  taxation,  assessment, 
borrowing  money,  contracting  debts,  and  loaning  their  credit,  so  as  to  prevent  abuses 
thereof.  So  the  legislature  itself  is  prohibited  from  givhig  or  loaning  in  any  manner 
the  credit  of  the  state  to,  or  in  aid  of,  any  individual,  association,  or  corporation. 
Const,  art.  7,  sec.  9.  There  has  been  a  constantly  increasing  prejudice  hi  this  country 
against  civil,  and  especially  moneyed,  corporations,  ever  since  President  Jackson, 
daring  his  administration,  commenced  and  carried  on  an  unrelenting  hostility  to  the 
Bank  of  the  United  States,  and  which  terminated  in  the  final  extinction  of  that  bank. 
The  constitution  of  Wisconsin,  established  in  1846,  went  to  the  utmost  extreme  in  its 
hostlHty  to  aU  banking  institutions.  It  declares  that  there  shall  be  no  bank  of  issue 
within  that  state ;  that  the  legislature  shall  not  have  power  to  authorize  or  incorporate 
any  Institation  having  any  banking  power  or  privilege,  or  confer  any  banking  power 
or  privilege  on  any  institution  or  person ;  that  no  corporation  or  person  within  that 
state,  under  any  pretence,  shall  make  or  issue  any  paper  money,  note,  bill,  certificate, 
or  other  evidence  of  debt,  intended  to  circulate  as  money ;  that  no  corporation  within 
that  state,  under  any  pretence,  shall  exercise  the  business  of  receiving  the  deposits  of 
money,  making  discounts,  or  buying  or  selling  bills  of  exchange,  or  do  any  other 
banking  business  whatever;  that  no  bank,  or  agency  of  any  bank  or  banking 
institution  in  or  without  the  United  States,  shall  be  established  or  maintained  in  that 
state;  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  circulate  within  the  state,  after  1847,  any  paper 
money,  note,  bill,  certificate,  or  other  evidence  of  debt,  less  than  the  denomination  of 
110,  and,  after  1849,  less  than  $20 ;  and  the  legislature  is  required  forthwith  to  enact 
adequate  penalties  for  the  punishment  of  all  violations  and  evasions  of  the  pro- 
visions. 

The  construction  of  the  restrictive  clause  in  the  constitution  of  New  York,  of  1821, 
received  a  learned  discussion  and  great  consideration  in  the  cases  of  Warner  v.  Beers, 
president  of  the  North  American  Trust  and  Banking  Company,  and  of  Bolander  v. 
Stevens,  president  of  the  Bank  of  Commerce  in  New  York ;  23  Wend.  108.  Those 
inatitutions  were  voluntary  associations  of  individuals,  formed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  New  York  of  April  18, 1888,  entitled  "  An  act  to  authorize  the  business 
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new  private  companies  incorporated,  besides  numerous  other  acts, 
amending  or  altering  charters.  The  various  acts  of  incorporation 
of  private  companies  for  banking,  manufacturing,  literary,  chari- 
table, and  insurance  purposes ;  for  turnpike,  and  railroads,  and 
toll  bridges ;  and  for  many  other  objects  upon  which  private  in- 
dustry, skill,  and  speculation  can  be  freely  and  advantageously 
employed,  —  constitute  a  mighty  mass  of  charters,  which  occupy 
a  large  part  of  the  volumes  of  the  statute  law  in  almost  every 
state,  (i)     All  these  incorporations  are   contracts  between  the 

of  banking/'  and  which  act  allowed  the  Toluntarj  creation  of  an  indefinite  number  of 
•uch  associations,  at  the  pleasure  of  any  persons  who  might  associate  for  the  pm-pose, 
upon  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  statute.  The  great  question  raised  in  those  cases 
was,  whether  those  institutions  were  corporations  within  the  purriew  of  the  constitu- 
tion, requiring  the  assent  of  two  thirds  of  the  members  elected  to  each  branch  of  the 
legislature,  to  every  bill  creating  any  body  politic  or  corporate ;  and  the  statute  in 
that  case  did  not  appear  to  have  been  passed,  and  did  not,  in  fact,  pass  by  such  an 
enlarged  majority.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Errors,  on  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
Supreme  Court,  on  the  7th  of  April,  1840,  was,  that  the  Banking  Act  was  constitn- 
tionally  passed,  though  it  did  not  receive  tlie  assent  of  two  thirds  of  the  members 
elected  to  each  branch  of  the  legislature,  and  that  the  associations  formed  under  the 
act  were  not  bodies  politic  or  corporate  within  the  meaning  of  the  contiitution.  It  seemed 
to  be  admitted,  in  the  opinion  given,  that  the  restrictive  clause  had  not  answered  the 
policy  which  dictated  it  It  was  considered  that  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  restrictive 
dauae  was  to  guard  against  the  increase  of  joint«tock  corporations,  for  banking  and 
oUier  purposes  of  trade  and  profit  to  the  corporators,  with  exclusive  privileges,  not 
enjoyed  by  the  citizens  at  large,  —  that  although  those  banking  associations  had  many 
of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  corporations,  they  did  not  come  within  the 
true  legal  interpretations,  and  still  less  within  the  spirit  and  design  of  the  rettrietim 
douse.  The  statute  conferred  the  power  of  free  banking,  and  did  not  create  any 
monopoly,  nor  secure  to  any  association  privileges  which  might  not  be  enjoyed  in 
the  same  manner  by  all  others,  nor  place  them  beyond  the  entire  control  of  the  legia* 
lature.  This  decision  of  the  Court  of  Errors  was  received  and  confirmed  on  the 
principle  of  stare  decisis,  in  a  subsequent  writ  of  error  from  the  Supreme  Court  to 
that  court,  in  December,  1845,  in  the  case  of  Gifford  v.  Livingston,  2  Denio,  880. 
But  though  these  associations  are  not  corporations  within  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
restrictive  clause  in  the  constitution,  requiring  the  assent  of  two  tliirds  of  the  members 
of  each  branch  of  the  legislature  to  pass  a  corporation,  yet  it  is  held  that  they  are,  to 
all  other  intents  and  purposes,  corporations,  and  as  such  liable  to  taxation  on  their 
capital,  if  derivhig  any  income  or  profit  from  it,  like  other  corporations.  The  People 
r.  Assessors  of  Watertown,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  616;  The  People  w.  The  Supervisors  of 
Niagara,  4  Hill  (N.  T.),  20.  See  also  infra,  iii.  26,  for  a  British  statute  founded  on 
similar  principles  in  the  creation  of  joint-stock  companies.  The  above  decision,  in 
4  Hill,  was  affirmed  on  error  in  the  same  case  hi  7  Hill  (N.  T.),  604. 

(h)  The  laws  of  Massachusetts  give  the  greatest  facility  to  the  creation  of  bodies 
politic  and  corporate.  "  When  any  lands,  wharves,  or  other  real  estate  are  held  in 
common  by  five  or  more  proprietors,  they  may  form  themselves  into  a  corporation." 
Revieed  Statutes  of  1886,  pt.  1,  tit.  13,  c.  43,  sec.  1.  So  in  New  York,  by  statute  in 
1811  (and  which  is  still  in  force),  manufacturing  corporations  may  be  created  by  the 

[860] 


LECT.  XXXIII.]  OP  THE  RIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  *  272 

government  and  the  company^  which  cannot  ordinarily  be  affected 
by  legislative  interference  ;  and  it  has  accordingly  been  attempted 
to  retain  a  control  over  these  private  corporations,  by  a  clause, 
now  usually  inserted  in  the  acts  of  incorporation,  that  "  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  legislature,  at  any  time  hereiifter,  to  alter, 
modify,  or  repeal  the  act."  (c)  With  this  general  view  of  the 
rise  and  progress  of  corporations,  I  shall  proceed  to  a  more  par- 
ticular detail  of  the  general  priuciples  of  law  applicable  to  the 
subject,  (d) 

mere  aasociatioii  of  five  or  more  persons  filing  a  certificate  designating  their  name, 
capital,  object,  and  location.  A  simUar  law  was  passed  in  Michigan  and  in  Connecticut 
in  1837.  The  increase  of  corporations,  in  aid  of  private  industry  and  enterprise,  has 
kept  pace  in  ererj  part  of  our  country  with  the  increase  of  wealth  and  improve- 
loent  The  Massachusetts  legislature,  for  instance,  in  the  session  of  1837,  incorporated 
upwards  of  seventy  manufacturing  associations,  and  made  perhaps  forty  other  cor- 
porations relating  to  insurance,  roads,  bridges,  academies,  and  religious  objects.  And 
in  1838,  the  legislature  of  Indiana  authorized  any  twenty  or  more  citizens  of  any 
county,  on  three  weeks'  previous  public  notice,  to  organize  themselves,  and  become 
an  agricultural  society,  with  corporate  and  poUtic  powers ;  and  the  inhabitants  of  any 
and  every  town  or  village  may  incorporate  themselves  for  the  institution  and  manage- 
ment of  a  pubUc  library.  In  Pennsylvania,  the  courts  of  quarter  sessions,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  grand  jury  of  the  county,  may  incorporate  towns  and  viUages ;  Purdon's 
Dig.  130 ;  and  literary,  charitable,  or  religious  associations  and  fire  companies  may 
be  incorporated  under  the  sanction  of  the  Supreme  Court.    lb.  168,  172. 

(c)  In  Massachusetts,  there  is  a  standing  statute  provision,  that  every  act  of 
incorporation  which  should  be  thereafter  passed  shall  at  all  times  be  subject  to 
amendment,  alteration,  or  repeal,  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislature,  unless  there 
should  be  in  the  same  act  an  express  provision  to  the  contrary.  Act  of  1830 ; 
Revised  Statutes  of  1836.  In  North  Carolina,  all  bodies  corporate  are  limited  to 
thirty  years,  unless  otherwise  specially  declared.  Revised  Statutes  of  North  Carolina, 
1837.  In  New  York,  it  is  held,  and  very  correctly,  that  though  a  charter  of  incor- 
poration cannot  pass  without  the  assent  of  two  thirds  of  the  members  of  each  house, 
it  cannot  be  altered  without  the  like  assent,  notwithstanding  the  charter  contains  a 
reservation  of  a  power  in  the  legislature  to  alter,  modify,  or  repeal  the  charter  at 
pleasure;  for  that  reservation  conferred  no  new  power,  but  was  only  to  retain  the 
power  which  the  legislature  then  had  over  the  subject.  Com.  Bank  of  Buffalo  v. 
Sparrow,  2  Denio,  97. 

(d)  There  has  been  a  disposition  in  some  of  the  states  to  change,  in  an  essential 
degree,  the  character  of  private  incorporated  companies,  by  making  the  members 
personally  responsible  in  certain  events,  and  to  a  qualified  extent,  for  the  debts  of  the 
company.  This  is  intended  as  a  check  to  improvident  conduct  and  abuse,  and  to  add 
to  the  general  security  of  creditors  ;  and  the  policy  has  been  pursued  to  a  moderate 
and  reasonable  degree  only,  in  Rhode  Island,  New  York,  Maryland,  and  South  Caro- 
lina. But  in  Massachusetts,  by  a  series  of  statutes,  passed  in  1808,  1818, 1821,  and 
1827,  an  unlimited  personal  responsibility  was  imposed  upon  the  members  of  manu- 
facturing corporations,  equally  as  in  the  case  of  commercial  partnerships.  [See 
Barre  Bank  v.  Hingham  Manufacturing  Co.,  127  Mass.  663.]  The  wisdom  of  the 
policy  has  been  strongly  questioned  (Amer.  Jurist,  ii.  92,  art  6;  id.  iv.  307) ;  and,  on 
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*  278         2.  *  Of  the  variouB  Kinds  of  Corporationa,  and  how  created. 

—  Corporations  are  divided  into   aggregate  and  sole,  (a) 

the  other  hand,  it  has  been  sopported  by  high  authority  (Parker,  C.  J.,  17  Mass.  8S1); 
and  whether  it  be  well  or  ill  founded,  it  is  admirably  well  calculated  to  core  all 
undue  avidity  for  charters  of  incorporations.  This  unlimited  personal  responsi- 
bility was  restrained  by  statute  in  1828  and  1830,  and  the  responsibility  applied 
only,  in  the  case  of  banks,  to  the  stockholders  at  the  time  of  loss,  by  mismanage- 
ment of  the  directors,  or  for  outstanding  bills  at  the  time  the  charter  expires. 
They  are  made  liable  in  their  individual  capacities  only  to  the  extent  of  the  stock 
they  may  hold  in  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  abuse,  or  at  the  time  of  the  expiration 
of  the  charter.  This  provision  was  continued  by  the  Massachusetts  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  1836,  p.  312,  sec.  30,  31,  and  has  been  essentially  adopted  by  statute  in  New 
Hampshire,  in  1837,  in  respect  to  manufacturing  corporations.  Persons  holding 
stock  in  corporations  as  truatees  for  others  are  especially  exempted  from  personal 
responsibility.  Act  of  Mass.  1838.  The  personal  liability  of  the  stockholders  does 
not  enable  the  creditors  to  sue  them.  It  is  tlie  business  and  duty  of  the  corporation, 
enforced  by  biU  in  equity  in  its  name,  to  compel  payments  from  individual  stock- 
holders. [See  Terry  v.  Little,  101  U.  S.  216 ;  Hatch  t;.  Dana,  ib.  206 ;]  Baker  v.  Atlas 
Bank,  9  Mete.  182.  In  Percy  v.  Millaudon,  20  Martm,  68,  directors  of  a  bank  were 
held  personally  responsible  to  the  stockholders  for  gross  negligence  or  wanton  dis- 
regard of  duty.  The  statutes  of  Michigan,  in  1837,  1838,  go  further,  and  make  the 
directors  liable  for  the  amount  of  indebtedness  of  an  insolvent  bank ;  and  stock- 
holders are  made  liable,  secondarily,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  their  stocks. 
See  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  646-564,  3d  ed.,  relative  to  the  personal 
responsibility  of  corporators  under  state  statutes. 

In  England,  the  statute  of  4  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  94,  recitmg  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  01,  by 
which  the  king  was  enabled  to  render  the  members  of  any  corporation,  thereafter 
created,  individually  liable  for  its  contracts,  enacted  that  the  king,  after  three  months' 
notice  in  the  gazette  of  his  intention,  might,  by  letters-patent,  grant  to  any  company 
or  association,  for  any  trading,  charitable,  literary,  or  other  purpose,  corporate  powers, 
subject  to  such  conditions  for  the  prevention  of  abuses  in  the  management  of  their 
affairs,  the  security  of  creditors,  and  the  protection  of  the  public,  as  the  king  may 
see  fit  to  impose ;  but  no  execution  upon  any  judgment  or  decree  to  issue  without 
specialleave  of  the  court,  after  notice  of  the  persons  to  be  charged,  nor  after  the 
expiration  of  three  years  after  such  person  shall  have  ceased  to  have  been  a  member 
of  the  company.  See  also  infra,  iii.  27,  note.  By  the  statutes  of  8  &  9  Vict.,  for 
consolidating  in  one  act  the  provisions  respecting  the  constitution  of  incorporated 
companies,  c.  16-18,  shareholders  are  liable  individually  toUhe  amount  of  their  shares, 
and  no  further.  In  New  York,  not  only  in  manufacturing  incorporations  under  the 
general  act  of  March  22, 1811,  c.  67,  but  in  several  of  the  charters  of  fire  insurance 
companies,  there  is  a  provision,  that,  in  respect  to  the  debts  of  the  company  con- 
tracted before  the  corporation  expires,  the  persons  composing  the  corporation  at  the 
time  of  its  dissolution  shall  be  individually  responsible  to  the  extent  of  their  respec- 
tive shares  in  the  funds  of  the  company.  By  this  means  a  stockholder,  according  to 
some  recent  decisions,  incurs  the  risk  not  only  of  losing  the  amount  of  stock  sub- 
scribed, but  of  being  liable  for  an  equal  sum,  provided  the  debts  due  at  the  time  of 
the  dissolution  require  it.  See  Briggs  v.  Penniman,  1  Hopk.  300 ;  8.  c.  8  Cowen,  387 ; 
and  see  injra,  312.    The  tendency  of  legislation  and  of  judicial  decisions  in  the 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  8,  b;  260,  a. 
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A  corporation  sole  consists  of  a  single  person,  who  is  made  a  body 
corporate  and  politic,  in  order  to  give  him  some  legal  capacities 
aod  advantages,  and  especially  that  of  perpetuity,  which,  as  a  nat- 
ural person,  he  cannot  have.  A  bishop,  dean,  parson,  and  vicar 
are  given  in  the  English  books  as  instances  of  sole  corporations ; 
and  they  and  their  successors  in  perpetuity  take  the  corporate 
property  and  privileges;  and  the  word  "successors"  is  gener- 
ally as  necessary  for  the  succession  of  property  in  a  corporation 
sole,  as  the  word  '^  heirs  "  is  to  create  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  a 
private  individual,  (i)  A  fee  will  pass  to  a  corporation  aggregate, 
without  the  word  "  successors  "  in  the  grant,  because  it  is  a  body 
which,  m  its  nature,  is  perpetual;  but,  as  a  general  rule,  a  fee 
will  not  pass  to  a  corporation  sole,  without  the  word  "  successors," 
and  it  will  continue  for  the  life  only  of  the  individual  clothed 
with  the  corporate  character,  (c)  There  are  very  few  points  of 
corporation  law  applicable  to  a  corporation  sole.  They  cannot, 
according  to  the  English  law,  take  personal  property  in  succession, 
and  their  corporate  capacity,  in  that  respect,  is  confined 
to  real  property,  (d)  The  corporations  generally  in  •  use  *  274 
with  us  are  a^regate,  or  the  union  of  two  or  more  indi- 
viduals in  one  body  politic,  with  a  capacity  of  succession  and 
perpetuity.  Besides  the  proper  aggregate  corporations,  the  in- 
habitants of  any  district,  as  counties,  towns,  and  school  districts, 
incorporated  by  statute,  with  only  particular  powers,  are  some- 
times called  qitasi  corporations.*    No  private  action  for  neglect  of 

KTeral  states  is  to  increase  the  personal  responsibility  of  stockholders  in  the  various 
private  corporate  institutions,  and  to  give  them  more  and  more  the  character  of  part- 
nerships, with  some  of  the  powers  and  privileges  of  corporations.  In  Angell  &  Ames 
on  Corporations,  c.  17,  8d  ed.,  tlie  extent  of  the  personal  liability  of  the  members  of 
&  private  corporation  for  the  debts  of  the  company  is  fully  examined. 

[h]  Co.  LitL  8,  b,  9,  a.  There  are  instances  in  this  country  of  ministers  of  a  parish 
seised  of  parsonage  lands  in  the  right  of  his  parish,  being  sole  corporations,  and  of 
county  and  town  officers  created  sole  corporaUons  by  statute.  Angell  &  Ames  on 
Corporations,  Sd  ed.  25. 

(c)  Co.  Litt.  94,  b,  and  notes  46  and  47  to  Co.  Litt.  lib.  1 ;  Viner,  tit.  Estate,  L. 

(d)  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  76,  77 ;  Co.  Litt.  46,  b.  But,  by  statute,  a  corporation  sole 
may  be  enabled  to  take  personal  as  well  as  real  property  by  succession  ;  and  a  treas- 
urer or  collector,  for  instance,  is  sometimes  created  a  corporation  sole,  or  (/nasi  cor- 
poration, for  the  purpose  of  taking  bonds  and  other  personal  property  to  him  in  his 
official  character,  and  of  transmitting  the  same  to  his  successors. 

»  C^uui  CorporaiionB,  ^c.— See  Levy  utory  trustees  for  public  purposes  (such 
Court  9.  Coroner,  2  Wall.  601.  It  is  as  maintaining  public  docks,  sluices,  and 
now  settled  in  England  that  unpaid  stat-    the  like)  may  be  liable  to   an  action 
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corporate  duty,  unless  given  by  statute,  lies  against  them,  as  such 
a  corporation.  Having  no  corporate  fund,  each  inhabitant  is  said 
to  be  liable  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  if  the  statute  gives  a  suit 
against  such  a  community,  (a) 

Another  division  of  corporations,  by  the  English  law,  is  into 
ecclesiastical  and  lay.  The  formei  are  those  of  which  the  members 
are  spiritual  persons,  and  the  object  of  the  institution  is  also 

(a)  Russell  v.  The  Men  of  DeTon,  2  T.  R.  667 ;  Riddle  v.  Proprietors  of  Locks,  &c. 
on  Merrimack  River,  7  Mass.  187  ;  Parker,  C.  J.,  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Cook,  4  Pick. 
414 ;  Adams  v.  Wiscasset  Bank,  1  Grcenl.  861 ;  Chase  v.  Merrimack  Bank,  19  Pick. 
669.  In  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Corporation  of  Exeter  (2  RusaeU,  53), 
Lord  Eldon  held,  that  if  a  fee-farm  rent  was  chargeable  on  the  whole  of  the  citj,  it 
might  be  demanded  of  any  one  who  holds  property  in  it,  and  he  would  be  left  to  obtain 
contribution  from  the  other  inhabitants. 


in  their  corporate  or  quasi-corporate  ca- 
pacity for  damages  occasioned  by  the 
negligent  performance  of  their  duty  by 
themselves  or  their  servants.  Mersey 
Docks  Trustees  v.  Gibbs,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  98 ; 
Coe  t?.  Wise,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  711,  reversing 
8.  c.  5  Best  &  Sm.  440.  (See  Ohrby  r.  Ryde 
Commissioners,  5  B.  &  S.  743 ;)  Collins  v. 
Middle  Level  Commissioners,  L.  R.  4  C.  P. 
279 ;  Richmond  v.  Long,  17  Grattan  ( Va.), 
375 ;  Nebraska  City  v.  Campbell,  2  Black, 
590  ;  Weightman  v.  Washington,  1  Black, 
39;  Robbins  v.  Chicago,  4  Wall.  657; 
Bloomington  v.  Bay,  42  III.  508.  Contra, 
Pray  v.  Mayor  of  Jersey  City,  3  Vroom, 
(N.  J.),  894.  See  Walcott  r.  Swampscott, 
1  Allen,  101;  Bigelow  r.  Randolph,  14 
Gray,  541 ;  Hafiford  v.  New  Bedford,  16 
Gray,  297 ;  Barry  v.  Lowell,  8  Allen,  127 ; 
Hyde  v.  Jamaica,  27  Vt.  443;  Jones  v. 
New  Haven,  34  Conn.  1 ;  Eastman  v. 
Meredith,  36  N.  H.  284,  —  cases  where  a 
municipal  corporation  was  held  not  liable 
for  the  negligent  performance  of  a  public 


x^  Municipal  corporations  are  liable 
for  negligent  construction  of  sewers,  &c., 
which  results  in  direct  injury,  Noonan 
V.  City  of  Albany,  79  N.  Y.  470 ;  s.  c. 
36  Am.  R.  540  and  note ;  Smith  i?.  City 
Council,  33  Gratt.  208 ;  Gillison  v.  City 
of  Charleston,  16  W.  Va.  282;  Deane  v. 
Randolph,  182  Mass.  475 ;  see  Dixon  v. 
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duty  imposed  without  its  assent.  See  also 
Conrad  t;.  Ithaca,  16  N.  Y.  158.  ar* 

Where  the  legislature  authorizes  such 
statutory  trustees  to  do  an  act  otherwise 
wrongful,  the  act  ceases  to  be  wrongful, 
not  because  it  is  for  a  public  purpose, 
but  because  it  is  so  authorized.  L.  R. 
1  H.  L.  112. 

It  is  said  that  religious  societieB  in- 
corporated under  the  statute  are  not 
ecclesiastical  corporations  in  the  sense  of 
the  English  law,  but  are  civil  corpora- 
tions governed  by  common-law  principles. 
Robertson  v.  Bullions,  11  N.  Y.  243.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  have 
held  that  an  English  joint-stock  company 
formed  by  a  registered  deed  is  to  be 
treated  as  a  corporation  in  this  country, 
notwithstanding  it  Is  declared  not  to  be 
one  by  act  of  Parliament,  and  although 
it  has  not  a  corporate  name,  and  the 
members  are  personally  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  company.  Liverpool  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Massachusetts,  10  Wall.  666. 


Met.  Board  of  Works,  7  Q.  B,  D.  418; 
but  not  for  a  neglect  to  perform  a  duty 
imposed  by  law,  and  for  which  they  re- 
ceive no  remuneration,  Hill  v.  Boston,  122 
Mass.  344.  All  the  cases  up  to  that  date 
are  reviewed  at  length  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  in 
the  case  last  cited.  Comp.  Barnes  v. 
District  of  Columbia,  91  U.  S.  540. 
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spintual.  With  us  they  are  called  religious  corporations.  This 
18  the  description  given  to  them  in  the  statutes  of  New  York, 
Ohio,  and  other  states,  providing  generally /or  the  incorporation  of 
reliffiau9  societies^  (()  in  an  easy  and  popular  manner,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  managing,  with  more  facility  and  advantage,  the 
temporalities  belonging  to  the  church  or  congregation.  Lay 
corporations  are  again  divided  into  eleemosynary  and  civil.  An 
eleemosynary  corporation  is  a  private  charity,  constituted  for  the 
perpetual  distribution  of  the  alms  and  bounty  of  the  founder. 
Iq  this  class  are  ranked  hospitals  for  the  relief  of  poor,  sick,  and 
impotent  persons,  and  colleges  and  academies  established  for  the 
promotion  of  learning  and  piety,  and  endowed  with  property,  by 
public  and  private  donations.  (<?)  Civil  corporations  are 
established  •  for  a  variety  of  purposes,  and  they  are  either  •  276 
public  or  private.  Public  corporations  are  such  as  are 
created  by  the  government  for  political  purposes,  as  counties, 
cities,  towns,  and  villages;  they  are  invested  vrith  subordinate 
legislative  powers,  to  be  exercised  for  local  purposes  connected 
with  the  public  good ;  and  such  powers  are  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  legislature  of  the  state,  (a)  They  may  also  be  empowered 
to  take  or  hold  private  property  for  municipal  uses ;  and  such 
property  is  invested  with  the  security  of  other  private  rights.  (J) 
So  corporate  franchises  attached  to  public  corporations  are  legal 

(6)  Act  of  New  York,  April  6, 1818,  c.  60;  of  Ohio,  February  6, 1819. 

(c)  1  Bl.  Coram.  471 ;  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  25-27 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  6,  8 ;  1  Ves.  537 ; 
9  Vc8.  406 ;  1  Borr.  200 ;  Lord  Holt,  in  Phillips  v.  Bury,  cited  in  2  T.  R.  853 ;  Dart- 
month  CoUege  V.  Woodward,  4  Wheaton,  681 ;  [Vincennes  University  v,  Indiana,  14 
How.  268.] 

(a)  The  People  v.  Morris,  13  Wend.  825.  They  are  common  In  erery  state.  One 
of  the  first  acts  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Connecticut,  1639,  was  the  incorporation 
of  all  towns  in  the  colony  with  town  priTileges  for  local  purposes,  such  as  choosing 
ofilcers  and  magistrates  for  holding  local  courts,  and  to  provide  for  durably  keeping  a 
registry  of  deeds  and  mortgages,  and  for  the  maintenance  of  schools  and  public  wor- 
ship. The  establishment  of  towns  with  corporate  powers,  as  local  republics,  was  the 
original  policy  throughout  New  England,  and  it  had  a  durable  and  benign  effect  upon 
the  institutions  and  moral  and  social  character  of  the  people.  M.  de  Tocqueville,  in 
his  De  la  Democratic  en  Am^rique,  i.  64,  06,  appears  to  fiave  been  very  much  struck 
with  the  institutions  of  New  England  towns.  He  considered  them  as  small,  inde- 
pendent republics,  in  all  matters  of  local  concern,  and  as  forming  the  principle  of  the 
Ufe  of  American  liberty  existing  at  this  day. 

(6)  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  3d  ed.  90.  These  local  corporations,  as  cities 
and  towns,  can  sue  and  be  sued ;  and  the  judicial  reports  in  this  country,  and  espe- 
cially in  the  New  England  states,  abound  wiih  cases  of  suits  against  towns,  in  theur 
corporate  capacity,  for  debts  and  breaches  of  duty  for  which  they  were  responsible. 

[865] 


•  276  OP  THE   RIGHTS  OP  PERSONS.  [PART  IV. 

estates  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  are  protected  -as  private 
property.  If  the  foundation  be  private,  the  corporation  is  private, 
however  extensive  the  uses  may  be  to  which  it  is  devoted  by  the 
founder,  or  by  the  nature  of  the  institution.  A  bank,  created  by 
the  government,  for  its  own  uses,  and  where  the  stock  is  exclu- 
sively owned  by  the  government,  is  a  public  corporation.  So  a 
hospital  created  and  endowed  by  the  government,  for  general 
purposes,  is  a  public  and  not  a  private  charity.  But  a  bapk  whose 
stock  is  owned  by  private  persons  is  a  private  corporation,  though 
its  object  and  operations  partake  of  a  public  nature,  and  though 
the  government  may  have  become  a  partner  in  the  association  by 
sharing  with  the  corporatoi-s  in  the  stock.  ((?)  The  same  thing 
may  be  said  of  insurance,  canal,  bridge,  turnpike,  and  railroad 
companies.  The  uses  may,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  called  public, 
but  the  corporations  are  private,  equally  as  if  the  franchises  were 
vested  in  a  single  person,  (d)  ^  A  hospital  founded  by  a  private 
benefactor  is,  in  point  of  law,  a  private  corporation,  though  dedi- 
cated by  its  charter  to  general  charity.  A  college,  founded  and 
endowed  in  the  same  manner,  is  a  private  charity,  though  from  it^ 
general  and  beneficent  objects  it  may  acquire  the  character  of  a 
public  institution,  (e)  If  the  uses  of  an  eleemosynary  corporation 
be  for  general  charity,  yet  such  purposes  will  not  of  themselves 
constitute  it  a  public  corporation.  Every  charity  which  is  exten- 
sive in  its  object  may,  in  a  certain  sense,  be  called  a  public  charity. 
Nor  will  a  mere  act  of  incorporation  change  a  charity  from  a  pri- 
vate to  be  a  public  one.     The  charter  of  the  crown,  said 

•  276    Lord  Hardwicke,  (/)  cannot  make  a  charity  *  more  or  less 

public,  but  only  more  permanent.     It  is  the  extensiveness 

(c)  ManhaU,  C.  J.,  United  States  Bank  v.  Planters'  Bank,  9  Wheaton,  007.  It  has 
even  been  held  that  a  state  bank  maj  be  considered  a  private  corporation,  though 
owned  entirely  by  the  state.  Bank  of  South  Carolina  v.  Qibbe,  3  M'Cord,  877 ; 
[Bank  of  Alkbama  v.  Gibson,  6  Ala.  814.] 

(rf)  Bailey  v.  Mayor  of  New  York,  8  HiU  (N.  Y.),  681. 

(e)  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheaton,  618 ;  Story,  J.,  ib.  668,  669,  e&7- 
700 ;  the  case  of  St.  Mary's  Church,  7  Serg.  &  R.  569. 

(/)  2  Atk.  88. 

1  Tinsman  v.  BeWidere  Delaware  R.  R.  of  Schools  v.  Tatman,  13  HI.  27.    But  see 

Co.,  2  Dutcher,  148;  Bundle  i;.  Delaware  State  v,  Springfield  Township,  6  Ind.  83. 

&  Raritan  Canal,  1  Wall.  Jr.  275 ;  Dar-  As  to  the  liability  of  these  corporations 

lington  V.  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  31  for  negligent  performance  of  public  duties, 

N.  Y.  164, 199.    It  is  said  that  trustees  of  &c.,  see  274,  n.  1. 
schools  are  public  corporations  in  Trustees 
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of  the  object  that  constitutes  it  a  public  charity.  A  charity  may 
be  public,  though  administered  by  a  private  corporation.  A  de- 
mise to  the  poor  of  a  parish  is  a  public  charity.  The  charity  of 
almost  every  hospital  and  college  is  public,  while  the  corporations 
are  private.  To  hold  a  corporation  to  be  public,  because  the 
charity  was  public,  would  be  to  confound  the  popular  with  the 
strictly  legal  sense  of  terms,  and  to  jar  with  the  whole  current  of 
decisions  since  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  (a) 

In  England,  corporations  are  created  and  exist  by  prescription, 
by  royal  charter,  and  by  act  of  Parliament.  With  us  they  are 
created  by  authority  of  the  legislature,  and  not  otherwise.  There 
are,  however,  several  of  the  corporations  now  existing  in  this 
country,  civil,  religious,  and  eleemosynary,  which  owed  their 
origin  to  the  crown  under  the  colony  administration.  Those 
charters  granted  prior  to  the  Revolution  were  upheld,  either  by 
express  provision  in  the  constitutions  of  the  states,  or  by  general 
principles  of  public  and  common  law  of  universal  reception  ;  and 
they  were  preserved  from  forfeiture  by  reason  of  any  nonuser  or 
misuser  of  their  powers,  during  the  disorders  which  necessarily 
attended  the  Revolution.  There  is  no  particular  form  of  words 
requisite  to  create  a  corporation.  A  grant  to  a  body  of  men  to 
hold  mercantile  meetings  has  been  held  to  confer  a  corporztte 
capacity.  (J)  A  grant  of  lands  to  a  county  or  hundred,  rendering 
rent,  would  create  them  a  corporation  for  that  single  intent, 
without  saying,  to  them  and  their  successors,  (c) 

(a)  Sutton's  HospiUl,  10  Co.  23 ;  Lord  Hardwicke,  2  Atk.  88 ;  Lord  Holt,  in  Phil- 
lips  V.  Bury,  reported  at  large  in  2  T.  R.  352.  The  opinions  of  the  judges  in  Dart- 
month  College  V.  Woodward,  4  Wheaton,  618.  All  the  essential  principles  laid  down 
by  the  court,  in  the  case  of  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  were  asserted  and 
applied  with  great  force  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  the  case  of  Allen  v.  M'Keen,  1  Sum- 
ner, 276,  to  Bowdoin  College,  in  the  State  of  Maine.  That  college  is  a  prirate  corpo- 
ration, of  which  the  State  of  Massachusetts  is  founder,  and  the  visitatorial  and  all 
other  powers  and  franchises  are  vested  in  a  board  of  trustees,  under  the  charter,  and 
tbey  have  a  permanent  right  and  title  to  their  offices. 

(&)  The  case  of  Sutton's  HoBpital,  10  Co.  27, 28,  30 ;  1  Rol.  Abr.  tit  Corporation, 
F.;  Denton  t;.  Jackson,  2  Johns.  Ch.  325. 

(e)  Dyer,  100,  a,  pi.  70,  cited  as  good  law  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  2  T.  K.  672 ;  1  Rol. 
Abr.  tit  Corporation,  F.  8,  4 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  3d  ed.  64.  There  is 
DO  doubt  that  the  grant  or  statute  creating  a  corporation,  to  give  it  operation,  may  be 
accepted  by  the  grantees  or  a  majority  of  the  corporation ;  for  a  grant  of  a  corporation 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  and  requires  a  mutual  concurrence  of  wills.  Angell  & 
Ames  on  Corporations,  8d  ed.  67-72.  Their  acceptance  or  consent  may  be  implied 
from  circumstances.    Bank  of  the  United  States  i;.  Dandridge,  12  Wheaton,  70. 
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There  is  no  doabt  that  corporations,  as  well  as  other  private 
rights   and  franchises,   may  also  exist  in  this   country 

*  277    *  by  prescription  ;  which  presupposes,  and  is  evidence  of, 

a  grant,  when  the  acts  and  proceedings  on  which  the 
presumption  is  founded  could  not  have  lawfully  proceeded  from 
any  other  source,  (a)  y^  It  requires  the  acceptance  of  the  charter 
to  create  a  corporate  body ;  for  the  government  cannot  compel 
persons  to  become  an  incorporated  body  without  their  consent, 
or  the  consent  of  at  least  the  major  part  of  them,  (i)  The 
acceptance  may  in  many  cases  be  inferred  from  the  acts  of  the 
majority  of  the  corporators  ;  and  a  written  instrument,  or  vote  of 
acceptance,  is  not  indispensable.  (<?)  ^ 

3.  Of  the  Powers  and  Capacitias  of  Corporations.  —  When  a  cor- 
poration is  duly  created,  many  powers,  rights,  and  capacities  are 
attached  to  it.  Some  of  them  are  deemed  to  be  necessarily  and 
inseparably  incident  to  a  corporation  by  tacit  operation,  without 
an  express  provision  ;  though  it  is  now  very  generally  the  practice 
to  specify,  in  the  act  or  charter  of  incorporation,  the  powers  and 
capacities  with  which  it  is  intended  to  endow  the  corporation,  y^ 

(a)  Dillingham  v.  Snow,  8  Mass.  276;  Stockbridge  v.  West  Stockbridge,  12  id. 
400 ;  Hagerstown  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Creeger,  6  Harr.  &  J.  122 ;  Greene  v.  Dennia, 
6  Conn.  802 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  57-60,  8d  ed. ;  [Robie  v.  Sedgwick,  35 
Barb.  810.] 

(6)  Yates,  J.,  4  Barr.  2200 ;  Lord  Kenyon,  8  T.  R.  240;  Ellis  v.  Marshall,  2  Mass. 
260 ;  Lincoln  and  Ken.  Bank  v.  Richardson,  1  Greent.  79. 

(c)  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  7  Pick.  344,  Parker,  C.  J.,  and  WUde, 
J.;  Bank  of  United  States  o.  Dandridge,  12  Wheaton.  70,  71. 

1  Bangor,  &c.  R.  R.  v.  Smith,  47  Me.    Mass.  63, 60 ;    [Hammond  v.  Strana,  53 

34 ;  Sumrall  v.  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  40    Md.  1.] 
Mo.  27 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Bakeman,  106 


y^  As  to  how  far  a  de  facto  corporation  question  of  the  extent  of  corporate  poiren 

and  those  dealing  with  It  may  be  estopped  is  a  question  of  construction  simply.    Ac> 

to  deny  its  de  jure  existence,  see  Dobson  cordingly,  it  is  treated  by  Mr.  Morawetz, 

t;.  Simonton,  86  N.  C.  402 ;  Jones  v.  Eo-  in  his  recent  work  on  Private  Corpora- 

komo  Building  Ass'n,  77  Ind.  340 ;  Spahr  tions,   under   the   title,    Construrtitm    of 

V.  Farmers'  Bank,  94  Penn.  St.  420.  Chartera. 

jr'  Powentf  Carporatiaru. —The  powen  In  a  brief  note  it  is  impossible  to  do 

of   corporations   being   derived    wholly  more  than  point  out  some  of  the  more 

from  legislative  grant,  it  is  evident  that  fundamental  rules  of  construction, 

no  power  which  the  legislature  itself  does  In  general,  the  same  rules  of  conatmc- 

not  have,  or,  havmg,  cannot  delegate,  can  tion  are  to  be  applied  as  obtain  in  the 

ever  belong  to  a  corporation.  construction  of  other  dispositive  inatm- 

Subject  to  this  limitation,  the  whole  ments.    The  words  of  the  grant  are  to  be 
[868] 


LECT.  XXXIII.]  OF  THE  RIGHTS   OP  PERSONS.  *  278 

(1.)  Of  their  Ordinary  Powers.  —  The  ordinary  incidents  to  a 
corporation  are,  1.  To  have  perpetual  succession,  and,  of  course, 
the  power  of  electing  members  in  tiie  room  of  those  removed  by 
death  or  otherwise ;  2.  To  sue  and  be  sued,  and  to  grant  and  to 
receive  by  their  corporate  name  ;  8.  To  purchase  and  hold 
lauds  and  chattels ;  4.  To  have  a  common  seal ;  *  6.  To  •  278 
make  by-laws  for  the  government  of  the  corporation ;  6. 
The  power  of  amotion,  or  i-emoval  of  membere.  Some  of  these 
powers  are  to  be  taken  in  many  instances,  with  much  modifica- 
tion and  restriction  ;  and  the  essence  of  a  corporation,  according 
to  Mr.  Kyd,  consists  only  of  a  capacity  to  have  perpetual  succes- 
sion, under  a  special  denomination  and  an  artificial  form,  and  to 
take  and  grant  property,  contract  obligations,  and  sue  and  be 
sued,  by  its  corporate  name,  and  to  receive  and  enjoy,  in  com- 
mon, grants  of  privileges  and  immunities,  (a)     According  to  the 

(a)  1  Kjd  on  Corp.  13,  09,  70.  Blackstone  sajs  that  the  first  five  incidents  men- 
tioned in  the  text  are  inseparabiy  incident  toerery  corporation  aggregate.  The  New 
York  statute  also  declares  that  there  are  powers  which  Test  in  every  corporation 
without  being  specified.  1  Bl.  Comm.  475 ;  K.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  t.  699.  But  in 
the  case  of  Sutton's  Hospital,  10  Co.  80,  b,  31,  a,  it  was  held  that,  to  make  ordi- 
nances or  by-laws  was  not  of  the  essence  of  a  corporation ;  and  no  doubt  a  yalid  cor- 

considered  in  connection  with  the  circuro-  necessary  to  a  corporation,  as  such,  as 

itances  surrounding  the  parties  at  the  stated  in  Liverpool  Ins.  Co.  v.  Massachu- 

tiroe.  setts,  10  Wall.  666,  are  more  limited  than 

{1.)  ETpress  Powen. —  Some  powers  are  those  stated  in  the  text    There  can  be 

always  expressly  granted  in  the  charter,  no  doubt,  however,  that  all  the  powers 

and  the  extent    of   these    is  of  course  |tated  in  the  text  would  be  considered 

determined  by  an  interpretation  of  the  as  impliedly  included  in   any  grant  of 

charter.  corporate   powers,    being,  as   they  are, 

(2.)  Implied  Powers,  —  (a)  All  powers  constituent    parts    of    the  character  of 

which  inhere  in  a  corporation  as  such,  corporations  as  actually  found  in  this 

i.  e.  which   are  essential  in  order  that  it  (M)UDtry. 

may  be,  and  act  as,  a  corporation,  are  to         As  to  whether  a  charter  is  to  be  strictly 

be  considered  as  impliedly  granted.    So  or  liberally  construed,  the  true  rule  would 

also,  it  would  seem,  are  those  powers  seem  to  be,  that  it  is  to  be  strictly  con- 

which  ordinarily  belong  to  corporations  strued  when  the  object  is  to  determine 

as  such  in  the  state  where  the  grant  is  the  extent  of  the  franchise  granted,  i.  e. 


the  scope  of  the  objects  of  the  corpora- 

(ft)  All  those  powers  which  are  reason-  tion,  National  Trust  Co.  v.  Miller,  38  N.  J. 

ably  necessary  as  means  to  carry  out  the  £q.  166 ;  see  Attorney  General  v.  Jamaica 

powers  expressly  granted,  or  which  belong  Plain  Aqueduct,  188  Mass.  361,  366 ;  but 

to  a  corporation  as  such,  are  also  to  be  is  to  be   liberally  construed  when  the 

considered  as  impliedly  granted.  question  is  as  to  the  means  allowed  for 

The  elements  which  are  considered  carrying  out  those  objects. 
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doctrine  of  Lord  Holt,  (()  neither  the  actual  possession  of  prop- 
erty, nor  the  actual  enjoyment  of  franchises,  are  of  the  essence 
of  a  corporation,  (e) 

(2)  Of  Qtuisi  OorporeUians. — There  are  some  persons  and  asso- 
ciations who  have  a  corporate  capacity  only  for  particular,  sped- 
fied  ends,  but  who  can  in  that  capacity  sue  and  be  sued  as  an 
artificial  person,  (d)  Thus,  in  New  York,  by  statute,  each 
county,  and  the  supervisors  of  a  county,  the  loan  officers  and 
commissioners  of  loans,  each  town,  and  the  supervisors  of  towns, 
the  overseera  of  the  poor,  and  superintendents  of  the  poor,  the 
commissioners  of  common  schools,  the  commissioners  of  high- 
ways, and  trustees  of  school  districts,^  are  all  invested,  for  the 
purpose  of  holding  and  transmitting  public  property,  with  cor- 
poi-ate  attributes  9ub  modo.  The  supervisors  of  the  county  can 
take  and  holds  lands  for  the  use  of  the  county ;  and  all  these  sev- 
eral bodies  of  men  are  liable  to  be  sued,  and  are  enabled  to  sue 

poradon  may  be  created  by  law,  without  any  other  essential  attributes  than  thoee 
mentioned  by  Kyd. 

(6)  The  King  v.  The  City  of  London,  SlEinner,  810.  A  gift  of  personal  property, 
or  of  the  proceeds,  rents,  and  profits  of  real  estate  in  trust  to  be  paid  orer  to  a  ooiw 
poration,  is  good.    Wright  v.  Trustees  of  Meth.  Epis.  Church,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  217. 

(c)  The  general  rule  is,  that  erery  corporation  has  a  capacity  to  take  and  grant 
property  and  to  contract  obligations.  But  these  general  powers,  incident  at  common 
law,  are  restricted  by  the  nature  and  object  of  the  institution ;  and  in  pursoanoe 
thereof  it  may  make  all  contracts  necessary  and  useful  in  the  course  of  the  buBiness 
it  transacts,  as  means  to  enable  it  to  effect  such  object,  unless  prohibited  by  law  or 
its  charter.  To  attain  its  legitimate  object,  it  may  deal  precisely  as  an  indiyidnal 
who  seeks  to  accomplish  the  same  end.  It  may  contract  for  labor  and  materials,  and 
make  purchases,  and  borrow  money  for  such  objects,  and  give  notes,  bonds,  and 
mortgages  towards  payment  The  decisions  are  numerous  on  this  subject  See 
1  Cowen,  613  ;  3  Wend.  96 ;  5  id.  690;  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  266 ;  9  Paige,  470 ;  1  Watta, 
886 ;  and  especially  the  case  of  Barry  v.  Merchants'  Exchange  Company,  1  Sandf .  Ch. 
280,  where  these  general  corporate  powers  are  liberally  considered  and  established  In 
the  able  and  learned  judgment  of  the  assistant  vice-chancellor.  It  is  further  estab- 
lished that  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation  mentioned  in  its  charter  is  not  per  se 
a  limitation  of  the  amount  of  property,  either  real  or  personal,  which  it  may  own.  It 
may  divide  its  profits  among  the  stockholders,  at  times  when  and  to  the  amount  the 
directors  may  deem  expedient.  Instead  of  dividing  the  profits,  they  may,  in  thefr 
discretion,  sufferthe  surplus  of  profits  to  accumulate  beyond  their  original  capital, 
as  the  interest  of  the  institution  shall  appear  to  dictate.  There  is  no  restriction  by 
law,  except  by  special  statutes  in  specific  cases,  in  the  amount  of  credit  which  mon- 
eyed corporations  may  create  by  the  use  of  corporate  capital.  Barry  v.  Merchanti' 
Exchange  Company,  ti6t  suprtc. 

(d)  Gibson,  Ch.  J.,  The  Commonwealth  0.  Oreen,  4  Wharton,  681. 

1  See276,n.  1;274,il1. 
[870] 


IXCT.  ZZXni.]  OP  THE  SI6HT8  OP  PEBSONS.  *  279 

in  iheir  corporate  capacity,  (e)  Every  county  and  town  is  a 
body  politic  for  certain  purposes  ;  and  this  is  no  doubt  the  gen- 
eral proyision  in  this  country,  and  especially  in  the  northern 
gtates,  in  respect  to  towns.  (/)  So,  at  common  law,  every  parish 
or  town  was  a  corporation  for  local  necessities,  and  the  inhabi- 
tants of  a  county  or  hundred  might  equally  be  incorporated 
for  special  ends.  (^)  In  short,  the  English  *  law  affords  *279 
many,  and  our  American  law  more  numerous  examples,  of 
persons  and  collective  bodies  of  men  endowed  with  a  corporate 
capacity,  in  some  particulars  declared,  and  without  having  in  any 
other  respect  the  capacities  incident  to  a  corporation,  (a) 

(e)  K.  Y.  R.  S.  ii  473.  See  ako  the  statute  laws  of  the  ceTeral  states,  ix  par 
materia;  N.  Y.  R.  S.  8d  ed.  i.  884,  885,  416. 

(/)  N.  Y.  R.  S.  i.  837,  364 ;  Statute  Laws  of  Ohio,  1831 ;  Revised  Statutes  of 
MMsacbnsetts,  1836 ;  Reyised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1888 ;  R.  S.  of  New  Jersey,  1847, 
Ut  6,  c.  20. 

ig)  Hobart,  242;  Chamberlain  of  London's  Case,  6  Co.  68;  Rogers  v,  Davenant, 
1  Mod.  104 ;  Dyer,  100 ;  Lord  Kenyon,  2  T.  R.  672.  In  Massachusetts,  by  imme-  - 
morial  usage,  the  inhabitants  of  towns  charged  by  law  with  tlie  performance  of  duties 
sre  held  to  be  indiTidually  liable  in  their  property,  though  sued  by  a  collectiTe  name 
Si  a  corporation.  The  same  rule  applies  to  parishes  and  school  districts.  Gaskill 
r.  Dudley,  6  Met.  646.  In  the  case  of  Beardsley  v.  Smith,  16  Conn.  368,  it  was 
adjudged,  after  a  thorough  discussion,  that  the  individual  property  of  the  citizens  of 
the  city  of  Bridgeport  and  the  citizens  individually,  were  liable,  on  execution,  for 
the  debts  of  the  corporation.  It  was  shown,  in  that  case,  to  be  the  immemorial 
usage,  and  uniformly  supported  by  Judicial  decisions  throughout  New  England,  that 
the  inhabitants  of  towns  and  other  municipal  communities  of  corporations  and  qwui 
eorporations  were  liable  in  their  persons  and  property  for  the  debts  of  the  towns  or 
eorpoimtioas,  by  taxation  or  execution ;  and  numerous  cases  were  referred  to  by  the 
court  in  confirmation  of  the  doctrine,  as  in  7th  and  14th  Mass.,  19  Pick.,  1  Greenl., 
6th,  6th,  and  10th  Conn. ;  and  by  analogous  cases  and  practice  in  2  T.  R.  660 ; 
S  Rnss.  45 ;  [8]  East,  300 ;  11  East,  77.  See  mtpra,  274,  n.,  to  B.  p.  But  this  personal 
responsibility  does  not  extend  to  tlie  members  of  voluntary  associations  of  ecclesi- 
sstieal  societies,  unless  so  subjected  by  the  provisions  of  its  charter.  They  are 
private,  and  not  a  municipal  or  quasi  corporation,  compelled  by  law,  like  towns, 
cities,  and  school  districts,  to  assume  duties  and  contract  debts.  Jewett  v.  The 
Tliames  Bank,  16  Conn.  611.  In  Georgia,  the  county  courts  are  invested  with  power 
to  incorporate  the  associations  for  special  purposes,  not  extending  to  banking  or  insui^ 
ance  business,  and  the  members  are  to  be  bound  for  contracts,  as  in  case  of  partner- 
ships. Hotchkiss,  Statute  Code  of  Georgia,  1846,  p.  372 ;  but  see  sn/Tra,  272,  a,  as  to 
the  rpgalation  of  corporations  in  New  York. 

(a)  Jackson  o.  Hartwell,  8  Johns,  422 ;  18  id.  418 ;  Denton  v.  Jackson,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  336;  Todd  tr.  Birdsall,  1  Cowen,  260;  Grant  v.  Fancher,  6  id.  300;  North  Hemp- 
stead  9.  Hempstead,  2  Wend.  109 ;  School  District  in  Rumf ord  v.  Wood,  13  Mass.  198 ; 
Oveneeraof  N.  W.  p.  Overseers  of  S.  W.,  3  Serg.  A  R.  117 ;  Angell  ft  Amo«  on  Coi^ 
porstions,  17, 2d  ed.  See  also  tupra,  274.  In  the  case  of  Pnrdy  r.  The  People,  4  Hill, 
884,  396^  one  of  the  senators  (Paige,  Senator)  held  that  town  and  counties  in  New 
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(8.)  Of  Corporation%  as  Tntstees,  —  A  corporation  being  merely 
a  political  institution,  it  has  no  other  capacities  or  powers  than 
those  which  are  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  established.  A  corporation  is  incapable  of  a  per- 
sonal act  in  its  collective  capacity.  (()  It  cannot  be  considered 
as  a  moral  agent,  and,  therefore,  it  cannot  commit  a  crime,  or 
become  the  subject  of  punishment,  or  take  an  oath,  or  appear 
in  person,  or  be  arrested  or  outlawed.  (<?)  It  was  formerly  un- 
derstood that  a  corporation  could  not  be  seised  of  lands  to  the 
use  of  another,  and  that  it  was  incapable  of  any  use  or  trust, 
and,  consequently,  that  it  could  not  convey  lands  by  bargain  and 
sale,  (d)  But  the  objection  that  a  corporation  could  not  convey 
by  bargain  and  sale  was  utterly  rejected  by  the  C.  B.,  in  the 
case  of  Sir  Thomas  Holland  v.  Bonisy  (e)  as  a  dangerous  excep- 
tion to  the  capacity  to  convey ;  and,  at  this  day,  the  only 
•  280  reasonable  limitation  is,  that  a  corporation  *  cannot  be 
seised  of  land  in  trust,  for  purposes  foreign  to  its  institu- 
tion, (a)  Equity  will  now  compel  corporations  to  execute  any 
lawful  trust  which  may  be  reposed  in  them ;  and  in  the  case  of 
the  Trmtees  of  Phillips  Academy  v.  King^  (V)  it  was  held  that 
a  corporation  was  capable  of  taking  and  holding  property  as  a 
trustee.  Many  corporations  are  made  trustees  for  charitable  pur- 
poses, and  are  compelled,  in  equity,  to  perform  their  trusts,  (c) 

• 
York  were  not  corporations  even  wuh  modo,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  consti- 
tution, nor  are  they  now,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.    See  also,  to  that  point, 
Jackson  v,  Cory,  8  Johns.  885 ;  Hombeck  v.  Westbrook,  9  id.  78.    They  were  made 
quasi  corporations  by  the  Revised  Statutes. 
(6)  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  225. 

(c)  1  id.  71,72;  1  Bl.  Comm.  477.  From  the  current  of  modem  decisions  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  however,  that  a  corporation,  equally  with  an  individual,  may  gain 
a  freehold  by  a  disseisin  committed  by  its  agent,  whether  authorized  by  deed  or  vote. 
See  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  152,  8d  ed. 

(d)  Bro.  tit.  Uses,  pi.  10;  Bacon  on  Uses,  57 ;  Gilbert  on  Uses,  by  Sugden,  6,  7. 

(e)  8  Leon.  175. 

(a)  Jackson  v.  Hartwell,  8  Johns.  422 ;  [Chapm  v.  School  District,  85  N.  H.  446.] 

{b)  12  Mass.  540. 

(e)  Green  v.  Rutherforth,  1  Yes.  462,  468,  470,  475 ;  Gilbert  on  Uses,  by  Sugden. 
7,  note;  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  72;  2  Johns.  Ch.  884,  389;  City  of  Coventry  v.  Attorney 
General,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  285;  Attorney  General  i;.  City  of  London,  8  Bro.  C.  C.  171 ; 
Dummer  u.  Corporation  of  Chippenham,  14  Yes.  245.  See  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corpo- 
rations, Sd  ed.  124-130,  on  the  power  of  a  corporation  to  be  seised  in  trust  or  for  the 
use  of  another,  where  the  cases  are  well  collected,  and  the  reason  of  them  illustrated. 
Mr.  Preston,  in  his  Treatise  on  Conveyancing,  ii.  247,  254,  257,  263,  insists  that  the 
more  approved  authority  and  better  opinion  is,  that  a  corporation  cannot  stand  seiaed 
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Corporations  appear  to  be  deemed  competent  to  perform  the 
duties  of  trustees,  and  to  be  proper  and  safe  depositaries  of 
trusts ;  and,  among  the  almost  infinite  variety  of  purposes  for 
which  corporations  are  created  at  the  present  day,  we  find 
them  (rf)  authorized  to  receive  and  take  by  deed  or  devise,  in 
their  corporate  capacity,  any  property,  real  and  personal,  in  trust, 
and  to  assume  and  execute  any  trust  so  created  and  declared. 
The  Court  of  Chancery  is  vested  with  the  same  jurisdiction  over 
these  corporate  trusts  which  it  ordinarily  possesses  and  exercises 
over  other  trust  estates.  The  directors  of  corporations,  as  trus- 
tees, are  liable  personally  for  a  fraudulent  misapplication  of 
funds,^  and  trust  moneys  may  be  pursued  in  the  hands  of  any 
to  a  UK  on  a  conveyance  to  them,  though  a  corporation  may  be  a  cestui  que  ute.  In 
one  case,  it  has  been  admitted  that  a  corporation  might  give  a  use ;  and,  therefore,  a 
bargain  and  sale  in  fee  by  a  corporation  would  be  good.  But  if  a  corporation  can 
give  a  use,  it  can,  upon  the  same  principle,  equally  stand  seised  to  a  use ;  and  the 
rule  ought  to  be  consistent  and  uniform,  either  that  a  corporation  can  give  and  stand 
•eised  to  a  use,  or  that  they  can  do  neither.  The  New  York  statute  of  May  14, 1840, 
€.318,  with  just  and  politic  liberality,  authorized  any  incorporated  college,  or  other 
literary  incorporated  institution,  to  take  a  grant  or  conveyance  of  real  or  personal 
esute,  to  be  held  in  trust  (1.)  For  an  observatory;  (2.)  To  found  and  maintain 
professorships  and  scholarships ;  (8.)  To  provide  and  keep  in  repair  a  place  of  burial 
for  the  dead ;  (4.)  For  any  specific  purpose  within  the  authorized  objects  of  their 
charter.  Real  and  personal  estate  may  also  be  conveyed  to  any  city  or  village  cor- 
poration in  trust  for  education,  for  the  diffusion  of  knowledge,  for  {he  relief  of  distress, 
and  for  ornamental  grounds,  upon  such  conditions  as  the  grantor  or  donor  and  the 
corporation  may  agree 'to.  It  may  also  be  conveyed  to  commissioners  of  common 
•chools,  and  trustees  of  school  districts,  for  the  benefit  of  common  schools  therein. 

(d)  See  Farmers'  Fire  Insurance  and  Loan  Company,  Laws  of  N.  T.,  April  17, 
1822,  c.  240. 

^  Cases  against  directors  as  trustees  for  Beav.  890 ;  B  c.  L.  R.  2  Eq.  1.    On  the 

the  stockholders  are  Koehler  v.  Black  B.  ground  of  tliis  fiduciary  relation  a  contract 

Falls  Iron  Ca,  2  Black,  715 ;  Hodges  v.  between   a  corporation  and  one  of  the 

New  England  Screw  Co,  1  R.  I.  312;  directors,  made  at  a  meeting  of  directors 

Bank  of  St.  Mary's  v.  St.  John,  25  Ala.  where  there  was  a  bare  quorum  including 

£66 ;  Turquand  v.  Marshall,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  the  one  Interested,  has  been  held  void. 

876;  York  &  N.  Midland  R,  Co.  v.  Hud-  Butts  v.  Wood,  37   N.  Y.  317  ;   but  cf 

•on,  16  Beav.  485 ;  In  re  Cameron's  Coal-  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  10  Iowa,  284.     See 

brook  R.  Co.,  18  Beav.  339 ;  In  re  Anglo-  further.    Bliss    o,    Mattcson,    45   N.  Y. 

Greek  Steam   Nav.  &  Trading   Co.,  35  22.  x^ 


x^  Directors  are  not  trustees  in  the  275.    On  account  of  this  reUtion,  they 

ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  but  hold  a  cannot  act  at  the  same  time  and  in  the 

fiduciary  position  as  regards  the  stock-  same  matter  both  for  themselves  and  the 

holders,  and  are  liable  for  any  abuse  of  corporation.     Wardell  v.  Railroad  Co., 

the  confidence  reposed  in  them.    James,  103  U.  S.  651 ;  Hoyle  v.  Plattsburgh,  &c. 

L  J.,  in  Smith  r.  Anderson,  15  Ch.  D.  247,  R.  R.  Co.,  54  N.  Y.  314 ;  Blake  v,  Buffalo 
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pei-son  receiving  them  without  consideration,  or  with  notice  of 
the  trust.  One  director  or  trustee  may  be  sued  alone  for  a  breach 
of  trust,  without  bringing  the  others  before  the  court.  Cor* 
porations  are  also  craated  with  trust  powers  of  another  kind ; 
as  for  the  purpose  of  loaning  money  on  a  deposit  of  goods 
and  chattels,  by  way  of  pledge  or  security,  (le)  It  will 
^281  *80on  become  difficult  to  trace  the  numerous  and  com- 
plicated modifications  which  corporations  are  made  to 
assume,  and  the  much  greater  diversity  of  objects  for  which  they 
are  created.  We  are  multiplying  in  this  country,  to  an  unparal- 
leled extent,  the  institution  of  corporations,  and  giving  them  a 
flexibility  and  variety  of  purpose  unknown  to  the  Roman  or 
the  English  law.  The  study  of  this  title  is  becoming  every  year 
more  and  more  interesting  and  important. 

(4.)  Of  their  Capacity  to  hold  Lands^  and  to  sue  and  be  sued,  — 
1.  (^To  hold  lands.)  —  It  was  incident  at  common  law  to  every 
corporation  to  have  a  capacity  to  purchase  and  alien  lands  and 
chattels,  unless  they  were  specially  restrained  by  their  charters, 
or  by  statute,  (a)  Independent  of  positive  law,  all  corporations 
have  the  absolute  jus  disponendi  of  lands  and  chattels,  neither 
limited  as  to  objects  nor  circumscribed  as  to  quantity.  They 
may  execute  a  mortgage  to  secure  a  debt     This  was  so  under- 

(e)  The  New  York  Lombard  Association,  Laws  of  K.  Y.,  April  8,  1824,  c.  187. 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  44,  a,  800,  b ;  Sid.  161,  note  at  the  end  of  the  case ;  10  Co.  SO,  b ;  1  Kyd 
on  Corp.  76,  78, 108, 116;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Franchise,  F.  11, 16, 16, 17, 18 ;  Parker,  C.  J.. 
in  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Cole,  8  Pick.  289. 

Creek  R.  R.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  486;  Stewart  Emma  Silver  Hining  Co.  v.  Lewia,  4 
V.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  R.  Co.,  88  N.  J.  L.  C.  P.  D.  896;  Rice's  App.,  79  Penn. 
606.  See  Twin  Lick  Oil  Co.  v.  Marbuij,  St.  168.  And  the  action  to  recover 
91  U.  S.  687 ;  Gardner  v.  Batler,  80  N.  J.  maj  be  at  law.  Morison  v.  Thompson, 
Eq.  702.  And  they  must  refund  any  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  480.  The  directors  are  lia- 
profits  made  by  themselves  while  so  act-  ble  primarily  to  the  corporation,  and  it  ia 
ing.  Parker  v.  McKenna,  10  L.  R.  Ch.  96 ;  only  when  the  corporation,  as  such,  re- 
Imperial,  &c.  Co.  V.  Coleman,  6  L.  R.  fuses  to  act  that  stockholders  have  a 
H.  L.  189;  In  re  Imperial  Land  Co.,  4  right  to  act  independently.  Booth  ir. 
Ch.  D.  666.  The  same  rule  applies  to  Robinson,  66  Md.  419.  See  the  same 
promoters  of  companies  or  corporations.  -  principle  applied  to  a  suit  in  equity  by 
Erlanger  v.  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  a  mmority  of  stockholders  agahast  the 
Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  1218 ;  BagnaU  v.  Carlton,  corporation  and  an  outside  contractor. 
6  Ch.  D.  871 ;  Phosphate  Sewage  Co.  v.  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104  U.  S.  460.  As  to 
Hartmont,  6  Ch.  D.  894 ;  Whaley,  Ac.  Co.  the  liability  of  directors  for  fraud  in  gen- 
V,  Green,  6  Q.  B.  D.  109;  Emma  Silver  eral,  see  Weu*  v.  Bell,  3  Ex.  D.  238;  Cai^ 
Mining  Co.  v.  Grant,   11  Ch.  D.  918;  giU  v.  Bower,  10  Ch.  P.  602. 
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stood  by  the  bar  and  court  in  the  modern  case  of  The  Mayor  and 
(hmmonalty  of  Colchester  v.  Lowten ;  (h)  and  this  common-law 
right  of  disposition  continued  in  England  until  it  was  taken  away, 
as  to  religious  corporations,  by  several  restraining  statutes,  in  the 
reign  of  Elizabeth,  {c)  We  have  not  reenacted  in  New  York 
those  disabling  acts :  but  the  better  opinion,  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute /or  the  incorporation  of  religiouu  eocietieSy  (^d) 
is,  that  no  religious  corporation  can  sell  in  fee  any  real  estate 
without  the  chancellor's  order.  The  powers  given  to  the  trus- 
tees of  religious  societies  incorporated  under  that  act  are  limited 
to  purchase  and  hold  real  estate,  and  then  to  demise,  lease,  and 
improve  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  congregation.  This  limita- 
tion of  the  corporate  power  to  sell  is  confined  to  religious 
corporations ;  *  and  all  others  can  buy  and  sell  f^t  pleasure,  *  282 
except  so  far  as  they  may  be  specially  restricted  by  their 
charters  or  by  statute,  (a)  Corporations  have  a  fee-simple  for 
the  purpoee  of  alienation,  ^  but  they  have  only  a  determinable  fee 
for  the  purposes  of  enjoyment.  On  the  dissolution  of  the  corpo- 
ration, the  reverter  is  to  the  original  grantor  or  his  heirs ;  but 
the  grantor  will  be  excluded  by  the  alienation  in  fee,  and  in 

(6)  1  Yes.  &  B.  226, 237,  240, 244;  and  it  was  bo  adjudged  in  the  case  of  Barry  v. 
The  Merchanto'  Excliange  Company,  1  San[d]f.  Ch.  280. 

(c)  By  the  statute  of  4  &  5  Wm.  IV.  c.  76,  all  lay  civil  corporations  in  England 
are  restrained  from  selling  or  mortgaging  any  real  estate,  except  under  a  government 
license,  in  the  mode  prescribed. 

(d)  Laws  of  New  York,  sess.  36,  c.  60,  sec.  11.  This  act  has  not  been  either  revised 
or  repealed.    See  K.  T.  Bevised  Statutes,  iii.  298. 

(a)  Corporations  holding  for  charitable  purposes,  says  Lord  Eldon,  1  Yes.  &  B. 
246,  can  alienate  at  law,  but  the  alienee  wiU  be  a  trustee. 

1  TheFeoplev.Mauran,  6Denio,889;  wax,  1  N.  T.  609.     A  corporation  can 

Ntooll  9.  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R.  B.,  12  Barb.  460,  take  a  fee,  although  its  charter  is  only  for 

465.    But  this  seems  to  be  doubted  In  1  a  term  of  years.    NlcoU  v,  N.  Y.  &  Erie 

Bedfield,  RaUw.  c.  11,  §  69,  p.  264.    See  R.  R.,  12  N.  Y.  121;  s.  o.  12  Barb.  460; 

Grant  on  Corp.,  "Froperty,"iiL  129  etsa^.  Rives  v.  Dudley,  3  Jones  Eq.  (N.  C.) 

Am  to  reverter,  see  Bingham  v.  Welder-  126.  x^ 


ar>  In  Turnpike  Co.  v,  Illmois,  96  U.  S. '  is  good  as  an  executory  devise,  and  the 
63,  a  grant  of  a  franchise  to  a  corpora-  title  vests  when  the  corporation  comes 
tion  of  limited  duration  was  held  to  pass  into  existence.  Ould  v.  Washington  Hos- 
ts estote  for  ito  life  only,  there  being  no  pital,  95  U.  8.  303.  So  of  a  bequest  of 
words  of  perpetuity.  personalty.    Fellows  v.  Miner,  119  Mass. 

A  devise  for  charitable  uses  to  a  cor-  641. 
poration  to  be  created  by  the  legislature 
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that  way  the  corporation  may  defeat  the  possibility  of  a 
reverter.  (5) 

In  England^  corporations  are  rendered  incapable  of  purchasing 
lands  without  the  king's  license;  and  this  restriction  extends 
equally  to  ecclesiastical  and  lay  corporations,  and  is  founded  upon 
a  succession  of  statutes  from  Magna  Charta,  9  Hen.  III.  to  9  Geo. 
II.,  which  took  away  entirely  the  capacity  which  was  vested  in 
corporations  by  the  common  law.  These  statutes  are  known  by 
the  name  of  the  statutes  of  mortmain,  and  they  applied  only  to 
real  property  ;  and  were  introduced  during  the  establishment  and 
grandeur  of  the  Roman  church,  to  check  the  ecclesiastics  from 
absorbing  in  perpetuity,  in  hands  that  never  die,  all  the  lands  of 
the  kingdom,  and  thereby  withdrawing  them  from  public  and 
feudal  charges,  (i?)  The  earlier  statutes  of  mortmain  were  orig- 
inally levelled  at  the  religious  houses ;  but  the  statute  of  15  R.  II., 
c.  5,  declared  that  civil  or  lay  corporations  were  equally  within 
the  mischief  and  within  the  prohibition ;  and  this  statute  made 
lands  conveyed  to  any  third  person,  for  the  use  of  a  corporation, 
liable  to  forfeiture,  in  like  manner  as  if  conveyed  directly  in  mort- 
main, (d)     We  have  not  in  this  country  reenacted  the  statutes  of 

(6)  Preston  on  Estates,  ii.  60. 

(c)  Lord  Ch.  Brougham  observed,  that  the  object  of  the  Mortmain  Acts  was  to 
prevent  land  from  being  placed  extra  commerdum  upon  the  feudal  principle  of  pro- 
tecting the  lords  against  having  tenants  who  never  died,  but  that  there  was  no  inten- 
tion of  preventing  by  will  the  investment  of  moneys  in  improvements  upon  land 
already  in  mortmain.    Giblett  v.  Hobson,  8  My.  &  K.  617. 

[d)  Co.  Litt.  2,  b ;  2  Bl.  Comm.  268-274,  and  1  BL  Comm.  479.  The  Mortmain 
Acts  apply  to  corporations  exclusively;  and  trust [s]  made  by  feoffment,  grant,  or 
devise,  to  unincorporated  bodies,  for  charitable  uses  and  purposes,  not  deemed  taper- 
Btitious,  have  not  been  held  to  be  invalid,  under  the  Mortmain  Act  of  23  Hen.  VIII.  c. 
10,  and  that  of  1  Ed.  VI.  c.  14 ;  Porter's  Case,  1  Co.  24,  a ;  Martidale  v.  Martin,  Cro. 

E.  288;  case  6  Ed.  VI.  cited  by  the  assistant  vice-chancellor,  in  Wright  v.  Trustees 
of  Meth.  Epis.  Church,  1  HofT.  Ch.  248 ;  Adams  and  Lambert's  Case,  4  Co.  104,  b ;  Sir 

F.  Moore,  648.  The  proliibition  to  alienate  a  mortmain  was  qualified.  The  right  to 
seize  the  lands  as  a  forfeiture  belonged  to  the  mesne  lords  and  the  king;  and  if  they 
remitted  the  forfeiture,  the  alienation  was  good.  The  interests  of  the  heir  were  not 
considered ;  he  was  bound  by  the  alienation.  Wilmot's  Opinions,  p.  9 ;  Attorney- 
General  V.  Flood,  Hayes's  Irish  Ezch.  611  ;  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  in  Wright 
P.  M.  £.  Church,  in  1  Hoff.  Ch.  264. 

In  1848,  an  attempt  was  made  in  the  English  House  of  Commons  to  repeal  the 
statutes  of  mortmain,  and  allow  of  the  establishment  of  schools,  hospitals,  churches* 
and  religious  and  monastic  institutions  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  the  encouragement 
of  charity  and  religion,  at  the  pleasure  and  with  the  bounty  of  individuals  ;  but  the 
motion  met  with  no  encouragement,  and  was  withdrawn.  The  statute  of  9  Geo.  IL 
c.  36,  is  now  the  leading  English  statute  of  mortmain[s  ?].    It  declares  that  no  lands  or 
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mortmaiD,  or  generally  assumed  tbem  to  be  in  force ;  and  the 
only  legal  check  to  the  acquisition  of  lands  by  corporations  con- 
sists 4n  those  special  restrictions  contained  in  the  acts  by  which 
they  are  incorporated,  and  which  usually  confine  the  capacity  to 
purchase  real  estate  to  specified  and  necessary  objects ;  and  in 
the  force  to  be  given  to  the  exception  of  corporations  out  of 
the  statute  of  *  wills,  (a)  which  declares  that  all  persons,  *  283 
other  than  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  may  be  devisees  of 
real  estate,  (d) 

The  statutes  of  mortmain  are  in  force  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. It  has  been  there  held  and  declared,  by  the  judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  state,  (c)  that  the  English  statutes  of  mort- 
main have  been  received,  and  considered  the  law  of  that  state, 
so  far  as  they  were  applicable  to  their  political  condition ;  and 
that  they  were  so  far  applicable  *^  that  all  conveyances  by  deed 
or  will,  of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  made  to  a  body 
corporate,  or  for  the  use  of  a  body  corporate,  were  void,  unless 
sanctioned  by  charter  or  act  of  assembly."  (<2)     In  the  other 

moneys,  to  be  laid  out  thereon,  shall  be  given  or  charged  for  anj  charitable  uses, 
unless  by  deed,  executed  in  t]ie  presence  of  two  witnesses,  twelve  months  before  the 
death  of  the  donor,  and  enrolled  in  chancery  within  six  months  after  its  execution,  and 
be  made  to  take  effect  immediately,  without  power  of  revocation.  The  two  univer- 
sities, and  the  scholars,  upon  the  foundation  of  the  colleges  of  Eton,  Winchester,  and 
Westminster,  were  excepted  out  of  the  act. 

(a)  82  Hen.  VIII.  c.  1 ;  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii  57,  sec.  3. 

(6)  If  corporations  are  limited  in  the  purchase  of  lands  to  lands  of  a  specific  yearly 
value,  say  jC200,  and  the  value  be  within  the  sum  prescribed  when  purchased,  and 
the  lands  afterwards  rise  in  value  by  good  husbandry,  or  extraneous  causes,  the  title 
of  the  corporation  is  not  thereby  affected,  and  the  yearly  value  at  the  time  of  the 
parchase  is  all  that  the  limitation  requires.  This  is  the  just  and  equitable  rule. 
2  Inst.  722;  [Bogardus  v.  Trinity  Church,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  634;  Humbert  v.  Trinity 
Church,  24  Wend.  587,  629.  See  Harvard  College  i;.  Aldermen  of  Boston,  104 
Mass.  470] 

(c)  3  Binney,  App.  626.  The  statutes  of  mortmain  apply,  in  Pennsylvania,  only 
so  far  as  they  prohibit  dedications  of  property  to  superstitious  uses,  or  grants  to  cor- 
porations without  a  statutory  license.  Methodist  Church  v.  Remington,  1  Watts, 
218. 

(d)  By  the  statute  in  Pennsylvania  of  6th  of  April,  1838,  passed  since  the  declara- 
tion of  the  judges  mentioned  in  the  text,  all  purchases  of  land  by  any  corporation,  or 
by  any  person  in  trust  for  one,  without  the  license  of  the  commonwealth,  are  made 
subject  to  forfeiture,  and  the  same  penalty  extends  to  all  lands  held  by  corporations 
existing  in  other  states,  either  directly  or  through  the  medium  of  trustees  or  feoffees. 
Purdon's  Dig.  850.  But  in  Runyan  v.  Lessee  of  Coster,  14  Peters,  122,  it  was  adjudged 
that  a  corporation  of  another  state,  authorized  to  purchase  and  hold  lands  in  Penn- 
sylvania or  elsewhere,  is  competent  to  purchase  and  hold  lands  in  that  state,  subject, 
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states  it  is  understood  that  the  statutes  of  mortmain  have  not 
been  reenacted  or  practised  upon ;  and  the  inference  from  the 
statutes  creating  corporations  and  authorizing  them  to  hold  real 
estate  to  a  certain  limited  extent,  is,  that  our  statute  corporations 
cannot  take  and  hold  real  estate  for  purposes  foreign  to  their 
institution,  (e)  ^  As  we  have  no  general  statutes  of  mortmain, 
perhaps  a  legally  constituted  corporation  in  another  state  can 
purchase  and  hold  lands  ad  libitum  in  New  York,  provided  their 
charter  gave  them  the  competent  power.  (/)  A  coiporation 
may  take  a  moHgage  upon  land  by  way  of  security  for  loans 
made  in  the  course  and  according  to  the  usage  of  its  lawful  opersr 
tions;  or  in  satisfaction  of  debts  previously  contracted  in  the 
course  of  its  dealing.    Such  acts  are  generally  provided  for  in  the 

neTertheless,  to  be  deretted  of  the  ettate,  and  to  a  lorfeltare  of  it  by  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  whenever  that  state  thinks  proper  to  institute  process  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  corporation  holds  a  defeasible  estate,  if  held  without  a  license,  procured 
from  Pennsylvania. 

(e)  Parker,  C.  J.,  hi  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Cole,  8  Pick.  232.  The  provincial 
statute  of  Massachusetts  of  28  Geo.  IL  was  commonly  called  a  statute  of  mortmain. 
It  was  virtually  repealed  by  the  statute  of  1785,  which  was  a  substitute  for  it ;  and  it 
has  been  held  that  a  bequest  In  trust  for  pious  and  charitable  uses  was  not  void. 
Bartlet  v.  King,  12  Mass.  637.  The  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts  of  1886  con- 
tinue the  same  provision,  and  deacons  and  church-wardens  of  Protestant  churches  are 
made  bodies  politic,  competent  to  take  donations  for  their  churches,  and  for  the  poor 
thereof.  Revised  Statutes,  part  1,  tit.  8,  [c.  20,]  sec.  89.  The  British  mortmain  acts 
were  never  recognized  as  the  law  of  Virginia  or  Kentucky.  Robertson,  C.  J.,  4  Dana, 
866;  Lathrop  v.  Commercial  Bank  of  Scioto,  8  Dana,  114.  In  Louisiana,  substitu- 
tions and  Jidei  comtnissa  are  abolished.  Civil  Code,  art.  1507.  The  object  was  to 
prevent  property  from  being  placed  out  of  commerce,  but  it  does  not  apply  to  naked 
trusts  to  be  executed  immediately. 

(/)  This  is  declared  to  be  the  law  in  Kentucky.  Lathrop  v.  Commerdal  Bank  of 
Scioto,  8  Dana,  114.  The  decision  in  that  case  goes  to  establish  the  doctrine,  that  a 
corporation  of  another  state  or  nation  can  contract  and  sue  on  contracts  made  by  its 
agent  in  Kentucky,  provided  they  be  such  as  its  charter  authorizes,  and  consistent 
with  the  local  law  and  policy  of  the  state ;  and  a  corporation  of  another  state  can  take 
and  hold  lands  by  purchase,  mortgage,  or  devise,  when  consistent  with  its  charter 
and  not  denied  by  positive  law.  Tliis  liberal  and  enlightened  decision  was  full/  con- 
sidered and  ably  sustained. 

1  Riley  r.  Rochester,  9  N.  T.  64;  Bos-  24  How.  466^  607.    As  to  the  next  propo- 

tock  V,  N.  Staffordshire  Railway,  4  £1.  &  sition,  State  v.  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  R.,  25 

Bl.  798;  State  i;.  Mansfield,  8  Zabr.  610;  Vt.  433;  Steamboat  Co.  v,  McCutcheen, 

State  V.  Newark,  1  Dutch.  316.    As  to  13  Penn.  St.  18;  Thompson  v.  Swoope,  24 

mortmain,  see  Potter  V.  Thornton,  7  R.  L  Penn.  St  474;  Boyce  v.  St.  Louis,  29 

262 ;  Page  v,  Heineberg,  40  Vt.  81 ;  OdeU  Barb.  650. 
V.  Odell.  10  Allen,  1,6;  Petin  v.  Carey, 
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charters  of  incoiporation  ;  and  without  such  a  special  authority^ 
it  would  seem  to  be  implied  in  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  grant, 
if  the  debt  was  bona  fide  created  in  the  regular  course  of  busi- 
ness. (//) 

2.  (  To  vae  and  he  sued.^  —  Corporations  have  a  capacity  to  sue 
and  be  sued  by  their  corporate  name.  (A)  Private  moneyed 
corporations  are  not  *  only  liable  to  be  sued  like  private  *  284 
individuals  in  assumpsit  for  breaches  of  contract,  but  they 
may  be  sued  by  a  special  action  on  the  case  for  neglect  and 
malfeasance  and  breaches  of  duty,  and  in  actions  of  trespass 
and  trover  for  damages  resulting  from  trespasses  and  torts 
committed  by  their  agents  under  their  authority ;  and  the  au- 
thority of  such  agents  need  not  be  under  seal,  (a)  ^    From  their 

ig)  Silrer  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johns.  Ch.  870;  Baird  v.  Bank  of  Washington, 
11  Serg.  &  R.  411 ;  [American  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Owen,  16  Gray,  491.] 

(A)  But  indiyidual  members  of  a  corporation  cannot,  by  a  bill  in  equity,  sue  for 
oorporate  claims  without  the  consent  of  the  corporation;  and  if  the  corporation 
neglect  their  rights  and  duties,  and  individual  corporators  wish  for  redress,  they 
must  at  least  make  the  corporation  a  party  defendant  Hersey  v,  Veazie,  24 
Me.  1. 

(a)  Tarborough  p.  The  Bank  of  England,  16  East,  6 ;  Smith  v.  B.  &  S.  Gaslight 
Co ,  1  Ad.  &  El.  626;  Maund  r.  Monmouthshire  Canal  Co.,  1  Car.  &  M.  [006],  SaO, 
Phil.  ed. ;  Townsend  v.  Susquehanna  Turnpike,  6  Johns.  90 ;  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank, 
S  Mass.  384 ;  Chestnut  HiU  Turnpike  r.  Butter,  4  Serg.  &  R.  6 ;  Fowle  v.  Common 

1  Tores.  — TlieliabiUty  of  corporations  Phil,  Wil.  &  Bait.  R.  R.  v.  Quigley,  21 
for  the  torts  or  negligence  of  their  direc*  How.  202 ;  Maynard  v.  Fireman's  Fund 
tors,  servants,  and  agents  is  now  deter-  Ins.  Co.,  84  Cal.  48 ;  [McDermott  v.  £yen- 
mined  by  the  general  principles  of  the  law  ing  Journal,  43  N.  J.  L.  488 ;]  for  malicious 
of  agency.  Ranger  v.  Great  Western  •IL  prosecution,  Vance  v.  Erie  Railway  Co., 
Co.,  6  H.  L.  C.  72,  87;  Ramsden  «.  Bos-  3  Vroom  (N.  J.),  334;  Goodspeed  v.  East 
ton  &  Alb.  R.  R.,  104  Mass.  117,  120;  Haddam  Bank,  22  Conn.  630;  [Bank  of 
Kew  York  &  N.  H.  R.  R.  v.  Schuyler,  34  New  South  Wales  tr.  Owston,  4  App. 
K.  T.  30,  60;  BrokaiT  o.  N.  J.  R.  R.  &  Cas.  270;  Edwards  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co., 
Trans.  Co.,  3  Vroom  (N.  J.),  328,  330 ;  6  Q.  B.  D.  287 ;  Carter  v.  Howe  Macliine 
[National  Bank  v.  Graham,  100  U.  S.  699),  Co.,  61  Md.  290 ;  Reed  v.  Home  Savings 
and  other  cases  cited  below.  Thus  a  Bank,  1*10  Mass.  448 ;  Williams  v.  Plant- 
corporation  may  be  sued  for  assault  and  ers'  Ins.  Co.,  67  Miss.  769  ;  s.  c.  34  Am.  R. 
battery,  Brokaw  v.  N.  J.  R  R.  &  Trans.  494  and  note.]  See  Green  v,  London 
Co.,  3  Vroom  (N.  J.),  328;  Hewitt  v.  General  Omnibus  Co.,  7  C.  B.  n.  s.  290; 
Swift,  3  Allen,  420;  St.  Louis,  A.  &  C.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  19 
1LU.V,  Dalby,  19  111.  368,  Ramsden  v.  Ohio  St.  162,  other  cases  of  malice. 
Bost.  &  Alb.  R.  R.,  9upra ;  see  Maund  s.  The  contrary  opinions  suggested  in 
Monmouthshire  Canal  Co.,  4  Man.  &  Gr.  Childs  v.  Bank  of  Missouri,  17  Mo. 
462;  posf,  290,  n.  (a);  for  libel,  Whitfield  218;  McLellan  v.  Cumberland  Bank, 
P.  S.  £.  Railway  Ca,  £1,  Bl.  &  £1.  116;  24  Me.  666  ;   and   Stevens  v.  Midland 
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inability  to  be  arrested,  corporations  are  to  be  sued  by  original 
writ  or  summons ;  and,  at  common  law,  they  might  be  compelled 

Council  of  Alexandria,  S  Peters,  308 ;  Rabassa  v.  Orleans  Navigation  Co.,  6  La.  461 ; 
Shaw,  C.  J.,  19  Pick.  616;  Rector  of  the  Ascension  t;.  Bnckhart,  8  Hill,  193; 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  38&-391,  8d  ed. ;  Major  of  New  York  v.  Bailey, 
2  Denio,  433 ;  Weightman  v.  Washington  Dty,  1  Black.  3&  In  Ohio,  it  has  been 
adjudged  that  corporations  are  liable,  like  individaaU,  for  injuries  done,  as  bj  catting 
ditches  and  watercourses,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  cause  the  water  to  overflow  and 
injure  the  plaintifTs  land,  although  the  act  done  was  not  beyond  their  lawful  powers. 
Rhodes  v.  Cleveland,  10  Oliio,  159.  Individuals  are  liable,  if  in  the  commission  of  a 
lawful  act  damage  thereby  accrues  to  another,  prorided  be  could  have  avoided  it 
with  due  care.  Lambert  v.  Bessey,  T.  Raym.  421.  A  railroad  company  is  not 
responsible  for  a  building  set  on  fire  and  destroyed  by  a  spark  from  a  railroad  engine, 
provided  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company,  and  there  was  the  exer- 
cise of  due  care  and  skill.  The  damage  was  the  unavoidable  and  casual  result  of  the 
performance  of  a  lawful  act.  Burroughs  v.  Housatonic  R.  R.  Co.,  15  Conn.  124; 
8.  F.  tn/ra,  iii.  436.  [See  Flynn  v.  San  Francisco  &  S.  J.  R.R.,  40  Cal.  14;  Kel- 
logg r.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  26  Wis.  223;  Toledo,  P.,  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Pindar, 
53  111.  447 ;  and  additional  cases,  lil  436,  h.  (6),  to  which  add  Higgins  v.  Dewey,  107 
Mass.  404.1 


Counties  R.  Co.,  10  Exch.  352,  probably 
would  not  now  be  maintained. 

As  to  the  liability  of  companies  for 
misrepresentations  of  their  directors,  the 
distinction  has  been  taken,  that  where  a 
person  has  been  drawn  into  a  contract  to 
purchase  shares  belonging  to  a  company 
by  fraudulent  misrepresentations  of  the 
directors,  and  the  directors,  in  tiie  name 
of  the  company,  seek  to  enforce  that  oonr 
tract,  or  the  person  who  has  been  deceived 
institutes  a  suit  against  the  company  to 
rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  the  misrepresentations  are  imputa- 
ble to  the  company,  and  the  purchaser 
cannot  be  held  to  his  contract,  because  a 
company  cannot  retain  any  benefit  which 
they  have  obtained  through  the  fraud  of 
their  agents.  But  if  the  person  who  has 
been  induced  to  purchase  shares  by  the 
fraud  of  the  directors,  instead  of  seeking 
to  set  aside  the  contract,  prefers  to  bring 
an  action  for  damages  for  the  deceit,  such 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  against 
the  company,  but  only  against  the  direc- 
tors personally.  Western  Bank  of  Scot- 
land V.  Addle,  l:  B.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  145, 158, 
citing  New  Brunswick  &  Canada  Bail- 
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way,  &c.  Co.  v.  Conybeare,  9  H.  L.  C.  711, 
and  many  other  cases,  and  explaining 
Ranger  u.  Great  Western  Railway  Co., 
5  H.  L.  C.  72.  See  Crump  v.  U.  S.  Min- 
ing Co.,  7  Gratt.  852 ;  Concord  Bank  v. 
Gregg,  14  N.  H.  331 ;  D.  4.  3.  15.  §  1. 

However,  the  question  as  to  the  liability 
of  a  company  to  an  action  of  deceit  was 
not  before  the  house  in  the  principal  case, 
and  the  Exchequer  Chamber  determined 
the  contrary  in  Barwick  v.  English  Joint- 
Stock  Bank,  L.R.  2  Ex.  259.  See,  too,  the 
case  arising  out  of  the  well-known  Schuy- 
ler frauds  in  the  overissue,  &c.,  of  stock. 
New  York  &  N.  H.  R.  R.  r.  Schuyler,  84 
N.  Y.  30.  See.  generally,  Fogg  v.  GrifSn, 
2  Allen,  1.  There  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  solider  ground  for  distinguishing 
between  corporations  and  other  princi- 
pals in  this  class  of  cases  than  in  those 
where  the  distinction  is  given  up.  See 
632,  n.  1.  [An  action  of  deceit  was 
maintained  against  a  corporation  in  Pee- 
bles V,  Patapsco  Guano  Co..  77  N.  C. 
233.  So  in  Mackay  v.  Colonial  Bank  of 
New  Brunswick,  5  L.  R.  P.  C.  394, 
where  the  corporation  took  the  benefit 
of  the  fraud.] 
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to  appear  by  distress  or  seizure  of  their  property.  (6)     A  foreign 
corporation,  in  the   character  of  its   members  as  aliens  (unless 

(5)  The  pxxicew,  pleadings,  and  other  proceedings  at  law  and  equity,  in  suits  by 
and  against  corporations,  and  the  competency  of  corporators  as  witnesses  in  suits  in 
which  the  corporation  is  a  party,  are  fully  discussed,  and  with  a  reference,  in  tlie 
most  ample  manner,  to  English  and  American  autliorities,  in  Angell  &  Ames's 
Treatise  on  Corporations,  c.  18.  See  infra,  290.  Upon  judgment  and  execution 
against  a  corporation  for  a  deht,  its  property,  real  and  personal,  may  be  attached  or 
leized  and  sold,  as  in  the  case  of  individual  defendants.  It  is  the  ordinary  practice. 
Bocbanan,  C.  J.,  in  State  of  Maryland  v.  Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  219;  Slee  v. 
Bloom,  5  Johns.  Cb.  866;  s.  c.  19  Johns.  466;  Pierce  r.  Partridge.  3  Met.  44 ;  Perry 
9.  Adams,  ib.  61 ;  The  Queen  r.  The  Victoria  Park  Co.,  1  Ad.  &  £1.  k.  s.  288.  If  a 
railroad  company  contracts  debts  which  it  is  unable  to  pay,  the  better  opinion 
would  seem  to  be,  that  the  wood  and  iron  on  the  railway  may  be  taken  on  execution 
and  sold,  and  the  purchaser  acquires  thereby  a  right  of  property  in  the  articles,  and 
may  take  possession  of  them  and  carry  them  away,  though  the  company  be  thereby 
rendered  unable  to  execute  its  corporate  purpose,  and  may  in  consequence  forfeit  its 
charter.  See  this  question  yery  ably  discussed  in  the  American  Law  Magazine,  ir. 
Kg.  8,  for  January,  1846.  This  very  point  has  since  been  decided  in  The  State  of  North 
Carolina 9.  Rives,  5  Ired.(N.C.)  297.  It  was  held  that  the  railroad  company's  interest  in 
land  might  be  sold  with  the  fixtures  and  materials,  and  the  purchaser  takes  and  holds 
them  until  the  charter  expires,  and  then  the  land  reverts  to  the  original  proprietor. 
The  corporate  franchise  cannot  be  sold,  nor  does  the  sale  dissolve  the  corporation. 
[Gue  r.  Tide  Water  Canal  Co.,  24  How.  267  ;  Stewart  v.  Jones,  40  Mo.  140.  See,  also, 
the  right  to  sell  the  fixtures,  in  Ranney  v.  Orleans  N.  Company,  6  Rob.  (La.)  881. 
Bat,  on  the  other  hand,  in  Winchester  and  L.  Turnpike  Road  Company  v,  Yimont* 
5  B.  Mon«  1,  it  was  adjudged  that  a  turnpike  road  was  not  the  subject  of  sale,  even 
under  a  decree  in  chancery,  to  pay  debts.  The  ttoek  belonged  to  individuals,  and  not 
to  the  company.  The  mare  road  belonged  to  the  company  as  a  right  of  way  only  for 
particular  uses,  and  when  it  ceases  to  be  thus  used,  the  land  reverts  to  the  grantors. 
The  purchaser  at  such  a  sale  would  not  acquire  any  valuable  right,  for  corporate 
powers  would  not  follow  the  purchase.  A  sale  of  the  road  would  not  carry  a  right 
to  the  tolls,  for  that  would  be  the  sale  of  a  chose  in  action,  which  cannot  be  thus 
effected.  The  only  proper  remedy  for  the  creditor  under  this  decision,  if  not  under 
that  in  the  preceding  case,  is,  by  decree,  applying  by  a  receiver  the  net  tolls  to  the 
pajment  of  the  creditor.  In  Pennsylvania,  corporation  franchises  cannot  be  sold  on 
execution ;  but  under  their  Sequestration  Act  of  16th  June,  1836,  though  turnpike 
roads,  railroads,  and  canals  may  be  the  subject  of  sequestration  for  debt,  yet  where 
the  public  have  an  interest  in  them,  the  court  may  order  that  the  revenues  be  applied 
in  the  first  place  to  keep  the  works  in  repair.  The  Susquehanna  Canal  Company  v. 
Bonham,  9  Watts  &  S.  27.  At  common  law,  the  first  process  or  summons  against  a 
corporation  was  to  be  served  on  the  mayor,  president,  or  other  bend  officer.  The 
atatate  Uw  of  New  Tork  (N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  467)  has  simplified  the  common- 
law  proceedmg,  by  directing  that  the  writ  or  first  process  against  a  body  corporate, 
heaerredon  the  president,  presiding  officer,  cashier,  secretary,  or  treasurer;  and  if 
the  process  be  returned  served,  that  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  being  driven  to  com- 
polsory  and  vexatious  steps  to  compel  an  appearance  by  dUtringas,  may  enter  an 
appearance  for  the  defendants,  of  course,  and  proceed  as  in  coses  of  .personal  actions 
against  natural  persons.  The  Revised  Codes  of  Virginia  (1  R.  C.  1819)  and  of 
Nortli  Carolina  (1  R.  S.  1887),  have  a  similar  provision  fur  the  service  of  process  on 
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they  be  alien  enemies),  may  8ue  in  the  federal  courts,  (c?)     They 

may  sue  upon  a  mortgage  taken  upon  lands  as  security  for  a 

debt,  (i)     The  same  rule,  allowing  corporations  of  one 

*  285  state   *  to  contract  and  sue  in   their  corporate  name  in 

another,  has  been  declared  in  several  of  the  otlier  states, 
and  may  be  now  considered  as  the  general  law  of  the  land,  (a)  ^y^ 

corporations.  1  Rob.  Pr.  181.  In  Connecticut,  corporations  are  liable  to  the  process 
of  foreign  attachment,  and  the  ofBcers  can  be  made  parties,  and  held  to  answer  on 
oath.  Knox  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  9  Conn.  430 ;  see  Bruml/  v.  Westchester  Cy.  Man. 
8oc.,  1  Johns.  Ch.  366,  s  f.  So,  in  tlie  province  of  New  Brunswick,  by  statute  of 
6  Wni.  IV.  c.  83,  a  writ  of  summons  is  substituted  for  tlie  original  writ,  and  a  corporar 
tion  may  be  proceeded  against  in  a  summary  way.  Kerr  (N.  B.),  276.  Corporations 
show  by  proof,  on  tlie  trial,  that  they  are  a  corporation.  Carmichael  v.  Trustees  of 
School  Lands,  3  Howard  (Miss.),  84;  Williams  v.  Bank  of  M.,  7  Wend.  639.  But 
corporations  are  not  liable  to  be  sued  out  of  the  state,  except  upon  foreign  attach- 
ment in  rem,  under  local  statutes.  Clarke  v.  N.  J  Steam  N.  Co.,  1  Story,  681 ; 
Bushel  V.  Commonwealth  Ins  Co.,  16  Serg.  ft  R  176.  A  public  municipal  corpora- 
don  cannot  be  sued  out  of  the  county  in  which  it  is  situated.  Lehigh  County  v. 
Kleckner,  6  Watts  ft  S  181.  Nor  can  a  foreign  corporation  be  sued  in  New  York 
under  their  attachment  act,  whicli  only  contemplated  the  case  of  a  liability  to 
arrest  M'Queen  v.  M.  M.  Co.,  16  Johns.  6.  But  its  property  may  be  attached  by  a 
process  in  rem.  Clarke  v.  New  Jersey  Co.,  1  Story,  631.  A  foreign  corporation  can- 
not be  sued  as  trustee  for  effects  in  their  hands,  under  the  attachment  act  in 
Massachusetts.  Union  T.  Road  p  N  £.  M.'ins.  Co.,  2  Mass.  87;  Feckham  v.  N. 
Parish  in  II ,  16  Pick  286.  But  they  may,  in  rem,  under  the  Attachment  Act  of 
Pennsylvania;  Bushel  t\  Commonwealth  Ins.  Co.,  16  Serg.  ft  H.  170;  Angel!  ft 
Ames  oii  Corporations,  834-342,  2d  ed. ;  and  in  New  Hampshire  and  other  states 
under  their  foreign  attachment  law,  or  whencTer  effective  service  can  be  made  upon 
it  or  its  property,  Libbey  v.  Hodgdon,  9  N.  H.  394;  Martin  v.  Bank  of  Alabaam,  14 
La.  415 ;  U.  S.  Bank  r.  MerchanU'  Bank,  1  Rob.  ( Va.)  67a 

(c)  Society  for  Propagating  the  Gospel  v.  Wheeler,  2  Gall.  105;  Henriquea  i>. 
Dutch  W.  India  Co.,  3  Ld.  Raym.  1686. 

{d)  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johns.  Ch.  370;  [American  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Owen,  15  Gray,  491.]  It  is  now  settled  by  statute  (N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  it  467), 
that  a  foreign  corporation  may,  upon  giving  security  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  of 
suit,  prosecute  in  the  courts  of  the  state,  in  the  same  manner  and  under  the  same 
checks  as  domestic  corporations.  A  state  is  a  corporation,  and  may  sue  in  another 
state.  DelaDeld  v.  The  State  of  Illhiois,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  159;  Angell  ft  Ames  on  Cop> 
porations,  3d  ed.  376. 

(a)  Williamson  v.  Smoot,  7  Martin  (La.),  81;  N.  Y.  Firemen  Ins.  Co.  9.  Ely, 
6  Conn.  660;  Portsmouth  Livery  Company  v.  Watson,  10  Mass.  91 ;  Taylor  v.  Bank 
of  Alexandria,  5  Leigh,  471 ;  Bank  of  £dwardsville  v.  Simpson,  I  Mo.  184 ;  Latkrop 
V,  Commercial  Bank  of  Scioto,  8  Dana,  114 ;  Stewart  r.  U.  S.  Ins.  Co.,  9  Watts,  126; 

^  Foreign  Corpomtiona,  —  (a)  It  has  forbidden  by  its  charter  to  do  boiineM  in 
been  held  that  a  corporation  which  is    the  state  where  it  is  incorporated  cannot 


y>  (a)  The  power  of  a  corporation  to    which  It  is  incorporated  rests  upon 
do  business  in  a  state  other  than  that  in     ity  simply.    Cowell  v.  Springs  Co.,  100 
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(5.^  Of  their  Bight  to  hold  to  CStaritable  U$en,  —  It  has  been  a 
question  of  grave  import  and  difficult  solution,  whether  a  corpora- 
Bank  of  Washtenaw  v.  Montgomery,  2  Scam.  422 ;  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  IS 
Peten,  610-601 ;  Guaga  Iron  Co.  v.  Dawson,  4  Black.  (Ind.)  202 ;  Bank  of  Marietta 


do  basiness  elsewhere.  Land  Grant  Ry. 
r.  Commissioners  of  CofEey  Cy.,  6  Kans. 
24o. 

(6)  Sviu.  —  As  to  suits  by  a  corpora- 
tion, see,  further,  American  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  p.  Owen,  16  Gray,  491,  It  is  fre- 
quently made  a  condition  of  permitting  a 
foreign  corporation  to  do  business  within 
a  state,  that  service  on  its  agent  shall  be 
sufficient.  Of  course  a  judgment  against 
a  corporation  of  one  state  by  the  court  of 
another  will  be  valid,  if  the  corporation 
appears  generally  in  the  suit.  See  March 
e.  Eastern  R.R.,  40  N.  H.  548;  Moulin  9. 
Insurance  Co ,  1  Datcher,  57 ;  a.  c.  4 
Zabr.  222 ;  Lafayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  French, 
18  How.  404.  As  to  the  courts  of  the 
U.  &,  see  i  347,  n.  1 ;  and  Day  e.  Newark 
India  Rubber  Manuf .  Co.,  1  BUtchf .  628 ; 
Northern  Lidiana  R.R.  v.  Michigan  C. 
R.  R.,  5  McL.  444, 446.  In  one  case  after 
lerrioe  by  trustee  process  the  court  de- 
clined to  interfere  with  a  foreign  corpora* 
tion  on  the  ground  of  having  no  means  of 
enforcmg  obedience  to  its  decree.    Wil- 


liston  t7.  Michigan  S.  &  N.  Ind.  R.  R.,  IS 
Allen,  400.- 

(c)  Cmtracit.  —  See  Paul  v.  Virginia, 
8  Wall.  168, 181.  It  has  been  laid  down 
that  when  a  corporation  makes  a  contract 
in  a  state  other  than  that  where  it  is  incor- 
porated, and  its  powers  are  consistent 
with  the  lex  loci  contractus,  the  corporation 
will  be  deemed  to  have  acted  in  conformity 
with  the  law  of  the  place  of  its  creation, 
and  to  be  liable  on  its  contract  in  like 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  on  those 
which  were  entered  into  by  it  with  citi- 
zens of  the  state  by  which  it  was  eBtab> 
lished,  although  the  nature,  interpreta- 
tion, and  obligation  of  the  contract,  except 
as  dependent  on  the  extent  of  the  powers 
conferred  by  the  charter,  are  governed 
by  the  foreign  law.  liutchins  v.  New 
England  Coal  Mining  Co.,  4  Allen,  580. 
[But  see  Milnor  v.  N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  R.  R. 
Co.,  68  N.  T.  863.]  See  Baltimore  &  Ohio 
R.  R.  V.  Glenn,  28  Md.  287  ;  Bard  v.  Poole, 
12  N.  Y.  496. 


U.  S.  65.  Such  comity  does  not  extend 
so  far  as  to  confer  power  to  do  any  busi- 
ness or  to  take  property  contrary  to  the 
public  policy  of  such  other  state.  Chris- 
tian Union  v.  Yount,  101  U.  S.  852. 
Hence,  also,  a  state  may  refuse  to  allow 
ft  foreign  corporation  to  do  business 
vithin  its  borders,  or  may  impose  any 
legal  ocNiditions  upon  a  corporation  so 
doiag  basiness.  But  it  was  held  that  an 
agreement  not  to  resort  to  the  federal 
oourtB,  made  in  pursuance  of  such  con- 
dkion,  waa  unlawful  and  void.  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Morse,  20  Wall.  446.  A  condition, 
iiowever,  that  if  a  foreign  corporation 
should  resort  to  the  federal  courts  it 
sliottld  oeaae  to  have  the  right  to  do 
business  in  the  state,  was  held  valid  in 
Dqyle  p.  Contmental  Ins.  Co.,  04  U.  8. 


686.  As  to  the  effect  of  incorpora- 
tion in  more  than  one  state,  see  Bridge 
Co.  V,  Mayer,  81  Ohio  St.  317;  Quincy 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Adams  County,  88  111. 
616. 

(6)  Suits. — Jurisdiction  of  a  foreign 
corporation  was  held  to  be  acquired  by 
a  simple  summons  under  the  New  York 
code,  so  far  at  least  as  to  render  a  judg- 
ment obtained  thereon  valid  in  that  state. 
Gibbs  V.  Queen  Ins.  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  114. 
See  also  Hannibal,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  i;.  Crane, 
102  ni.  249;  Nat  Condensed  Milk  Co.  v. 
Brandenburgh,  40  N.  J.  L.  Ill ;  Newby 
V.  Colts  Patent  Fire  Arms  Co.,  7  L.  R. 
Q.  B.  298.  As  to  the  aid  a  court  will  give 
the  receiver  of  a  foreign  corporation  in 
collecting  the  assets,  see  Nat.  Trust  Co. 
V.  Miller,  38  N.  J.  £q.  155. 
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tion,  instituted  as  a  charity,  could  be  permitted  to  become  the 
cestui  qtbe  trust  of  lands  devised  for  charitable  uses.  Corporations 
are  excepted  out  of  the  statute  of  wills  in  England,  and  in  New 
York  and  most  of  the  other  states ;  and  it  has  been  decided  that 
they  cannot  be  directly  devisees  at  law.  (()     But  in  England, 

V.  Piodall,  2  Rand.  466 ;  bat  in  this  last  case  it  was  held  that  the  bank  of  another 
•tate  could  not  enforce  a  ffrinuay  contract  made  in  Virginia.  A  foreign  corporation  is 
permitted  to  sue  in  the  English  courts.  Uenriqaes  v,  Dutch  W.  India  Co.,  2  Ld. 
Kaym.  1532 ;  s.  c.  1  Str.  612 ;  2  id.  807 ;  National  Bank  of  St.  Charles  t;.  De  Bamalct, 
1  Carr.  &  P.  5C9 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  314,  316,  2d  ed.  So,  a  sorereign 
may  sne  in  England,  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law.  IluUett  v.  King  of  Spain,  1  Dow  k 
Clark,  160;  s.  c.  8  Sim.  338;  Brown  v.  Minis,  1  M'Cord  (S.  C).  80.  In  this  case  a 
shade  of  doubt  was  thrown  over  the  question,  but  there  was  no  decision.  In  the  case 
above  mentioned,  from  2  Randolph,  the  court  held  that,  as  it  was  the  policy  of  Vir- 
ginia to  restrain  all  banking  operations  by  corporations  not  established  by  their  own 
laws,  a  bank  in  Ohio  could  not  be  permitted  to  establish  an  agency  in  Virginia  for 
discounting  notes,  or  carrying  on  other  banking  operations,  nor  could  an  action  be 
sustained  in  Virginia  by  the  bank  on  a  note  thus  acquired.  This  limitation  to  the 
general  rule,  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  sue,  is  the  same  in  effect  as  that  prescribed 
by  the  New  York  statute,  and  which  will  not  allow  the  corporation  of  any  other  state 
or  country  to  do  any  act,  or  maintain  a  suit  on  any  contract  arising  therein,  wMch  is 
not  allowed  to  be  done  by  any  domestic  corporation.  It  was  in  this  view  that  the 
court,  in  the  case  of  Randolph,  held  that  the  Ohio  Bank  conld  not  make  a  primary 
contract  in  Virginia,  in  relation  to  banking  business,  as  by  discounting  notes,  though. 
if  the  same  be  done  in  Ohio,  the  bank  could  sustain  a  suit  thereon  in  Virginia.  The 
court  in  Virginia  raised,  but  did  not  decide,  the  question,  whether  the  bank  in  Ohio 
might  not  make  a  aecondary  contract  in  Virginia,  for  carrying  into  effect  the  contract 
originally  made  in  Ohio.  A  point  bearing  on  this  was  decided  in  tlie  English  case  of 
Henriques,  where  a  suit  by  a  Dutch  corporation,  on  a  recognisance  of  bail  taken  in 
England,  was  sustained ;  and  in  the  case  of  The  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  North,  where 
a  mortgage  taken  in  New  York,  on  lands  in  that  state,  to  secure  a  bank  loan  made  in 
Pennsylvania,  was  enforced. 

It  may  now  be  considered  as  a  settled  principle  of  law,  that  a  corporation  In  one 
state  or  country  may  not  only  sue,  but  may  make  valid  contracts,  in  another,  pro- 
vided their  charter  warrants  such  contracts,  and  there  is  no  positive  disability  by  6ta^ 
ute  for  a  corporation  to  make  such  contracts  in  the  state  where  they  are  made.  As  a 
general  rule,  personal  rights  and  contracts  have  no  locality,  and  the  laws  of  comit/ 
apply  in  their  fullest  extent  between  the  several  states  of  the  Union.  This  whole 
doctrine  was  definitely  established  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  Sutes,  in  the 
case  of  The  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Peters,  619,  where  it  was  lield,  in  a  dear 
and  able  opinion,  delivered  by  the  chief  justice,  that  the  pmrchase  by  a  competent 
agent  in  Alabama  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  an  incorporated  bank  of  another  state, 
was  a  valid  contract.  A  foreign  corporation  may  contract  according  to  the  laws  in 
anotlier  state,  and  according  to  the  rate  of  interest  in  such  other  state,  though  that 
rate  be  higher  than  in  its  own  state,  when  neither  the  charter  nor  the  laws  of  such 
other  state  prohibit  it.    Frazier  v.  Willcox,  4  Rob.  (La.)  617. 

In  several  of  the  states,  banking  corporations,  incorporated  out  of  the  state,  ars 
prohibited  by  statute  from  exercising  banking  powers  within  it. 

(6)  Jackson  v.  Hammond,  2  Caines's  Cases  In  Error,  837. 
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by  the  statute  of  48  Eliz.  c.  4,  commonly  called  the  statute  of 
charitable  uses,  lands  may  be  devised  to  a  corporation  for  a  chari- 
table use  ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  support  and  enforce  the 
charitable  donation.  The  various  charitable  purposes  which  will  be 
sustained  are  enumerated  in  the  statute ;  and  the  administration 
of  justice,  in  this  or  any  other  country,  would  be  extremely  de- 
fective, if  there  was  no  power  to  uphold  such  dispositions.  The 
statute  of  Elizabeth  has  not  been  reenacted  in  New  York,  New 
Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  or  Maryland,  and  probably  not  in  any  of 
the  United  States,  though  it  may  not  have  been  abrogated  in 
some  of  them ;  (e)  and  the  inquiry  then  is,  whether  a  court  of 
equity  has  power  to  execute  and  enforce  such  trusts  as  charities, 
independent  of  any  statute,  and  when  no  statute  declares 
them  unlawful.  The  statute  of  wills  merely  *  excepts  *  286 
corporations  from  the  description  of  competent  devisees  ; 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  declaring  it  unlawful  for  a  cor- 
poration to  take  for  a  charitable  use.  They  are  left  in  the  same 
state  as  if  the  statute  of  wills  had  not  been  passed ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  a  court  of  equity  may  sustain  and  enforce  a 
devise  to  or  for  the  use  of  a  corporation,  provided  the  object  be 
a  charity  in  itself  lawful  and  commendable,  (a) 

(e)  The  statute  of  Eliz.  U  id  force  in  North  Carolina  (1  Hawks,  06),  and  in  Ken- 
tucky the  statute  of  charitable  uses  of  48  Eliz.  is  held  to  be  in  force,  and  was  never 
repealed ;  and,  consequently,  though  there  be  a  defector  want  of  cestui  que  wte  to  take 
the  use,  or,  if  the  use  be  too  indefinite  and  uncertain  to  be  enforced  independent  of 
the  statute,  vet  the  €k>urt  of  Chancery  will  obyiate  the  difficulty,  and  give  it  effect 
as  near  the  general  intent  as  may  be,  under  the  cy-pres  doctrine.  Gass  v,  Williite, 
2  DaDa,  170.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  articles 
of  association  of  the  people  called  Shakers  were  charitable  and  pious,  and  valid  in 
law ;  that  the  statute  of  43  Eliz.  was  pro  tanto  a  revocation  of  the  prior  statutes  of 
mortmain ;  and  though  a  corporation,  according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law, 
could  not  be  seised  to  a  use,  yet,  since  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  tlie  courts  have  main- 
tained devises  to  corporations,  in  trust  for  charitable  uses ;  that  where  a  trust  was  for 
a  charitable  use,  its  being  a  perpetuity  was  no  objection  to  it ;  that,  as  there  was  no 
restraint  in  Kentucky  similar  to  the  Mortmain  Act  of  9  Geo.  11.,  religious  societies 
might  acquire  and  hold  property  for  religious  purposes  in  other  modes  than  that 
pointed  out  in  the  act  of  1814.  The  exception  in  the  English  statute  of  wills,  pro- 
hibiting devises  to  corporate  bodies,  is  omitted  in  the  Kentucky  statute  of  wills. 
4  Dana,  356.  In  Massachusetts,  the  statute  of  43  Eliz.  c.  4,  is  in  force  so  far  as  to 
determine  what  are  fptts  to  charitable  uses.  Sanderson  v.  White,  18  Pick.  328.  It  is 
adopted  in  principle  and  substance  in  Massachusetts.  Going  v.  Emery,  16  Pick.  107 ; 
Bnrbsnk  v.  Whitney,  24  Pick.  163.  And  in  Connecticut,  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  was 
TirtoaUy  reenacted  as  early  as  1702. 

(a)  In  the  case  of  The  Trustees  of  Phillips  Academy  v.  King,  12  Mass.  646,  it  was 
VOL.  II.- 26  [886] 
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The  case  of  The  BapHgt  Assoeiation  v.  Bart  (()  wbb  one  in 
which  a  bequest  of  personal  property  to  the  plaintifb,  as  trustees, 
failed  for  want  of  an  incorporation ;  but  ihe  reasoning  in  the 
case  has  thrown  embarrassment  over  this  question.  It  was  there 
said  that  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  did  give  validity  to  some  deyisea 
to  charitable  uses  which  were  not  valid  without  the  aid  of  the 
statute  ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  seemed  rather  to  be 
(for  there  was  no  authoritative  decision  of  the  court  on  the 
point)  that  the  original  interference  of  chancery  on  the  subject 
of  charities,  where  the  cestui  que  trust  had  not  a  vested  equitable 
interest,  was  founded  on  the  statute  of  Elizabeth ;  and  that,  in- 
dependent of  the  statute,  a  court  of  equity  would  not  sustain  a 
charitable  bequest,  where  no  legal  interest  was  vested.  The 
accuracy  of  this  conclusion  remains  yet  to  be  established  by 
judicial  sanction ;  and  there  is  a  recent  and  direct  authority 
against  it  in  the  case  of  The  Orphan  Asylum  Society  v.  if'  (7ar- 
tee,  (<?)  in  which  it  was  decided,  in  New  York,  by  Chancellor 
Jones,  after  a  very  elaborate  discussion  and  consideration,  that 
&  devise  of  lands  to  executors,  in  trust  for  a  charitable  corpora- 
tion, for  charitable  purposes,  was  a  legal  and  valid  trust,  to  be 
enforced  in  equity.  Lord  Northington,  in  the  case  of  The  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Tancred^  (d)  aflSrmed  that  devises  to  corporations, 
though  void  under  the  statute  of  wills,  were  always  considered  as 
good  in  equity  if  given  to  charitable  uses ;  and  that  the 

*  287   uniform  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  •  before  as  well  as 

at  and  after  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  was,  that  where  the 
uses  were  charitable,  and  the  grantor  competent  to  convey,  the 
court  would  aid  even  a  defective  conveyance  to  uses.  This 
same  principle  has  been  advanced  in  other  cases,  and  by  very 
high  authority,  (a)  ^  y^    The  weight  of  English  opinion  and  argu- 

adjudged  that  an  aggregate  corporation  was  capable,  from  iti  natore,  unlen  spcciaUy 
disqualified,  of  taking  and  holding  property  as  a  tmateo. 

\h)  4  Wheaton,  1. 

(c)  See  p.  288,  note.  (d)  1  Eden,  10 ;  1  Wm.  BL  01. 

{a)  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  in  Eyre  v.  Conntess  of  Shaftsbory,  2  P.  Wins.  119.  See 
also  2  Vem.  842;   Lord  C.  J.  Wilmot,  in  Attorney  General  v.  Lady  Downing, 

1  This  ia  said  to  be  now  generallj  680,  577 ;  Perin  v.  Carey,  24  How.  465, 
admitted.    Jackson  r.  FhiUips,  14  AUen,    501.    Cases  affirming  the  St  48  Ella,  to 


If^  CkaritdUe  Uses. — A  devise,  bequest,    uses,  is  valid,  thovgfa   the  coipoimtion 
or  gift)  to  a  corporation  for  charitable    is   not  formed  nntil  alter  the  donor's 
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ment  would  seem  to  be  in  favor  of  an  original  and  necessary 
jurisdiction  in  chanoery,  in  respect  to  bequests  and  devises  in 
tmst  to  persons  competent  to  take  for  charitable  purposes,  when 
the  general  object  of  the  charity  was  specific  and  certain,  and  not 
contmiy  to  any  positive  rule  of  law. 

Wilmof  0  Opinions,  34, 38 ;  1  Bra  C.  C.  16 ;  7  Yes.  60 ;  Lord  Eldon,  in  Attomej  General 
1-.  The  Skinners'  Company,  2  Huss.  407 ;  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Attorney  General  v.  The 
Master  of  Brentwood  School,  1  Myl.  &  K.  876.  In  the  case  of  the  Attorney  General 
r.  Mayor  of  Dnblin,  1  BUgb,  N.  s.  847,  Lord  Redesdale  declared  that  the  statute  of 
Elisabeth  created  no  new  law  on  the  subject  of  charitable  uses,  but  only  a  new 
machinery  and  ancillary  Jurisdiction.  It  is  stated,  in  Duke  on  Uses,  168,  that  Symons 
lold  lands,  by  bargain  and  sale,  to  Fleming,  upon  confidence  to  perform  a  charitable 
use,  which  he  declared  by  will.  The  bargain  was  never  enrolled,  and  yet  the  lord 
cbanoellor  decreed  a  sale  of  the  lands  by  the  hein,  to  be  applied  according  to  the 
limitatioB  of  the  use.  This  was  the  24  Eliz.,  and  before  the  statute  of  charitable  uses. 
Chancellor  Walworth,  in  7  Paige,  80,  places  reliance  on  this  case  as  evidence  of  the 
common-law  Jurisdiction  of  chancery  over  charitable  uses.  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
Attorney  General  v.  Middleton,  2  Yes.  827,  held  that,  before  and  independent  of  the 
statute  of  BUzabeth,  the  Court  of  Chancery  did  exercise  original  Jurisdiction  in  cases 
of  charities  at  large,  and  not  regulated  by  charter.  It  was,  in  the  cases  of  charities, 
sf terwards  provided  for  by  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden,  in  the 
case  in  Ireland  of  The  Incorporated  Society  v.  Richards,  1  Con.  &  Law,  68,  a.  o.  1  Dru. 
&  War.  258,  reviews  and  analyzes  all  the  cases,  and  concludes  that  there  was  an  inhei^ 
ent  jurisdiction  in  chancery  existing  before,  after,  and  at  the  time  of  the  statute  of  48 
Eliz.,  suataiainf  devises  to  charitable  uses,  thouj^  void  at  law. 

be  in  force  are  those  last  cited ,  and  Heuser  are  named.  14  Allen,  691 ,  and  cases  cited ; 
9.  Hairis;^  111.  425 ;  Richmond  v.  State,  Cromie  v,  Louisville  Orphans'  Home  Soc., 
6  Ind.  384 ;  M'Cord  v.  Ochiltree,  8  Blackf.  8  Bush  (Ey. ),  866,  876.  But  this  is  qual- 
(lad.)  16.  Contra,  Norris  o.  Thompson,  ifled  or  denied  in  states  where  the  St. 
4  C.  £.  Green  (K.  J.),  307;  Basoom  v.  48  Eliz.  is  not  in  force.  See  the  cases 
Albertson,  S4  N.  Y.  664 ;  Wilderman  v.  cited  as  to  the  statute,  and  State  v.  War- 
Baltimore,  8  Md.  661.  The  doctrine  of  ren,  28  Md.  888;  Owens  v.  Missionary 
cjf-pds  is  discussed  posf,  iv.  606,  n.  1.  It  Soc,  14  N.  T.  380.  The  whole  law  of 
may  be  mentioned  here  that  charities  are  charity  is  much  discussed  in  the  above 
held  not  to  be  within  the  common  rule  Massachusetts  and  New  York  cases,  es- 
fimitlng  perpetuities  and  accumulations,  pecially  in  Jackson  v.  Phillips.  See 
Pott,  iv.  283,  n.  1.  Also  that  charitable  also  Saltonstall  v.  Sanders,  11  Allen, 
bequests  to  unincorporated  societies,  ^c,  446  ;  Beaumont  v.  Oliveira,  L.  R.  4  Ch. 
are  to  be  upheld,  even  where  no  trustees  809. 


death.    Russell  v.  Allen,  107  U.  S.  163;  As  to  what  is  a  charitable  use,  see 

Oald  v.  Washington  Hospital,  06  U.  S.  Jones  v.  Habersham,  »upra;   Russell  v. 

808;  Fellows  r.  Miner,  .110  Mass.  641.  Allen,  supra ;  In  re  Dutton,  4  Ex.  D.  64 ; 

As  to  what  law  governs  in  determining  /a  re  Clark's  Trusts,  1  Ch.  D.  407 ;  Yeap 

the  validity  as  against  the  beirand  next  CheahNeov.0rgChengNeo,6L.R.F.C. 

of  kin  leapectively,  see  Jones  v.  Habers-  881, 894-896. 


D,  107  U.  S.  174. 
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The  elements  of  the  doctrine  of  the  English  chancery  relating 
to  charitable  uses  are  to  be  found  in  the  civil  law ;  (i)  and  it  is 
questionable  whether  the  English  system  of  charities  is  to  be  re- 
ferred exclusively  to  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.  The  statute  has 
been  resorted  to  as  a  guide,  because  it  contained  the  largest 
enumeration  of  just  and  meritorious  charitable  uses ;  and  it  may, 
perhaps,  be  considered  rather  as  a  declaratory  law,  or  specifica- 
tion of  previously  recognized  charities,  than  as  creating,  as  some 
cases  have  intimated,  (c)  the  objects  of  chancery  jurisdiction  over 
charities.  If  the  whole  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  charitable 
uses  and  devises  was  grounded  on  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  then 
we  are  driven  to  the  conclusion,  that,  as  the  statute  has  never 
been  reenacted,  our  courts  of  equity  in  this  country  are  cut  off 
from  a  large  field  of  jurisdiction,  over  some  of  the  most  interest- 
ing and  meritorious  trusts  that  can  possibly  be  created  and  con- 
fided to  the  integrity  of  men.  It  would  appear  from  the 
*  288  preamble  *  to  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  that  it  did  not  in- 
tend to  give  any  new  validity  to  charitable  donations,  but 
rather  to  provide  a  new  and  more  effectual  remedy  for  the 
breaches  of  those   trusts,  (a) 

(6)  Code,  Ub.  1,  tit.  2,  sec.  10,  26;  tit.  8,  sec.  88;  Dig.  80,  tit  1;  ib.  88.  2.  Id; 
Strahan's  note  to  Domat,  b.  1,  tit.  1,  sec.  16 ;  Swinburne,  pt  6,  sec.  1 ;  2  Doniat,  b.  3, 
tit.  1,  Bee.  6 ;  b.  4,  tit.  2,  sec.  2,  6 ;  b.  8,  tit.  1,  sec.  6;  Lord  Thurlow,  in  White  r. 
White,  1  Bro.  12.  By  a  rescript  of  the  Emperor  Diocletian,  corporations  could  not 
take  real  estate  without  special  license ,  and  Gibbon,  who  refers  to  the  rescript  of  Dio- 
cletian, says  that  there  were  several  laws  under  the  Roman  emperors  enacted  with 
the  same  design  as  the  English  statutes  of  mortmain.  Gibbon's  Hist  ii.  845.  He 
alludes,  however,  to  several  instances  in  which  those  laws  had  been  suspended  in 
favor  of  Christian  charities.  The  edict  of  Constantine  (as  cited  from  the  Theodosian 
Code  by  the  assistant  vice^shancellor,  in  his  able  and  learned  opinion  on  the  subject, 
in  Wright  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  1  HofF.  Ch.  246)  gave 
legality  to  legacies  to  the  Christian  church,  and  broke  down  the  Roman  statutes  of 
mortmain.  Legacies  to  pious  uses  became  afterwards  privileged  in  the  Roman  law, 
and  their  uncertainty  was  no  objection  to  their  validity.  Charities  have  their  founda> 
tion  in  Christianity.  A  religions  purpose  is  a  charitable  purpose.  Lord  Langdale, 
1  Keen,  283.  Their  element  is  Christian  benevolence,  or  an  enlarged  love  of  human 
kind,  without  regard  to  selfish  considerations,  or  even  the  relations  of  blood,  or  affinity, 
or  friendship. 

(c)  1  Ch.  Cas.  134,  267  ;  6  Dow,  186. 

(a)  The  statute  defined  the  charities  which  chancery  would  protect,  and  which 
were  to  be  enforced ;  but  the  better  opinion  is,  that  it  left  the  jurisdiction  as  it  existed 
prior  to  the  statute,  untouched.  In  Dashiell  t;.  Attorney  General,  5  Harr.  &  J.  392,  it 
was  decided,  after  an  able  discussion,  that,  independent  of  the  statute  of  48  Ella,  (and 
which  had  not  been  adopted  in  Maryland),  a  court  of  chancery  cannot  sustain  and 
enforce  a  devise  to  cliaritable  uses,  which  would,  without  the  statute,  have  been  void 
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(6.)    Their  Powers  to  make  Contracts.  —  It  was  an  ancient  and 
technical  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  a  corporation  could  not 

at  Uw,  u  vague  and  indefinite.  The  same  decision  was  made  in  Virginia,  in  Gallego 
r.  The  Attomej  General,  where  the  statute  of  48  Eliz.  was  repealed.  3  Leigh,  450 ; 
Janey  o.  Latane,  4  id.  827.  See  also  Story,  J.,  in  8  Peters,  494,  a.  p.  But  in 
Whitman  t;.  Lex,  17  Serg.  &  R.  88,  it  was  held  that  a  bequest  to  St.  Michael  and 
Zion  churches  in  Philadelphia,  the  interest  to  be  laid  out  in  bread  annually  for  ten 
years,  /or  the  poor  of  the  Lutheran  congregation^  was  a  valid  bequest.  That  case  estab- 
lished that  a  trust  in  favor  of  an  incorporated,  religious,  or  charitable  society  was  an 
available  one ;  and  the  same  principle  was  declared  in  the  case  of  The  Mayor  and  Cor- 
poration of  Philadelphia  v.  Elliott,  3  Rawle,  170,  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Baldwin,  in  the 
case  of  Sarah  Zane's  will,  decided  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  Pennsylvania,  1838,  and 
cited  in  2  How.  195, 197.  Though  the  statute  for  charitable  uses  of  43  Eliz.  was  not 
extended  to  Pennsylvania,  yet  the  principles  adopted  in  chancery,  in  the  application 
of  that  statute,  applied  as  part  of  the  common  law.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Penn- 
sylrania,  in  Zimmerman  v.  Anders,  6  Watts  &  S.  218,  declared  that  a  devise  of  real 
estate  to  an  unincorporated  association  for  religious  purposes,  but  incorporated  after 
the  testator*8  death,  was  good,  and  that  the  conservative  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth,  and  charitable  uses  supported  before  that  statute  and  beyond  it,  are  in  force 
there.  So,  in  The  American  Bible  Society  v.  Wetmore,  17  Conn.  181,  it  was  admitted 
as  a  rule  of  equity  to  recognize  and  protect  charities  not  incorporated,  in  their  inter- 
ests in  bequests  and  devises,  though  not  incorporated,  but  remaining  in  abeyance. 
See  Inglis  v.  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor,  3  Peters,  09.  Where  the  object  was  defined^  and 
the  mstmment  not  inadequate,  they  give  relief  to  the  extent  of  the  English  chancery. 
The  bequest,  in  the  case  in  9  Ves.  399,  would  be  good  there.  It  is  immaterial  whether 
the  person  to  take  be  in  esse  or  not,  or  how  uncertain  the  objects  may  be,  provided 
there  be  a  discretionary  power  vested  anywhere  over  the  application  of  the  testator's 
bounty  to  these  objects.  If  the  intention  sufficiently  appears  on  the  bequest,  it  would 
be  held  valid.  But  where  the  particular  charitable  object  is  not  specified,  or  the 
charitable  purpose  in  the  channel  of  the  testator's  intention  cannot  be  effected,  there 
is  no  case  in  Pennsylvania  in  which  the  courts  have  undertaken  to  make  new  chan- 
nels for  the  trust  on  the  doctrine  of  cy-pres,  though  there  might  be  trustees  willing 
and  competent  to  act  Report  of  the  Pennsylvania  Commissioners  on  the  Civil  Code, 
Jan.  1835.  Uncertainty  of  individual  object  would  seem  to  be  a  characteristic  of  charity, 
for  personal  or  individual  certainty  has  often  been  held  fatal  to  it.  The  cases  to  this 
point  are  cited  by  Mr.  Binney,  in  his  argument  in  the  great  will  case  referred  to  in  a 
subsequent  page.  The  decree  in  tlie  case  of  The  Orphan  Asylum  Society  v.  M'Cartee 
was  reversed,  on  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Errors  of  New  York  (9  Co  wen,  437),  but  it 
was  on  the  ground  that  the  devise  to  the  corporation  was  direct,  and  not  a  trust  for  the 
corporation  ;  and  the  opinion  of  Chancellor  Jones,  on  that  point,  remains  undisturbed. 
The  question  relative  to  the  jurisdiction  of  chancery  over  devises  to  charitable  uses 
remains  to  be  definitively  settled  in  this  country.  See  infra,  iv.  503.  In  Moore  v. 
Moore,  4  Dana  (Ky.),  357,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity,  without  the  aid  of  any 
statute,  may  enforce  a  trust,  whenever  it  is  so  defined  or  described  by  the  donor  as 
to  enable  the  court,  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  to  ascertain  and  apply  it  to 
the  objects  intended ;  and  where,  in  such  case,  there  is  no  trustee  appointed  by  the 
will,  the  court  will  act  as  trustee  and  appoint  one.  The  chancery  jurisdiction,  whether 
a  trust  was  deemed  a  charity  or  not,  had  been  established  in  England  prior  to  the 
statute  of  43  Eliz.  It  was  further  considered  that  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  so  far  as 
it  gave  validity  to  nvtmerona  charitable  gifts  and  bequests  which  would  otherwise  be 
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manifest  its  intentions  by  any  personal  act  or  oral  discourse,  and 
that  it  spoke  and  acted  only  by  its  common  seaL  (6)  After- 
void,  WM  In  foroe  in  Kentucky ;  bat  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  ramdy,  when  no  specific 
application  existed  or  had  failed,  by  authoririn^  the  appropriation  upon  the^dril-law 
doctrine  of  ctf-prh,  of  the  cliarity  to  some  suitable  and  congenial  purpose  of  charity, 
it  was  not  applicable  to  our  institutions,  or  in  force.  In  this  last  case,  the  equity 
jurisdiction  over  charitable  bequests  and  trusts  was  ably  and  learnedly  discussed  by 
C.  J.  Robertson,  in  delirering  the  opinion  of  the  court ;  and  in  the  case  of  Potter  v. 
Chapin,  6  Paige,  680,  it  was  held  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  sustain  a  gift  or 
bequest,  or  dedication  of  personal  property  to  public  or  charitable  uses,  if  the  sane 
be  not  inconsistent  with  local  law  or  public  policy,  and  where  the  object  of  such  gift 
or  dedication  is  specific  and  capable  of  being  carried  into  effect  according  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  donor.  Chancellor  Walworth  said  that  the  decision  in  the  case  of  The 
Baptist  Association  v.  Hart's  Executors,  4  Wheaton,  1,  was  generally  admitted  to  be 
wrong.  That  decision  was,  that  the  Baptist  Association  was  not  incorporated ;  that 
the  individual  associates  could  not  take  as  trustees,  they  being  a  body  vague  and 
uncertain ;  and  that  no  legal  interest  vested ;  and  that  legades  to  charities  were  bos- 
tained  in  England  under  the  statute  of  Elisabeth  only.  Again,  in  the  case  of  The 
Dutch  Church  in  Garden  Street  v.  Mott,  7  Paige,  77,  it  was  decreed  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  had  an  original  jurisdiction  to  enforce  and  compel  the  performance  of  trusts 
for  pious  and  charitable  uses,  when  the  devise  or  conveyance  in  trust  was  made  to  a 
trustee  capable  of  taking  the  legal  estate. 

In  the  case  of  Milne  v.  Milne,  17  La.  46,  under  the  will  of  Alexander  Milne,  in 
which  legacies  were  left  to  two  public  charitable  asylums,  to  be,  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  incorporated  and  established  at  Milneburgh,  it  was  held  that  the  courts 
were  bound  to  aid  in  carrying  out  the  intention  of  the  will.  The  legacies  were  con* 
ditional,  and  took  effect  when  the  corporations  were  created,  by  way  of  executory 
devise.  Also,  in  the  case  of  Executors  of  Burr  v.  Smith,  7  Vt.  241,  a  bequest  of 
money  to  certain  unincorporated  societies  was  held  good,  and  that  there  was  a  juria- 
diction  in  equity  independent  of  the  sUtute  of  Elisabeth ;  and  so,  again,  in  Sanderson 
V.  White,  IS  Pick.  328,  it  was  held  that  if  trustees  in  a  charity  case,  and  having 
visitatorial  powers,  are  guilty  of  a  violation  of  law,  tliey  may  be  proceeded  against 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  that  equity  has  a  general  jurisdiction  over  abuses  of 
all  trusts.  It  was  admitted,  in  the  case  of  Inglis  v.  The  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor, 
3  Peters,  99,  that  a  bequest  to  an  association  to  be  thereafter  incorporated  will  vest 
when  the  corporation  is  created.  So,  again,  in  Bartlett  o.  Nye,  4  Met.  878^  a  devise 
of  real  estate  to  an  unhicorporated  society,  for  charitable  uses,  was  held  valid,  and 
equity  would  enforce  the  trust  as  against  the  heirs. 

In  the  case  already  alluded  to,  in  1  Hoff.  Ch.  202,  the  whole  subject  of  the  juxia- 
diction  of  chancery  over  gifts  and  devises  to  charitable  uses  is  examined  with  great 
industry  and  learning,  and  the  numerous  cases  before  and  since  the  statute  of  Elisa- 
beth analyzed;  and  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  (Hoffman)  concludes  that  there  waa 
a  jurisdiction  In  chancery  anterior  to  the  statute  of  Uses  of  43  Ells.,  over  charitable 
uses,  upon  the  ground  of  trust,  and  that  the  courts  of  equity  in  New  York  possess 
that  jurisdiction.  He  cites  several  ancient  cases  from  the  precedents  of  bills  and 
pleadings,  printed  under  the  direction  of  the  English  record  commission  in  1821,  and 
he  held  it  demonstrable  that  the  statute  of  Elix.  did  not  establish  a  ungle  new  prin- 
ciple in  the  law  of  charities,  and  that  where  that  statute  does  not  exist,  feoffments 


{b)  Davies,  121,  the  case  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Femes. 
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wards  the  rule  was  relaxed,  and,  for  the  sake  of  convenience, 
corporations  were  permitted  to  act,  in  ordinary  matters,  without 

and  grants  to  trustees  for  charitable  uses  were  ralid.  n>.  S44  to  266.  The  sutute 
of  Eliz.  specified  the  objects  which  were  to  be  deemed  charities,  and  the  English 
chanceiy  enforces  none  other.  The  power  to  enforce  such  charities  was  in  the  court, 
hj  virtue  of  its  original  constitution,  independent  of  the  statute.  Under  the  English 
statute  of  mortmain,  of  9  Geo.  n.  c.  86,  a  corporation  cannot  take  the  proceeds  of 
lands  deTised  or  directed  to  be  sold,  nor  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  land  given 
to  charitable  uses  by  will.  lb.  228,  227.  But  in  New  York,  a  devise  to  trustees  for 
the  use  of  a  corporation  is  valid,  though  a  direct  devise  of  land  to  a  corporation  for 
charitable  uses  is  void.  The  English  statute  of  Geo.  IL  avoids  any  gift  or  appoint- 
ment to  any  person  of  any  interest  or  estate  in  lands,  or  of  any  money  or  benefit 
derived  from  the  sale  of  lands,  if  it  be  for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable  use.  (Amb. 
20, 155,  [807],  686;  14  Yes.  641 ;  2  Keen,  172 ;  Seaton  on  Decrees,  180 ;  1  HofT.  Ch.  234.) 
But  under  the  N.  T.  R.  S.  il.  57,  sec.  8,  a  devise  in  trust  to  lease  or  sell  lands  and  pay 
the  proceeds  to  a  corporation,  is  valid,  and,  as  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  observed, 
"  the  great  law  of  charities  has  been  saved.''  Mr.  Binney,  in  a  learned  and  able 
argument  in  the  case  of  Vidal  v.  The  City  of  Philadelphia,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  in  February,  1844,  2  How.  127,  selected  from  the  volumes  of  the 
British  record  commission,  published  in  1827,  above  fifty  cases  of  bills  and  answers 
fai  chancery  relating  to  charitable  uses,  from  the  reign  of  Richard  II.  to  that  of  Eliza- 
beth ;  and  which  went  to  shon^  the  fact  of  the  exercise  of  chancery  jurisdiction  in 
eases  of  charitable  uses,  before  the  4Sd  of  Elizabeth,  and  that  charitable  hses,  tor 
general  and  indefinite  purposes,  as  well  as  for  specific  charities,  were  assisted  at  that 
period  precisely  as  they  are  now.  The  fact,  I  think,  may  be  considered  indisputable, 
that  chancery  uses  are  lawful  uses  by  the  common  law,  and  that  the  statute  of  Eliza- 
beth was  only  an  ancillary  remedy,  now  supplied  by  chancery  as  the  rightful  original 
tribunal  for  such  trusts.  The  eases  were  considered  in  this  light  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  as  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  the  great  case  of  Vidal  v. 
Girard's  Executors,  above  mentioned.  The  decision  in  this  last  case  may  be  said  to 
dose  all  further  discussion  and  controversy  on  the  subject,  and  it  establishes  tliat  a 
corporation  has  a  legal  capacity  to  take  real  or  personal  estate  in  trust  for  charitable, 
eleemoaynary ,  and  beneficial  uses  and  purposes,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  a  private  person  may  do,  and  the  trusts  may  be  enforced  in  equity.  It 
was  declared  that  equity  had  an  inherent  jurisdiction  before  the  statute  of  Elizabeth, 
upon  the  ground  of  the  common  law,  to  enforce  charitable  uses.  Mr.  Assistant  Vice- 
Cbancellor  Sandford,  In  his  very  learned  and  able  judgment  in  the  case  of  Kniskem 
V.  The  Lutheran  Churches,  I  Sandf.  Ch.  439,  recognizes  the  same  doctrine ;  and  I 
refer  to  that  case  for  the  elucidation  and  establishment  of  the  great  principle,  that 
courts  of  equity  will  give  effect  to  charities  directed  to  religious  purposes,  on  the 
ground  of  a  trust,  and  will  see  that  the  intent  of  the  founder  of  them,  for  civil 
as  well  as  religious  purposes,  be  carried  into  effect  If  a  charity  be  created  for  a 
religious  purpose,  in  a  Christian  congregation  designated  by  the  name  of  a  sect, 
without  any  specification  of  the  particular  worship  or  tenets  intended,  the  intent  of 
the  founder  will  be  deduced  from  the  tenets,  and  doctrine,  and  discipline  of  the  con- 
gregation avowed  and  practised  by  its  professors  and  worshippers  at  the  time  of  the 
donation,  and  the  charity  will  be  held  appropriated  to  such  church,  and  to  none  other. 
This  ease  Is  distinguished  by  an  exuberant  display  of  theological  learning  on  the  sub- 
ject of  Lutheran  creeds  and  fiuth,  and  for  the  intelligence,  discretion,  and  logical 
acuteness  of  the  assistant  vice^bancellor.  The  same  principles  and  conclusions  of 
equity  were  stated  and  declared  in  the  analogous  cases  of  Lady  Hewley's  Charity, 
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deed,  as  to  retain  a  servant,  cook,  or  butler,  (e)     The  case 

•  289   in  12  Hen.  *  VII.  '25,  (a)  was,  that  a  bailiff,  as  a  servant 

to  a  corporation,  could  justify  without  being  authorized 
by  deed  ;  but  that  no  interest  could  depart  from  a  corporation,  as 
a  lease  for  years,  a  license  to  take  fees,  and  a  power  of  attorney 
to  make  livery,  without  deed.     So,  in  Manly  v.  Long,  (V)  it  was 

before  the  English  conrti,  in  The  Attorney  General  r.  Pearson,;?  Sim.  290;  Attomej 
General  v.  Shore,  ib.  [809,]  note ;  s.  c.  9  CI.  &  Fin.  890,  658;  11  Sim.  615,  626,  note. 
See  also  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  8d  ed.  137-150,  for  a  f uU  digest  of  the  cases 
on  this  litigated  question  of  the  power  of  a  corporation  to  take  as  derises  for  cliari- 
table  uses.  In  Sbotwell  v.  Mott,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  46,  the  learned  vice-chancellor  renews 
the  discussion  of  the  jurLsdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  over  charitable  uses,  and 
he  considers  it  as  having  existed  at  common  law  long  prior  to  the  time  of  the  Tudors ; 
that  the  point  is  now  settled  by  judicial  decisions,  whether  the  trustees  were  a  cor- 
poration or  individuals,  or  the  gift  was  to  trustees  by  name,  or  merely  for  an  object 
sufficiently  definite  and  specific  to  be  carried  into  effect.  lb.  50.  Until  the  statute 
of  9  Geo.  II.,  charitable  uses  were  protected  by  the  common  law.  We  inherited 
them  from  England,  and  our  land  is  filled  with  benevolent  institutions,  endowed  and 
upheld  by  that  law ;  and  it  is  clear  that  our  statutes  of  uces  and  truaU  never  intended 
to  cut  off  gifts  and  devises  to  charitable  uses,  but  only  private  uses  and  trusts  which 
had  perplexed  real  property  by  their  intricacies  and  refinements,  and  public  trusts  and 
chariuble  uses  were  not  within  the  purview  of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  the  statute  of 
uses  of  27  Henry  VIII.  c.  10,  never  had  any  application  to  public  charities.  lb.  60- 
53.  The  legal  restrictions  against  ptrpetw'ties  were  never  directed  against  gifts  for 
charitable  uses,  or  for  any  eleemosynary  purposes.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
encourage  their  extent  and  duration.  Thelusson's  will  was  not  a  charity,  and  chari- 
ties are  not  inalienable  by  trustees.  Attorney  General  v.  Hungerford,  2  Clark  &  fin. 
857,  374  ;  Attorney  General  i\  Warren,  2  Swanst.  291,  802;  Shelford  on  Mortmain 
and  Charitable  Uses ;  Dutch  Church  v.  Mott,  7  Paige,  77 ;  Griffin  v.  Graham,  1  Hawk. 
(N.  C.)  90.  This  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  New  York,  respecting  charities, 
is  spirited,  luminous,  and  sound,  and  places  the  validity  of  public  charities  on  solid 
foundations,  and  draws  the  just  and  intelligent  distinction  between  public  and  private 
trusts  and  perpetuities. 

In  England,  if  there  be  no  trustees,  and  the  object  is  wholly  undefined,  the  king 
administers  the  charity  as  parens  patrice ;  but  with  us  the  information  of  the  attorney 
general  may  be  the  appropriate  remedy,  or  the  executors  or  trustees  may  apply 
directly  to  the  court  for  direction,  as  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  The  Trustees  of  the 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  202.  And  it  seems  to  be  understood  that 
the  rents  of  the  land  accruing  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  sale  of  the 
lands  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  charity.    lb.  266. 

In  North  Carolina,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  held  that  a  bequest  to  a  number  of 
persons  in  their  aggregate  capacity,  but  not  incorporated,  and  when  the  object  of  the 
bequest  was  wholly  indefinite,  was  void.  The  English  doctrine  of  charities,  by  which 
such  bequests  were  to  be  executed  eif-prh,  was  deemed  unsound,  and  not  the  equity 
law  in  that  state.    Holland  v.  Peck,  2  Ired.  Eq.  255. 

(c)  Plowd.  91,  b ;  2  Saund.  305 ;  8  P.  Wms.  423,  arg.,  and  1  Kyd  on  CorporationB, 
260.  (a)  Bro.  tit.  Corporations,  51. 

{b)  8  Lev.  107 ;  Smith  v.  6.  &  S.  Gas  Light  Company,  3  Nev.  &  Man.  771 ;  1  Ad 
&  El.  526,  8.  c. 
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held,  that  a  bailiff  to  a  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  distress, 
did  not  require  an  appointment  in  writing.  In  Rex  v.  Bigg^  (c) 
the  old  rule  was  still  further  relaxed;  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
established,  that  though  a  corporation  could  not  contract  directly, 
except  under  their  corporate  seal,  3'et  they  might,  by  mere  vote, 
or  otiier  corporate  act,  not  under  their  corporate  seal,  appoint  an 
agent,  whose  acts  and  contracts,  within  the  limit  of  his  author- 
ity, would  be  binding  on  the  corporation.  In  a  case  as  late  as 
178S,  (d)  it  was  held  that  the  agreement  of  a  major  part  of  a 
corporation,  entered  in  the  corporation  books,  though  not  under 
the  corporate  seal,  would  be  decreed  in  equity.  In  Yarlorough 
y.  The  Bank  of  England^  (e)  it  was  admitted  that  a  corporation 
might  be  bound  by  the  acts  of  their  servants,  though  not  author- 
ized under  their  seal,  if  done  within  the  scope  of  their  employ- 
ment. At  last,  after  a  full  review  of  all  the  authorities,  the  old 
technical  rule  was  condemned  in  this  country  as  impolitic,  and 
e&$entially  discarded ;  for  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  The  Bank  of  Columbia  v. 
Pattersonj  (/)  that  whenever  a  corporation  aggregate  was  act- 
ing within  the  range  of  the  legitimate  purpose  of  its  institution, 
all  parol  contracts,  made  by  its  authorized  agents,  were  express 
and  binding  promises  of  the  corporation  ;  and  all  duties  imposed 
upon  them  by  law,  and  all  benefits  conferred  at  their 
request,  raised  implied  *  promises,  for  the  enforcement  of  *  290 
which  an  action  lay.  (a)  ^     The  adjudged  cases  in  England, 

(c)  3P.  Wm«.419. 

(rf)  MaxweU  ».  Dulwich  College,  cited  in  1  Fonb.  Tr.  296,  note.  But  In  Carter  r. 
Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely,  7  Sim.  211,  the  authority  of  that  case  as  a  precedent  was 
Teiy  much  questioned,  and  the  vice^hancellor  considered  it  as  resting  on  its  particu- 
lar and  singalar  circumstances,  and  that  it  did  not  in  the  least  disturb  the  settled  rule 
of  law,  that  eleemosynary  and  ecclesiastical  corporations  were  not  bound  by  any- 
thing in  the  shape  of  an  agreement  regarding  their  lands,  unless  it  was  evidenced  by 
t  deed  or  writing  under  their  corporate  seal. 

(f)  16  East,  6. 

(/)  7  Cranch,  299;  Many  v.  Beekman  Iron  Co.,  9  Paige,  188,  s.  p. 

(a)  It  was  held  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  The  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, Doug.  628,  that  tusumpsit  would  lie  against  a  corporation  for  refusal  to  transfer 
stock;  and  the  same  point  was  ruled  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  the  case 
of  Kortright  v.  Buffalo  Commercial  Bank,  20  Wend.  91,  and  afiQrmed  on  error,  22 
id.  348.  It  may  now  be  considered  as  settled  law  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  will  lie 
against  a  corporation  on  an  implied  promise.  See  the  numerous  cases  referred  to  in 
AngeU  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  868,  882-385,  3d  ed.    So  a  special  action  on  the 

1  See  291,  n.  1. 
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and  in  Massachusetts,  were  considered  as  fully  supporting  this 
reasonable  doctrine ;  and  that  the  technical  rule  that  a  corpora- 
tion  could  not  make  a  promise  except  under  its  seal,  would  be 
productive  of  great  mischiefs.  As  soon  as  it  was  established 
that  the  regularly  appointed  agent  of  the  coiporation  could  oon* 
tract  in  their  name  without  seal,  it  was  impossible  to  support 
the  other  position.  Afterwards,  in  Flechner  v.  United  State* 
Bank^  (i)  it  was  decided,  by  the  same  court,  that  a  bank,  and 
other  commercial  corporations,  might  bind  themselves  by  the 
acts  of  their  authorized  officers  and  agents,  without  the  corporate 
seal.  Whatever  might  be  the  original  correctness  of  the  ancient 
doctrine,  that  a  corporation  could  only  act  through  the  instru* 
mentality  of  its  common  seal,  when  that  doctrine  was  applied  to 
corporations  existing  by  the  common  law,  it  had  no  application 
to  corporations  created  by  statute,  whose  charters  contemplate 
the  business  of  the  corporation  to  be  transacted  exclusively  by 
a  board  of  directors.     The  rule  has  even  been  broken  in  upon 

case  will  lie  against  a  corporation  for  neglect  or  breaches  of  dat^.  Trover  and  tres- 
pass will  also  lie  against  a  corporation  in  certain  cases.*  Th.  330^-883.  So,  all  corpo- 
rations, whether  public  or  private,  maj  issae  negotiable  paper  for  a  debt  contracted 
in  the  course  of  their  proper  business.  Kelley  v.  Mayor,  &c.  of  Brooklyn,  4  HiU  ( N.  Y.), 
203.  In  the  case  of  Reg.  u.  Great  N.  of  E,  R.  Co.,  [9  Q.  B.  816 ;  2  Cox,  C.  C.  70 ;  4  N.  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  434;  1  B.  &  H.  Lead.  Cr.  Cas.  2d  ed.  160;  ]  it  was  adjudged  in  the  Q.  B., 
after  a  learned  discussion,  that  an  indictment  would  lie  against  a  corporation  aggregate 
for  a  misfeasance.  The  proper  punishment  is  the  assessment  of  a  fine.  It  seemed  to 
be  assumed  in  that  case  as  undeniable,  that  a  corporation  was  indictable  for  a  wrong- 
ful  omission  of  duty.  In  this  country  it  is  the  well-settled  and  familiar  practice  that 
quasi  corporations,  created  by  law  for  purposes  of  public  policy,  are  subject  to  indict- 
ment for  breach  or  neglect  of  duty.  Mower  v.  Leicester,  9  Mass.  247 ;  Biddle  v.  Locks 
&  Canals,  7  Mass.  169.    See  also  AngeU  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  3d  ed.  398-894. 

It  may  properly  be  observed,  while  on  the  responsibility  of  corporations,  that  it  is 
a  settled  principle  that  corporations  are  subject  to  taxes  and  assessments  as  owners 
and  occupiers  of  land  and  other  property  as  individuals,  when  their  charters  contain 
no  stipulation  of  exemption.  Spencer,  C.  J.,  in  the  matter  of  M'Queen  v.  Middle^ 
town,  M.  C,  16  Johns.  7;  Clinton  Woollen  &  C.  M.  Co.  v.  Morse,  cited  by  C.  J. 
Thompson,  in  16  Johns.  382;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Bunnell,  10  Wend.  186;  Bank  of 
Watertown  v.  Assessors,  &c.,  26  Wend.  686 ;  Providence  Bank  v.  Billings,  4  Peters, 
614 ;  People  v.  Supervisors  of  N.  Y.,  18  Wend.  606;  People  v.  Supervisors  of  Niagara, 
4  Hill  (N.  Y.),  20.  See  also,  supra,  i.  424,  428;  and  see  also  Angell  &  Ames,  3d  ed. 
427,  428,  429,  431,  and  c.  13,  where  the  cases  are  digested,  and  the  subject  discussed 
fully  and  ably. 

(6)  8  Wheaton,  338. 

>  See  284,  n.  1.  Other  cases  of  indict-  27  Yt.  108 ;  State  v.  Morris  &  Essex  B.  R., 
ments  are  Comm.  v.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  3  Zabr.  (N.  J.)  360;  Boston,  C.  &  M.  B. B. 
2  Gray,  339 ;  State  v.  Yt.  Central  R.  R.,    v.  State,  32  N.  H.  216. 
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in  modern  times,  in  respect  to  common-law  oorporationa  The 
acts  of  the  board  of  directors,  evidenced  by  a  written  vote,  are 
as  completely  binding  upon  the  corporation,  and  as  complete 
authority  to  their  agents,  as  the  most  solemn  acts  done  under 
the  corporate  seal.  With  respect  to  banks,  from  the  very  nature 
of  their  operations  in  discounting  notes,  receiving  deposits,  pay- 
ing checks,  and  other  ordinary  contracts,  it  would  be  imprac- 
ticable to  affix  the  corporate  seal  as  a  confirmation  of  each 
individual  act.  Where  corporations  have  no  specific  mode  of 
acting  prescribed,  the  common-law  mode  of  acting  may  be 
properly  inferred.  But  every  corporation  created  by  statute 
most  act  as  the  statute  prescribes;  and  it  is  a  settled  doctrine 
that  a  corporation  may  be  bound  by  contracts  not  under  its 
corporate  seal,  and  by  contracts  made  in  the  ordinary  dis- 
charge *  of  the  official  duty  of  its  agents  and  officers.  *  291 
Lastly,  in  the  case  of  Osbom  v.  United  States  Bank^  (jol) 
it  was  declared,  that  though  a  corporation  could  only  appear  by 
attorney,  the  authority  of  that  attorney  need  not  be  under  seal ; 
and  the  actual  production  of  any  warrant  of  attorney  to  appear 
in  court  is  not  necessary  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  more  than 
in  the  case  of  an  individual.  (&) 

That  corporations  can  now  be  bound  by  contracts  made  by  their 
agents,  though  not  under  seal,  and  also  on  implied  contracts  to  be 
deduced  by  inference  from  corporate  acts,  without  either  a  vote,  or 
deed,  or  writing,  is  a  doctrine  generally  established  in  the  courts 
of  the  several  states,  with  great  clearness  and  solidity  of  argu- 
ment ;  (c)  ^  and  the  technical  rule  of  the  common  law  may  now 

(a)  0  Wheaton,  78a 

(6)  Nor  need  the  appointment  of  the  agent  in  the  common  transactions  of  the 
corporation  be  evidenced  by  the  records  of  the  corporation.  Commercial  Bank  of 
Buffalo  V.  Kortright,  22  Wend.  848.  The  board  of  directors  of  a  corporation,  for  all 
basinets  purposes,  are  the  corporation,  and  they  may  authorize  a  committee  to  sell  , 
or  mortgage  real  estate,  and  that  power  implies  an  authority  to  affix  the  corporate 
seal    Burrill  v.  Nahant  Bank,  2  Met.  163. 

(e)  Eastman  p.  Coos  Bank,  1  N.  H.  26 ;  Maine  Stage  Company  v.  Longley,  14  Me. 
444;  Warren  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  16  id.  489;  Hay  den  v.  Mid.  Turnpike  Co.,  10  Mass. 

^  Confraetf  nd  under  Seal.  —  (a)  Trad-  whether  they  are  made  for  purposes  di- 

ingcorporations,and  perhaps  some  others,  recUy  connected  with  the  object  of  the 

may  now  be  bound  in  England  by  con-  incorporation.    South  of  Ireland  Colliery 

tracts  not  under  seal,  and  the  test  adopted  Co.  v.  Waddle,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  408 ;  Nichols 

is  not  the  importance  or  insignificance  of  son  o.  Bradfield  Union,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  620 ; 

the  contracts,  nor  their  frequency,  but  Henderson  v,  Australian  R.  M.  S.  N.  Co., 
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be  considered  as  being,  in  a  very  great  degree,  dope  away 
*  292  in  the  jurisprudence  *  of  the  United  States.     But  it  is 

397;  The  Proprietors  of  the  Canal  Bridge©.  Gordon.  1  Pick.  297;  Bulkleyp.The 
Derby  Fishing  Co.,  2  Conn.  262;  Danforth  i;.  Schoharie  Turnpike  Co.,  12  Johns. 
227;  Dun  v.  Rector  of  St.  Andrew's  Church,  14  id.  118;  Mott  v.  Hicks,  1  Cowen, 
618;  The  Baptist  Church  r.  Mulford,  3  Halst  (N.  J.)  182;  The  Chestnut  Hill  Turn- 
pike V.  Kutter,  4  Serg.  &  R.  16 :  Duncan,  J.,  in  Bank  of  Northern  Liberties  v.  Creseon, 
12  id.  312;  Legrand  v.  Hampden  Sidney  College,  6  Munf.  324;  Colcock  v.  Garrey, 

6  El.  &  Bl.  409;  Reuter  v.  Electric  Tele-    porations  cannot  accept  bills  unless  the 


graph  Co.,  6  El.  &  Bl.  341;  Clarke  v. 
Cuckfield  Union,  21  L.  J.  v.  a.  Q.  B.  349 

(11  E.  L.  &  E.  442) ;  In  re  Contract  Co., 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  14.  See  Crook  v.  Corpora- 
tion of  Seaford,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  661 ;  Cramp- 
ton  V.  Varna  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  662.  x^ 
Other  American  cases  are  Peterson  v. 
Mayor  of  New  York,  17  N.  Y.  449,  463; 
Sheldon  v.  Fairfax,  21  Vt.  102;  Gassett 
V.  Andover,  ib.  843;  Buckley  v,  Briggs, 
30  Mo.  462;  Ross  v.  Madison,  Smith 
(Ind.),  98;  Merrick  v,  Burlington  &  War- 
ren P.  R.  Co.,  11  Iowa,  74 ;  Butts  v,  Cuth- 
bertson,  6  Ga.  166;  Maher  v.  Cliicago, 
38  UL  266. 

(6)  Negotiable  Paper.  —  English  courts 
seem  to  adhere  to  the  opinion  that  cor- 


x^  Seals  were  held  necessary  in  Austin 
V.  Guardians  of  Bethnal  Green,  9  L.  R. 
C.  P.  91 ;  Mayor,  &c. ».  Hardwick,  9  L.  R. 
Ex.  13;  Clemenshaw  v,  Dublin,  10  Jr. 
R.  C.  L.  1.  Held  not  necessary  in  Wells 
V.  Kingston-upon-HuU,  10  L.  R.  0.  P.  402, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  acts  in  question 
were  of  frequent  occurrence  and  such  as 
required  immediate  performance.  The 
cases  cited  were  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions, and  the  distinction  as  to  trading 
corporations  is  fully  recognized. 

a^  The  right  to  issue  notes  and  bills 
and  to  £^ye' security  therefor  is  incident 
to  the  right  to  borrow  money.  The  right 
to  borrow  money  exists  wherever  it  is  one 
of  the  means  which  ordinarily  would  be 
employed  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  corporation.  Hence  it  exists  in  the 
case  of  private  corporations  generally,  at 
least  where  they  are  formed  for  trading 
purposes.    In  re  Hamilton's  Windsor  Iron 
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power  is  expressly  given  or  is  neoessariljr 
implied  from  the  nature  of  the  business  in 
which  they  are  engaged.  Thus,  it  is  held 
that  a  railway  company  cannot  Batemtn 
V.  Mid  Wales  Railway  Co.,  L.  R  1  C.  P. 
409.  See  Peruvian  Railways  Co.  «. 
Thames  &  Mersey  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ch. 
617.  In  America  the  law  is  otherwise, 
and  the  power  is  asserted  in  unqualified 
terms.  Ante,  278,  n.  (c) ;  Frye  v.  Tucker, 
24  III.  180;  Olcott  v,  Tioga  R.  R.,  40 
Barb.  179;  a.  c.  27  N.  Y.  646, 667;  Smith 
t^.  Law,  21  N.  Y.  296,  299;  Curtis  c 
Leavitt,  16  N.  Y.  9,  62;  Rockwell  p.  Elk- 
horn  Bank,  18  Wis.  653 ;  Hardy  v.  Merre- 
weather,  14  Ind.  203 ;  Clark  v.  School 
District  No.  7, 8  R.  L 199.  x*    If  a  corpora- 


Works,  12  Ch.  D.  707  ;  Ward  v.  Johnson, 
96111.216;  1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  382.  So 
a  right  to  give  a  mortgage  is  incident  to 
the  right  to  borrow.  Booth  v.  Robinson, 
66  Md.  419. 

As  to  the  power  of  public  corporations 
to  borrow  money  and  issue  notes,  the  lav 
is,  not  clear.  It  seems  settled  that  they 
cannot  issue  notes  without  express  or  ne- 
cessarily implied  authority,  which  shall 
have  the  qualities  of  negotiable  paper. 
The  Mayor  i;.Ray,  19  Wall.  468;  Knapp 
V,  The  Mayor,  89  N.  J.  L.  894.  In  the 
above  cases  the  line  seems  to  be  drawn 
at  the  point  of  giving  to  evidences  of 
debt  the  negotiable  quality.  But  in  City 
of  Williamsport  v.  Commonwealth,  84 
Penn.  St.  487,  The  Mayor  v.  Wetumpka 
Wharf  Co.,  68  Ala.  611,  the  question  U 
treated  as  a  limitation  of  the  borrowing 
power.  The  Utter  would  seem  the  bet- 
ter view. 
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equally  well  settled,  that  though  parol  evidence  be  admissible 
to  prove  the  agency  and  contracts  of  the  agent  of  a  corporation 

1  Nott  &  M'Cord,  231 ;  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheaton,  64 ;  Bank 
of  the  3Cetropolis  r.  Guttschlick,  14  Peters,  19;  Union  Bank  of  Maryland  v.  Ridgely, 

1  Harr.  &  G.  324 ;  Poultnej  v.  Wells,  1  Aiken,  180 ;  Comm.  Bank  Orleans  v.  Newport 
Mannfactiuing  Company,  1  B.  Mon.  14 ;  Bates  &  Hines  v.  The  Bank  of  Alabama, 

2  Ala.  N .  8.  451.  See  also  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  218,  219,  222,  2d  ed.^  and 
the  numeroos  authorities  there  referred  to.  The  English  law  is  more  strict  on  this 
subject ;  for  the  general  rule  is  still  understood  to  be,  that  a  corporation,  though  cre- 
ated by  statute,  cannot  express  its  will  except  by  writing  under  the  corporate  seal. 
The  excepted  cases  are :  1.  Where  the  acts  done  are  of  daily  necessity,  or  too  insignifi- 
cant for  the  trouble  of  the  seal ;  2.  Wliere  the  corporation  has  a  head,  as  a  mayor, 
who  may  g^ve  commands ;  3.  Where  the  acts  to  be  done  must  be  done  immediately, 
and  cannot  wait  for  the  formalities  of  a  seal ;  4.  Where  it  is  essential  to  a  moneyed 
institution  that  they  should  have  the  power  to  issue  notes  and  accept  bills.  East 
London  Waterworks  v.  Bailey,  4  Bing.  283;  12  J.  B.  Moore,  532,  s.  c. ;  Tindal,  C.  J., 
in  Fishmongers'  Co.  v.  Robertson,  5  Man.  &  Gr.  131.  If  the  contract  be  executed, 
the  general  rule  does  not  apply ;  and  therefore  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  may 
be  maintained,  by  a  corporation  aggregate  against  a  tenant  who  has  occupied  premises 
under  them,  and  paid  rent.  The  Mayor  of  Stafford  r.  Till,  4  Bmg.  76;  12  J.  B. 
Moore,  260.  In  Smith  v,  B.  &  S.  Gas  Light  Company,  8  Nev.  &  Man.  771,  it  was 
held  that  a  corporation  might  authorize  an  agent  to  distrain,  by  parol ;  but  that  in 
cases  of  extraordinary  acts  to  be  done,  or  where  an  estate  is  to  be  vested  or  devested, 
there  must  be  a  deed.  In  Beverly  r.  Lincoln  Gas  Light  &  C.  Co.,  8  Ad.  &  £L  829, 
it  was  adjudged  that  a  corporation  aggregate  might  be  sued  in  assumpsit,  on  a  con- 

tion  is  authorised  to  give  negotiable  paper  could  only  be  issued  by  order  of  the  coun- 

for  any  purpose,  it  probably  could  not  set  cil,  which  was  to  be  entered  upon  a  record 

up  as  against  a  6ofia^(/c  indorsee  for  value  open  to  public  in9pection,  the  city  was 

of  such  paper  in  fact  issued  by  it  that  it  ]ield  not  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 

was  given  for  other  purposes  than  that  value  of  such  warrants  issued   by  the 

authorized.     Monument   Nat.    Bank  v,  mayor  and  recorder  without  order  of  the 

Globe  Works,  101  Mass.  57 ;  Supervisors  council.     Clark  v,  Desmoines,  19  Iowa, 

p.  Schenck,  5  Wall.  772,  784;  Gelpcke  ».  199;   see  300,  n.  1,  (c).    See    Smith  r. 

Dubuque,  1  WaU.  175,  208 ;  Madison  &  Cheshire,  13  Gray,  318.     On  the  other 

Ind.  B.  R.  V.  Norwich  Savings  Soc.,  24  hand,  a  corporation  could  not  repudiate 

Ind.  457 ;  Bissell  ».  Michigsn  S.  &  N.  Ind.  a  mortgage  securing  negotiable  bonds  in 

R.  R.,  22  N.  Y.  268,  289,  290.  sfi   But  this  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder  because 

assumes  that   the   paper  was  issued  by  the  directors  passed  the  resolution  au- 

agents  having  all  the  powers  of  the  cor-  thorizing  it  outside  the  state.    See  the 

poration  quoad  hoc.    In  a  case  where,  by  note  on  ultra  vires,  800,  n.  1 ;  Galveston 

the  charter  of  a  city,  the  city  warrants  R.  R.  v.  Cowdrey,  11  Wall.  459. 


2*  Or  that  it  was  issued  in  excess  of  But  stock  issued  in  excess  of  the  charter 

the  indebtedness  allowed  by  the  charter,  limit  is  absolutely  void.  Scovill  v.  Thayer, 

Auerbach  v,  Le  Sueur  Mill  Co.,  28  Minn.  105  U.  S.  143.    See  further.  City  of  Lex- 

291.    See  also  Humphrey  v.  Patron's  Mer-  ington  o.  Butler,  14  Wall.  282 ;  Commis- 

cantile  Ass.,  60  Iowa,  607.    Comp.  Elliott  sioners  v.  January,  94  U.  S.  202 ;  Weeks 

Bank  u.  W.  &  A.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Lea,  676.  v,  Ptopiert,  8  L.  R.  C.  P.  427. 
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(for  the  appointment  of  the  agent  need  not  be  by  seal  in  the  case 
of  ordinary  contracts),  corporations,  like  natural  persons,  are 
bound  only  by  the  acts  and  contracts  of  their  agents,  done  and 
made  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  (a)  ^ 

tract  by  parol,  and,  whether  ezpreised  or  implied,  for  goods  sold  and  delirered.  This 
was  a  relaxation  of  the  ancient  rule  of  the  common  law  to  the  same  extent  as  had 
already  been  made  b/  the  courts  of  tlie  United  States,  to  which  the  learned  judge 
(Patterson),  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  K.  B.  in  that  case,  alluded.  The  £ng- 
lish  court  took  care,  however,  **  to  disclaim  entirely  the  right  or  the  wish  to  InnoTate 
on  the  law  upon  anj  ground  of  inconrenience,  however  strongly  made  oat,"  but 
admitted  that  If  the  old  rule  had  been  treated  by  previous  decisions  with  some  degree 
of  strictness,  and  !f  "  the  principle,  in  fair  reasoning,  leads  to  a  relaxation  of  the  rule 
for  which  no  prior  decisions  can  be  found  expressly  in  point,  the  mere  circumstances 
of  novelty  ought  not  to  deter  us."  The  liberal  and  sound  reasoning  contained  in  this 
decision,  with  the  qualified  reserve  accompanying  it,  are  both  to  be  commended.  It 
was  further  declared,  hi  Church  v.  Imperial  O.  L.  Co.,  6  Ad.  &  £L  846,  that  it  made 
no  difference  as  to  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  sue  on  a  contract  entered  into  by  them 
wittiout  seal,  whether  the  contract  be  executed  or  executory.  In  the  case  of  The 
Mayor  of  Ludlow  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  &  W.  820,  in  the  Exchequer,  in  1840,  Baron  Rolfe 
gave  an  elaborate  discussion  and  judgment  on  the  question  how  far  a  corporation 
could  be  bound  by  a  contract  without  their  corporate  seal.  It  was  held  that  the  late 
English  cases  did  not  go  so  far  as  to  explode  the  old  rule,  or  to  hold  a  corporation 
bound  in  the  same  manner  as  individuals  by  executed  contracts.  The  general  rule  of 
the  necessity  of  a  seal  to  render  a  corporate  contract  valid  still  existed.  The  exception 
was  limited  to  small  matters,  or  those  not  admitting  of  delay,  or  where  the  rule  would 
greatly  obstruct  the  every  day  ordinary  convenience  of  the  body  corporate  without  an 
adequate  object,  or  where  the  conveyance  almost  amounted  to  necessity.  The  power 
of  accepting  bills  of  exchange  and  issuing  promissory  notes  came  within  the  principle 
of  the  exception.  The  decisions  in  Beverly  v.  The  Lincoln  G.  L.  ft  C.  Co.,  and  in 
Church  V.  Imperial  Gas  Light  Co.,  were  founded  on  the  principle  governing  the  excep- 
tions. The  decision  in  this  Exchequer  case  was  followed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  Brunswick,  in  Seelye  v.  Lancaster  Mill  Co.,  Kerr,  877 ;  and  these  decisions  tend 
to  narrow  the  doctrine  maintained  in  our  American  courts.  But  as  dealing  in  contracts 
with  corporate  bodies  has  become  too  common,  and  the  agency  of  corporations  of 
some  description  or  other  is  present  in  the  Infinite  business  concerns  of  the  countzy, 
it  becomes  very  difllcnlt  to  ascertain,  and  dangerous  to  mistake,  any  certain  test  by 
which  to  determine  whether  the  transaction  in  the  given  case  conies  within  tiie  prin- 
ciple of  the  exception  to  Uie  general  rule. 

(a)  Essex  Turnpike  Corporation  v,  Collins,  8  Mass.  209 ;  Clark  v.  Corporation  of 
Washington,  12  Wheaton,  40;  Bank  of  U.  8.  v,  Dandridge,  ib.  64;  Leggett  v.  New 
Jersey  Manufacturing  ft  Banldng  Co.,  Saxton's  (N.  J.)  Ch.  641,  April  term,  1832; 
Bank  of  the  Metropolis  u.  Guttschlick,  14  Peters,  10.  As  corporations  act  by  agents, 
they  are  responsible  in  damages  for  injuries  inflicted  through  their  means.  Goodloe 
V.  City  of  Cincinnati,  4  Ohio,  600.  A  special  action  on  the  case  will  lie  for  neglect 
of  corporate  duty  by  which  the  plaintiff  suffers.    Biddle  v.  Proprietors,  fte.,  7  Ms». 

"^  ^  As  to  Uabili^  of  corporations  for    corpiffmtion  or  of  tiie  directors,  see  90O, 
the  torts  and  frauds  of  directors,  see  284,    n.  1. 
n.  1.    As  to  transactions  ultra  trim  of  the 
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(7.)  Of  the  Corporate  Name,  —  It  is  a  general  rule  that  corpora- 
tions must  take  and  grant  by  their  corporate  name.  Without  a 
name,  they  could  not  perform  their  corporate  functions ;  and  a 
name  is  so  indispensable  a  part  of  the  constitution  of  a  corpora* 
tion,  that  if  none  be  expressly  given,  one  may  be  assumed  by 
implication.  (5)  A  misnomer  in  a  grant  by  statute,  or  by  devise, 
to  a  corporation,  does  not  avoid  the  grant,  though  the  right 
name  of  the  corporation  be  not  used,  provided  the  corporation 
really  intended  it  to  be  made  apparent  (e)  So  an  immaterial 
variation  in  the  name  of  the  corporation  does  not  avoid  its  grant ; 
though  it  is  not  settled,  with  the  requisite  precision,  what  varia- 
tions in  the  name  are  or  are  not  deemed  substantial.  The  general 
rule  to  be  collected  from  the  cases  is,  (d)  that  a  variation  from 
the  precise  name  of  the  corporation,  when  the  true  name  is 
necessarily  to  be  collected  from  the  instrument,  or  is  shown  by 
proper  averments,  will  not  invalidate  a  grant  by  or  to  a  corpora- 
tion, or  a  contract  with  it ;  and  the  modem  cases  show  an 
increased  liberality  *  on  this  subject.  For  a  corporation  to  •  293 
attempt  to  set  aside  its  own  grant  by  reason  of  misnomer 
in  its  own  name  was  severely  censured,  and  in  a  great  measure 
repressed,  as  early  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  (a) 

(8.)  Of  the  Power  to  elect  Members  and  make  By-laws.  —  The 
same  principle  prevails  in  these  incorporated  societies  as  in  the 
community  at  large,  that  the  acts  of  the  majority,  in  cases  within 
the  charter  powers,  bind  the  whole.  The  majority  here  means 
tfie  major  part  of  those  who  are  present  at  a  regular  corporate 
meeting.  There  is  a  distinction  taken  between  a  corporate  act 
to  be  done  by  a  select  and  definite  body,  as  by  a  board  of  direc^ 
tors,  and  one  to  be  performed  by  the  constituent  members.     In 

160.  The  powen  aod  responsibilities  resulting  from  coiporate  agents  are  very  fully 
considered,  and  the  substance  of  aU  the  decisions  is  given  in  AngeU  &  Ames  on  Cor- 
poratioiiB,  c.  9. 

(6)  [Biarriott  &  PascaU's  Case],  1  Leon.  163 ;  Anon.,  1  Salk.  191 ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  474, 
475 ;  1  Kyd  on  Corporations,  284,  337,  260,  253 ;  10  Co.  28.  b,  29,  b. 

(c)  Case  of  the  Chancellor  of  Oxford,  10  Co.  57,  b ;  Inhabitants  v.  String,  5  Halst. 
828. 

{d)  1  Kyd  on  Corp.  280,  252;  6  Ca  64,  b;  10  Co.  126.  a;  Road  Co.  v,  Creeger, 
5Harr.  &  J.  122 ;  African  Society  ».Varick,  13  Johns.  88 ;  The  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Myers, 
6  Serg.  &  n.  12;  Woolwich  v.  Forrest,  Pennington,  84 ;  Inhabitants  v.  String,  5  Halst. 
323 ;  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Cole,  8  Pick.  232 ;  AngeU  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
60.61. 

(a)  Jenk.  Cent.  288,  case  6, 270,  case  88 ;  10  Co.  126,  a. 
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the  latter  case,  a  majority  of  those  who  appear  maj  act ;  but  in 
the  former,  a  majority  of  the  definite  body  must  be  present,  and 
then  a  majority  of  the  quorum  may  decide,  y^  This  is  the  general 
rule  on  the  subject ;  and  if  any  corporation  has  a  different  modi- 
fication of  the  expression  of  the  binding  will  of  the  corporation,  it 
arises  from  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  or  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion. (6)  ^  The  power  of  election,  or  the  supplying  of  members 
in  the  room  of  such  as  are  removed  by  death  or  otherwise,  is  said 
to  be  a  power  incident  to  and  necessarily  implied  in  every  aggre- 
gate corporation,  from  the  principle  of  self-preservation,  (c)  But 
it  seldom  happens  that  an .  opportunity  is  afforded  for  the  ap- 
plication of  this  principle,  because  the  power  of  election  must 

(6)  Rex  V,  Varlo,  Cowp.  248;  I  Kyd  on  Corp.  308.  400,  424;  1  Bl.  Coinm.478; 
The  King  v,  Bellringer,  4  T.  R.  810 ;  The  King  v,  MiUer,  6  T.  H.  268 ;  The  King  c. 
Bower,  1  B.  &  C.  492 ;  Rex  v.  Whittaker,  9  B.  &  C.  648 ;  Ex  parte  WiUcocks,  7  Cowen, 
402 ;  Field  v.  Field,  9  Wend.  894,  403 ;  Gibson,  J.,  in  St  Mary's  Church,  7  Serg.  &  R. 
617.  See  the  subject  of  the  legality  and  organization  of  corporate  meetings,  and  all 
cases  relating  thereto,  examined  in  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  c.  14, 452,  8d  ed. 
The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  665,  sec.  27,  have  declared  that  when  any  power, 
authority,  or  duty  is  confided  by  law  to  three  or  more  persons,  or  whenever  ihree  or 
more  persons  or  officers  are  authorized  or  required  to  perform  any  act,  the  power  msy 
be  exercised  by  a  majority,  upon  a  meeting  of  aU  the  persons  so  intrusted  or  empow- 
ered, unless  special  provision  be  otherwise  made.  It  is  also  a  general  principle  of  law, 
of^which  this  statute  provision  is  partly  declaratory,  that  in  a  case  of  mere  prir&te 
authority  and  confidence,  unless  provision  be  made  to  the  contrary,  the  whole  body 
must  meet  and  agree  in  the  decision ;  but  that  in  matters  of  public  concern,  or  in 
some  respects  of  a  general  nature,  and  all  meet,  the  act  of  the  majority  will  bind. 
Commonwealth  v.  Canal  Com.,  9  Watts,  466;  Green  v.  Miller,  0  Johns.  89.  Vide 
infra,  638.  On  a  reference  to  three  arbiters,  if  all  meet,  the  award  of  two  is  valid. 
Meiklejohn  v.  Young,  Stuart  (Lower  Canada),  48.  But  this  is  contrary  to  the  general 
rule. 

(c)  Hicks  V,  Town  of  Launceston,  1  Rol.  Abr.  613,  614 ;  8  East,  272,  n.,  b.  a 

1  However,  in  a  case  where  the  articles  such  a  way  as  to  sacrifice  its  interests, 
of  association  were  silent,  and  the  business  and  thus  to  defraud  the  mi  nority .  Brewer 
of  a  company  was  usually  conducted  by  v.  Boston  Theatre,  104  Mass.  878;  Atwool 
any  two  out  of  a  board  of  six  directors,  it  v.  Merry  weather,  L.  R.  6  £q.  464 ;  Pick- 
was  held  that  two  were  a  quorum.  In  r$  ering  v.  Stephenson,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  822. 
Tavistock  Iron  Works  Co.,  Lyster's  Case,  [Menier  v.  Hooper's  Telegraph  Works, 
L.  R.  4  Eq.  233.  9  L.  R.  Ch.  360;  Hawes  v.  Oakland,  104 

A  majority  either  of  directors  or  stock-  U.  S.  460 ;   Greenwood  u.  Freight  Co., 

holders  have  no  right  to  exercise  their  106  U.  S.  13.] 
power  of  controlling  the  corporation  in 


y^  Craig  v.  First  Presbyterian  Chuich,  88  Penn.  St.  42 ;  Coimty  of  Cass  o.  Johiir 
ston,  96  U.  S.  860. 
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be  exercised  *  under  the  modifications  of  the  charter  or  *294 
statute,  of  which  the  corporation  is  the  mere  creature,  and 
which  usually  prescribes  the  time  and  manner  of  corporate  elec- 
tions, and  defines  the  qualifications  of  the  electors.  If  this  be 
not  done  to  the  requisite  extent  in  the  act  or  charter  creating  the 
corporation,  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  corporation  itself,  by  its  by- 
laws, to  regulate  the  manner  of  election,  and  the  requisite  proof  of 
the  qualifications  of  the  electors,  in  conformity  with  the  principles 
of  the  chai-ter.  (a) 

It  was  decided,  in  the  case  of  Newling  v.  Francis^  (J)  that 
when  the  mode  of  electing  corporate  officers  was  not  regulated 
by  charter  or  prescription,  the  corporation  might  make  by-laws 
to  regulate  the  elections,  provided  they  did  not  infringe  the  char- 
ter. (<?)  And  in  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth  of  Penn%ylvan%a 
T.  Woelpevy  (d)  it  was  held  that  a  corporation  might,  by  a  by-law, 
give  to  the  president  the  power  of  appointing  inspectors  of  the 
corporate  elections,  and  also  define  by  by-laws  the  nature  of  the 
tickets  to  be  used,  and  the  manner  of  voting.  All  such  regu- 
lations rest  in  the  discretion  of  the  corporation,  provided  no 
chartered  right  or  privilege  be  infringed,  or  the  law  of  the  land 
violated.  It  is  settled  that  a  by-law  cannot  exclude  an  integral 
part  of  the  electors,  nor  impose  upon  them  a  qualification  incon- 
sistent with  the  charter,  or  unconnected  with  their  corporate 
character,  (e)     Though  in  the  case  of  elections  in  public  and 

(a)  2  Kjd  on  Corp.  20,  80.  Though  the  charter  gives  to  a  select  body  the  power 
to  make  by-laws,  it  does  not  devest  the  body  of  corporations  at  large  of  the  same 
right.  King  v.  Westwood,  4  6.  A  C.  781 ;  LoveU  v.  Westwood,  2  Dow  &  Clark,  21. 
niere  is  this  distinction  on  the  subject,  that  if  the  power  of  making  by-laws  be  com- 
mitted to  tlie  corporate  body  at  large,  they  may  delegate  that  power  to  a  select  body 
representing  them ;  but  if  the  power  be  given  to  a  select  body,  they  cannot  delegate 
that  power. 

(6)  [3]  T.  R.  189. 

(c)  See  also  Rex  v.  Spencer,  8  Burr.  1827 ;  2  Kyd  on  Corp.  26,  81 ;  King  ».  West- 
wood,  7  Bing.  1. 

(cO  8  Serg.  &  R.  29. 

(«)  Rex  r.  Spencer,  8  Burr.  1827.  [See  Queen  r.  Saddlers'  Co.,  10  H.  L.  C.  404.] 
The  general  law  on  the  subject  of  valid  bylaws  Is  well  digested  in  1  Woodd.  T^c. 
496-aOO.  No  director  can  be  excluded  by  the  board  of  directors  of  a  banking  institu- 
tion from  inspecting  the  books  of  the  bank ;  and  the  court  will,  in  a  proper  case, 
enforce  the  right  by  mandamus.  It  must,  however,  be  in  a  case  of  a  clear  right,  and 
for  tome  just  or  useful  purpose.  The  People  v,  Throop,  12  Wend.  183 ;  Hatch  v.  City 
Bank  of  New  Orleans,  1  Rob.  (La.)  470.  The  right  in  this  last  case  was  considered 
as  belonging  to  the  Individual  stockholders.  [People  r.  Pacific  M.  S.  Co.,  60  Barb. 
280.    But  see  296,  n.  (d)] 
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municipal  corporations,  and  in  all  other  elections  of  a  public 
nature^  every  vote   must  be  personally  given;  (/)  yet  in  the 

case  of  moneyed  corporations,  instituted  for  private  pui^ 
*  295  poses,  it  has  been  held  *  that  the  right  of  voting  by  proxy 

might  be  delegated  by  the  by-laws  of  the  institution  when 
the  charter  was  silent,  (a) 

It  is  a  question  not  definitely  settled,  whether  the  officers  of  a 
corporation,  who  are  directed  to  be  annually  elected,  can  continue 
in  office  after  the  year,  and  until  others  are  duly  elected  in  cases 
where  the  time  of  election  under  the  charter  has  elapsed,  either 
through  miBtake,  accident,  or  misfortune ;  and  there  is  no  provi- 
sion in  the  charter  for  the  case.^  In  the  case  of  public  officers, 
who  are  such  de  facto  acting  under  color  of  office  by  an  election 
or  appointment  not  strictly  legal,  or  without  having  qualified 
themselves  by  the  requisite  tests,  or  by  holding  over  after  the 
period  prescribed  for  a  new  appointment,  as  in  the  case  of  sheriffia, 
constables,  &c. ;  their  acts  are  held  valid  as  respects  the  rights 
of  third  persons  who  have  an  interest  in  them,  and  as  concerns 
the  public,  in  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.  (6) 

(/)  Case  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Femes,  Daries,  1S9 ;  Attorney  General  v. 
Scott,  1  Veg.  413. 

(a)  The  State  v.  Tudor,  6  Day,  829.  In  New  Tork  (R.  S.  i.  604),  at  the  election 
of  corporate  officers  in  corporations  of  a  private  nature,  except  library,  religious,  and 
moneyed  corporations,  stockholders  may  vote  by  proxy.  In  Phillips  r.  Wickham, 
1  Paige,  508,  the  chancellor  doubts  the  validity  of  the  right  of  voting  by  proxy,  when 
the  power  is  not  given,  either  expressly  or  impliedly,  in  the  act  creating  the  instttn- 
tion.  And  in  Taylor  r.  Griswold,  2  Green  (N.  J.).  228,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
Jersey,  after  a  fall  and  learned  discussion,  it  was  held  to  be  a  principle  of  the  connnon 
law,  that,  where  an  election  depended  upon  the  exercise  of  judgment,  the  right  coold 
not  be  deputed ;  and  that  it  required  legislative  sanction,  before  any  corporate  body 
could  make  a  yalld  by-law  authorizing  members  to  vote  by  proxy.  Ttie  authority 
of  the  case  of  The  State  v.  Tudor,  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as  eaaentiaUy 
shaken. 

(h)  The  King  v.  Lisle,  Andrew,  163 ;  TIte  People  v.  Collins,  7  Johns.  640 ;  Jones 
p.  Gibson,  1  N.  H.  206 ;  Johnston  v.  Wilson,  2  id.  202;  Anon.,  12  Mod.  256.  In  the 
matter  of  the  M.  &  H.  Railroad  Co.,  19  Wend.  186,  146;  Plymouth  v.  Painter,  17 
Conn.  686;  The  State  v.  Allen,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  188;  Sprague  v,  Bailey,  10  Pick.  496. 
In  this  last  case  it  was  held  that  a  collector  of  taxes  was  not  responsible  for  the  regu- 
larity of  the  town  meeting,  or  the  vaUdity  of  the  rotes  at  the  meeting  at  which  the 
Ux  was  granted.   It  is  a  usual  and  wise  prorision  in  public  charters,  that  the  oflleen 

1  A  city  marshal  does  not    Beck  v,  647.    The  next  proposiUon  of  the  text  la 
Hanscom,  0  Fost  213.    But  see,  as  to  the  confirmed  by  Prescott  v.  Hayes,  48  N.  H. 
clerk  of  a  private  corporation.  South  66;  Tenable  v.  Curd,  2  Head,  668 ;  Goo- 
Bay  Meadow  Dam  Co.  v.  Gray,  80  Me.  lidge  v.  Brigham,  2  AUen,  888;  ib.  668. 
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This  general  principle  has  been  applied  to  the  officers  of  a 
piivate  moneyed  corporation,  so  far  as  concerns  the  rights  of 
others ;  (e)  and  the  sounder  and  better  doctrine  I  apprehend  to 
1)6,  that  where  the  members  of  a  corporation  are  directed  to  be 
annaally  elected,  the  woitis  are  only  directory,  and  do  not  take 
away  the  power  incident  to  the  corporation  to  elect  afterwards, 
when  the  annual  day  has,  by  some  means,  fi'ee  from  design  or 
fraud,  been  passed  by.  (d) 

*  The  statute  of  11  Geo.  I.  c.  4,  was  made  expressly  to  *  296 
prevent  the  hazard  and  evils  of  a  dissolution  of  the  cor* 
poration  from  the  omission  to  elect  on  the  day  ;  and  it  seems  to 
admit  of  a  question  whether  the  statute  was  not  rather  declara- 
tory (for  so  it  has  been  called),  and  introduced  to  remove  doubts 
and  difficulty,  (a)  The  election,  when  it  does  take  place,  must 
be  had,  and  the  assent  of  a  majority  of  the  corporation  to  any 
transaction  concerning  the  corporation  must  be  given,  when  the 
members  of  the  coiporation  are  duly  assembled  collegialiter ;  and 

directed  to  he  annually  appointed  shall  continue  in  office  until  other  fit  persons  shall 
be  appointed  and  sworn  in  their  plaoee.  This  wai  the  case  in  the  charter  granted  to 
the  dty  of  New  York,  in  1666,  and  again  hi  17dO.  Bj  the  English  sUtute  of  1  Vio^ 
toria,  c  l^^fur  the  refftdation  of  municipal  eorporatwfm,  It  waa  declared  that  the  election 
af  persons  to  corporate  olBces  should  not  be  qneationed  for  want  of  title  in  the  persona 
presiduig  at  such  elections,  prorided  such  persona  were  in  actual  possession  of,  and 
had  taken  upon  themaeWes  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  such  office. 

{e)  Baird  v.  Bank  of  Washuigton,  11  Serg.  &  R.  411 ;  Bank  of  the  United  8Utes 
9.  Dandridge,  12  Wheaton,  64 ;  Lehigh  Bridge  Co.  r.  Lehigh  Coal  Company, 
4  Bawie,  1. 

(d)  Hides  V.  Town  of  Launceston,  1  RoL  Abr.  613;  Foot  v.  Prowse,  Major  of 
Thuo,  Str.  686;  8  Bro.  P.  C.  167, 8.  o.;  The  Queen  v.  Corporation  of  Durham,  10 
Mod.  146 ;  The  People  o.  Runkel,  9  Jr*-^,  147 ;  Trustees  of  Vernon  Society  v.  Hills, 
6  Cowen,  23;  McCall  v.  Byraoi  Manufacturing  Co.,  6  Conn.  428;  NashTille  Bank  o. 
Petway,  3  Humpli.  (Tenn.)  622.  But  see  Rex  v.  Poole,  7  Mod.  196,  Cases  temp. 
Hardw.  20  [23] ;  2  Barnard.  K.  B.  447,  s.  o.,  contra ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor 
in  Phillips  v,  Wickham,  1  Paige,  690,  seems  also  to  be  amtra.  In  the  case  of  Rex  n, 
Poole  (Cases  temp.  Hardw.  20  [28],  Lord  Hardwicke  speaks  doubtfully  of  the  common 
law  on  this  point ;  though  he  refers  to  the  case  of  Lansdown,  in  Rolle's  Abridgment, 
where  an  election  eight  days  after  the  charter  day  was  held  good,  for  that  the  day 
WIS  only  directory.  But  be  admitted  that  the  mention  of  hours  on  the  election  day 
was  merely  directory,  and  not  restrictive.  In  the  case  Ex  parte  Heath,  3  HUl,  42,  it 
was  held  that  where  a  statute  required  an  oiBdal  act  to  be  done  by  a  given  day, 
for  a  public  purpose,  it  was  merely  direetury  as  to  time,  and  the  act  done  on  a  succeed- 
ing day  was  held  yalid. 

ia)  The  King  o.  Pasmore,  3  T.  R.  288,  246,  246.  By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes, 
if  any  corporation  shall  not  organiie  and  commence  the  transaction  of  its  business 
within  one  year  from   the  date  of  its    incorporation,  its  corporate  powers  shall 
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they  must  act  iimul  et  semeU  and  Dot  scatteringlj,  and  at  several 
times  and  places,  (i) 

The  power  to  make  by-laws  is  either  expressly  given  or  tacitly 
annexed,  as  being  Necessarily  incident  to  corporate  bodies  to 
enable  them  to  fulfil  the  purposes  of  their  institution  ;  and  when 
the  objects  of  the  power,  and  the  persons  who  are  to  exercise  it, 
are  not  specially  defined  in  the  charter,  it  is  necessarily  limited 
in  its  exercise  to  those  purposes,  and  resides  in  the  body  politic 
at  large.  It  is  usual,  howeyer,  in  the  charter  creating  the  cor- 
poration, to  vest  the  power  of  making  by-laws  in  a  select  body, 
as  for  instance  in  a  board  of  trustees  or  directors.  (<?)  These 
corporate  powers  of  legislation  must  be  exercised  reasonably,^ 
and  in  sound  discretion,  and  strictly  within  the  limits  of  the 
charter,  and  in  perfect  subordination  to  the  constitution  and 
general  law  of  the  land,  and  the  rights  dependent  thereon. 
Subject  to  these  limitations,  the  power  to  make  by-laws  may 
be  sustained  and  enforced  by  just  and  competent  pecuniary 
penalties,  (i) 

(6)  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Femea,  Daviet,  180-182;  Peirca  0.  New  Orleant 
Bailding  Co.,  9  La.  307.  In  like  manner,  the  acta  of  joint  arbitrators,  as  well  as  all 
other  judicial  acts,  must  take  place  in  the  presence  of  each  other.  Stal worth  9. 
Inns,  18  M.  &  W.  466;  Moore  r.  Executors  of  Moore,  Coxe  (N.  J.),  144.  When  a 
corporation  election  'has  been  irregularly  or  illegallj  conducted,  the  regular  and 
established  common-law  remedy  is  by  motion  for  leave  to  tile  a  9110  wammto  hiforma- 
tion.  Ex  parte  Murphy,  7  Cowen,  153;  Regina  v.  Alderson,  11  Ad.  &  £1.  1.  In 
New  York,  by  statute  (sess.  48,  c.  826,  sec.  0,  and  which  prorision  was  afterwardi 
incorporated  in  the  N.  Y.  R.  S.  i.  603,  sec.  6),  a  more  summary  and  easy  remedy 
was  prorided.  Any  person  aggrieved  by  any  such  corporate  election  may,  00 
giring  reasonable  notice,  apply  to  the  Supreme  Court,  who  are  to  proceed  forth widi, 
and  in  a  summary  way,  to  hear  the  affidavits,  proofs,  and  allegations  of  the  parties, 
and  to  establish  the  election,  or  order  a  new  election,  or  make  such  order  and  gtre 
such  relief  as  right  and  justice  may  require.  See  the  case  Ex  parU  HoloEiea,  6  Coven, 
426,  tp  that  effect. 

(c)  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  8d  ed.  c.  10. 

Id)  See  the  opinions  of  the  judges  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Weatwood,  7  BIng. 
1,  and  the  very  elaborate  opinion  of  the  assistant  rice-chancellor  of  New  York,  in 
Weaterrelt  v.  Corporation  of  the  City  of  New  York,  2  Hoff.  Ch. ;  and  see  Angell  & 
Ames  on  Corporatiops,  c.  10,  8d  ed.,  where  this  branch  of  the  subject  is  treated,  and 
with  great  and  exhausting  research.  Every  corporate  body  has  a  right  at  common 
law,  and  without  statute,  to  make  by-laws  needful  for  the  management  of  the  busi- 
ness and  property  of  the  corporation,  and  to  regulate  the  duties  aad  conduct  of  its 

1  A  question  generally  treated  as  one  L.  C.  404.    The  special  treatises  must  be 

of  law  for  the  court.    Vedder  v.  Fellows,  consulted  for  a  discosslon  of  what  by-laws 

20  N.  Y.  126 ;  State  r.  Overton,  4  Zabr  corporations  may  past. 
486;  The  Queen  v.  Saddlers'  Co.,  10  K 
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*  (9-)  Of  the  Power  of  Removal.  —  The  power  of  amotion  *  297 
or  disfraucbisement  of  a  member  for  a  reasonable  cause, 
is  a  power  necessarily  incident  to  every  corporation.  It  was, 
however,  the  doctrine  formerly,  that  no  freeman  of  a  corporation 
could  be  disfranchised  by  the  act  of  the  corporation  itself,  unless 
the  charter  expressly  conferred  the  power,  or  it  existed  by  pre* 
Bcription.  (a)  But  Lord  Ch.  B.  Hale  held  (i)  that  every  corpo- 
ration might  remove  a  member  for  good  cause;  and  in  Lord 
Bruce  B  ease  (cr)  the  K.  B.  declared  the  modern  opinion  to  be 
that  a  power  of  amotion  was  incident  to  a  corporation.  At  last, 
in  the  case  of  7^  King  v.  RtchardsoUy  (d)  the  question  was  fully 
and  at  large  discussed  in  the  K.  B. ;  and  the  court  decided  that 
the  power  of  amotion  was  incident  and  necessary  for  the  good 
order  and  government  of  corporate  bodies,  as  much  as  the  power 
of  making  by-laws.     But  this  power  of  amotion,   as  the  court 

Mcen  sod  agents.  Savage,  C.  J.,  in  The  People  v.  Throop,  12  Wend.  183 ;  Child 
V,  Hudson's  Bay  Company,  2  P.  Wms.  209.  In  the  case  of  The  State  of  Louisiana, 
ex  reloL  Hatch  v.  The  City  Bank  of  New  Orleans,  decided  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Louisiana,  March,  1842,  it  was  adjudged  that  a  stockholder  and  director, 
wiUioQt  a  resolution  of  the  board,  had  no  right  to  inspect  the  stock  ledger  or  transfer 
book  containing  the  list  of  the  stock liolders.  [But  see  284,  n.  («).]  See  Rex  r. 
Bank  of  England,  2  B.  &  Aid.  620 ;  Rex  v.  Merchant  Tailors'  Company,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
115,  dted  in  support  of  the  decision;  and  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Throop,  in  19 
Wend.,  was  dted  in  support  of  the  dedsion  of  the  court  below.  But  a  corporation 
eannot,  by  a  by-law,  subject  to  forfeiture  shares  of  stockholders  for  non-payment  of 
instalments,  unless  the  power  be  expressly  granted  by  the  charter.  Corporations 
cannot  impose  penalties,  and  take  redress  into  their  own  hands.  Kirk  v.  Nowill, 
1  T.  B.  118;  In  the  matter  of  the  Long  Island  R.  R.,  10  Wend.  87.  How  far  and 
when  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  enforce  by  suit  the  payment  of  sub> 
scriptions  for  corporate  stock,  and  make  and  recover  assessments  for  the  same,  is 
fnUy  considered,  and  the  cases  critically  examined,  in  Angetl  &  Ames  on  Corpora- 
tions, 8d  ed.  c.  16.  In  Tuttle  v.  Walton,  1  Kelley  (Ga.),  48,  a  b3'-law  of  a  corporation, 
creating  a  lien  on  the  stock  of  the  members  for  their  corporate  debts,  is  valid  and 
binding  between  the  corporators,  and  even  as  against  a  purchaser  at  execution  of  the 
stock,  with  notice  of  the  lien,  and  when  the  lien  was  prior  in  time  to  the  lien  acquured 
under  the  judgment 

A  certificate  ofeorporaU  slocl*  is  transferable  by  a  blank  endorsement,  which  may 
be  fiUed  up  by  the  bolder,  by  writing  an  assignment  and  power  of  attorney  over  the 
signature  endorsed.  Kortright  v,  Buffalo  Commercial  Bank,  20  Wend.  91.  [See  ill. 
89,  n.  2,  adfin.] 

(a)  Bagg's  Case,  11  Co.  90,  a,  2d  resolution.  See  also  Sty.  477, 480;  1  Ld.  Raym. 
801;  2  id.  1566. 

(6)  Tidderly's  Case,  1  Sid.  14. 

(c)  2  Str.  810. 

(4l)  1  Burr.  517. 
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held  iu  that  case,  must  be  exercised  for  good  cause  ;  and  it  must 
be  for  some  offence  that  has  an  immediate  relation  to  the  duties 
of  the  party  as  a  corporator ;  for  as  to  offences  which  have  no 
immediate  relation  to  his  corporate  trust,  but  which  render  a 
party  infamous  and  unfit  for  any  office,  they  must  be  established 
by  indictment  and  trial  at  law  before  the  corporation  can  expel 
for  such  a  cause.  In  the  oase  of  The  Commonwealth  v.  St. 
Patrick  Soeiety^  (e)  while  it  was  admitted  to  be  a  tacit  condition 
annexed  to  the  corporate  franchise  that  the  membere  would  not 
oppose  or  injure  the  interests  of  the  corporate  body,  and  that 
expulsion  might  follow  a  breach  of  the  condition  ;  yet  it    was 

adjudged,  that,  witliout  an  express  power  in  the  chai-ter, 
*  298    no   member  could  be  disfranchised  unless  he  *  had  been 

guilty  of  some  offence  which  either  affected  the  interests 
or  good  government  of  the  corporation,  or  was  indictable  by  the 
law  of  the  land,  and  of  which  he  had  been  convicted.  If  there 
be  no  special  provision  on  the  subject  in  the  charter,  the  power 
of  removal  of  a  member  for  just  cause  resides  in  the  whole 
body,  (a)  But  a  select  body  of  the  corporation  may  possess  the 
power,  not  only  when  given  by  charter,  but  in  consequence  of  a 
by-law  made  by  the  body  at  large ;  for  the  body  at  large  may 
delegate  their  powers  to  a  select  body  as  the  representative  of 
the  whole  community,  (h) 

The  cases  do  not  distinguish  clearly  between  disfranchisement 
and  amotion.  The  former  applies  to  members,  and  the  latter  only 
to  officers ;  and  if  an  officer  be  removed  for  good  cause,  he  may 
still  continue  to  be  a  member  of  the  corporation.  (<?)  Disfran- 
chisement is  the  greater  power,  and  more  formidable  in  its  appli* 
cation ;  and  in  joint-stock  or  moneyed  corporations  no  stockholder 
can  be  disfranchised,  and  thereby  deprived  of  his  property  or  in- 
terest in  the  general  fund,  by  any  act  of  the  corporators,  without 
at  least  an  express  authority  for  that  purpose ;  (d)  and  unless  an 
officer  be  elected  and  declared  to  hold  during  pleasure,  the  power 
of  amotion,  as  well  as  of  disfranchisement,  ought  to  be  exercised 

(€)  2  Binney,  441.    See  also,  to  s.  p.,  WUlcock  on  Mon.  Corporatioiu»  27L 
(a)  The  King  0.  Lyme  Regis,  Doug.  140 ;  WUlcock  on  M.  C.  246 
(6)  lb.  and  3  Borr.  1S87. 
(c)  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  404, 8d  ed. 
(J)  lb.  406 ;  Bagg's  Case,  11  Co.  99. 
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in  a  just  and  reasonable  manner,  and  upon  due  notice  and  oppor* 
ianity  to  be  heard,  (e)  ^ 

(10.)  Corporate  Poipers  strictly  construed.  —  The  modern  doc- 
trine is  to  consider  corporations  as  having  such  powers  as  are 
specificallj  granted  by  the  act  of  incorporation,  or  as  are  neces- 
saiy  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  powers 
expressly  granted,  and  as  not  *  having  any  other.  The  *  299 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  declared  this  obvious 
doctrine,  (a)  and  it  has  been  repeated  in  the  decisions  of  the 
state  courts,  (h)    No  rule  of  law  comes  with  a  more  reasonable 

(e)  The  CommonweaUb  v.  Peon.  Beneficial  Institntion,  2  Serg.  &  R.  141.  Bat 
the  power  of  disfranchisement  and  amotion  is  to  be  exercised  by  the  corporation  at 
luge,  miless  it  be  bj  charter  expressly  confided  to  a  particular  person  or  select  body. 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  428»  Sd  ed.  In  this  last  edition  of  Messrs.  Angell  & 
Ames,  the  cases  in  which  the  power  of  amotion  or  disfranchisement  may  be  or  be  not 
exercised,  are  collected  and  reviewed ;  406,  424,  c.  12.  The  acceptance  of  another 
incompatible  office  does  not  operate  as  an  absolute  aroidanoe  of  the  former,  in  any 
case  where  the  party  could  not  devest  himself  of  that  office  by  his  own  act,  without 
the  concurrence  of  another.    King  v.  Patteson,  4  B.  &  Ad.  1. 

(a)  Head  v.  The  Providence  Insurance  Co.,  2  Cr.  167 ;  Marshall,  C.  J.,  4  Wheat. 
686;  Beaty  v.  Lessee  of  Kowler,  4  Pet.  163 ;  Taney,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  The  Bank 
of  Augusu  V,  Earle,  13  Pet  587  ;  Runyon  v.  Coster,  14  id.  122 ;  Story,  J.,  in  the  case 
of  The  Bank  of  the  IT.  S.  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheat.  68. 

[b]  The  People  v.  Utica  Insurance  Co.,  15  Johns.  358,  388 ;  19  id.  1,  s.  p. ;  The 
N.  T.  Fhremen  Insurance  Co.  v.  Ely,  5  Conn.  660 ;  The  N.  Y',  Firemen  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Sturges,  2  Cow.  664,  675;  The  N.  R.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lawrence,  8  Wend.  482 ; 
Savage,  C.  J.,  N.  R.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ely,  2  Cow.  709 ;  Life  &  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mechanic 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  7  Wend.  31 ;  First  Parish  in  Sutton  v.  Colo,  3  Pick.  232 ;  The  State  v. 
Stebbtns,  1  Stewart  (Ala.),  299 ;  Berlin  v.  New  Britain,  9  Conn.  180 ;  Angell  &  Ames 
on  Corporations,  239,  2d  ed.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  600,  sec.  3,  have 
declared  that  no  corporation  shall  possess  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers  not 
expressly  given  by  statute,  or  by  its  charter,  except  such  as  shall  be  necessary  to  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  so  enumerated  and  given.  The  case  of  Sharp  r.  Speir,  and 
Sharp  r.  Johnson,  4  Hill  (N.  T.),  76,  92,  are  samples  of  the  very  strict  and  even 
stringent  construction  of  the  powers  and  proceedings  of  municipal  corporations  in 
respect  to  assessments,  taxation,  and  sales  of  private  property.    By  the  New  York 

1  As  to  amotion,  see  Neale  v.  W\\,  16  the  country,  or  for  offences  compounded 

Csl.  145 ;  State  v,  Vincennee  University,  of  the  two  former.      People  v.  Medical 

S  Ind.  77 ;  The  Queen  v.  Saddlers'  Co.,  10  Society,  82  N.  T.  187, 194 ;  s.  c.  24  Barb. 

H.L.C.404;  [Ellison  9.  City  of  Raleigh,  570;    State   v.  Chamber  of  Commerce 

16  Rep.  757  (N.  C);  Mechanics'  Bank  r.  of  Milwaukee,  20  Wis.  68;   Society  for 

Burnet  Mfg.  Co.,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  236]    It  Visitation  of  Sick  v.  Meyer,  52  Penn. 

ii  said  that  a  member  of  a  corporation  St.   125.      See   State   v.  Jersey  City,  1 

ean  only  be  disfranchised  for  violation  Dutch.  536 ;  Roehler  v.  Mechanics'  Aid 

of  his  duty  to  it  as  a  member,  or  for  Soc,  22  Mich.  86. 
offences  as  a  citizen  against  the  laws  of 
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application,  consideriDg  how  lavishly  charter  privileges  have  been 
granted.  As  corporations  are  the  mere  creatures  of  law,  estab- 
lished for  special  purposes,  and  derive  all  their  powers  from  the 
acts  creating  them,  it  is  perfectly  just  and  proper  that  they  should 
be  obliged  strictly  to  show  their  authority  for  the  business  they 
assume,  and  be  confined  in  their  operations  to  the  mode,  and 
manner,  and  subject-matter  prescribed,  (tf)  y^  The  modem  lan- 
guage of  the  English  courts  is  to  the  same  efiPect ;  ((2)  and  in  a 
recent  case,  (e)  it  was  observed,  that  a  corporation  could  not 

ReYited  Statutes,  Sd  ed.  i.  808,  894,  aU  associationi  for  banking  purposes,  and  all 
banking  operations  unauthorized  by  law,  are  prohibited  under  a  penalty.  The  pro- 
hibition extends  equally  to  foreign  corporations  exercising  business  of  banking  in  this 
state. 

(c)  Corporate  acu  must  not  only  be  authorized  by  the  charter,  but  those  acts  must 
be  done  by  such  officers  or  agentt,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  charter  authorins. 
Taney,  C.  J.,  in  The  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  18  Pet.  687. 

(</)  Dublin  CorporaUon  v.  Attorney  General,  9  Bligh,  n.  a.  896. 

(e)  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Water  Works  Company,  3  B.  &  Aid.  1. 


yi  "  The  charter  of  a  corporation,  read 
in  connection  with  the  general  laws  ap- 
plicable to  it,  is  the  measure  of  its  powers, 
and  a  contract  manifestly  beyond  those 
powers  will  not  sustain  an  action  against 
the  corporation.  But  whatever  under  the 
charter  and  other  general  laws,  reason- 
ably construed,  may  fairly  be  regarded  as 
incidental  to  the  objects  for  which  the 
corporation  is  created,  is  not  to  be  taken 
as  prohibited."  Gray,  J.,  in  Green  Bay, 
&c.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Union,  &c.  Co.,  107  U.  8. 
98,  100;  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101 
U.  S.  71 ;  Davis  v.  Old  Colony  R.  R.  Co., 
131  Mass.  268 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Great 
Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  6  App.  Cas.  473 ;  s.  c. 
11  Ch.  D.  449 ;  Ashbury,  Ac  Ry.  Co.  r». 
Riche,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  663 ;  8.  c.  9  L.  R.  Ex. 
224.  See  Fertilizing  Co.  v.  Hyde  Park, 
97  U.  S.  669 ;  In  re  Exchange  Banking 
Co.,  21  Ch.  D.  619.  The  cases  are  re- 
viewed at  length  in  Davis  r.  Old  Colony 
R.  R.  Co.,  tupra. 

Even  the  unanimous  consent  or  ratifl* 
cation  of  the  shareholders  cannot  make 
such  contracts  valid.  Ashbury  Ry.,  &c. 
Ca  V  Riche,  tupra ;  Thomas  i\  Railroad 
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Co.,  iupra;  Grand  Lodge,  Ac.  v,  Stepp 
(Penn.,  1888).  17  Rep.  61 ;  National  Trust 
Co.  V.  Miller,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  166.  See 
Empire  Assurance  Corp.,  8  L.  R.  Ch.  540. 
A  contract  which  is  ultra  viret  being  void 
conveys  no  title.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics' 
Bank  v.  Baldwin,  23  Minn.  198;  First 
National  Bank  v.  Pierson,  24  Minn.  140. 
But  see  National  Pemberton  Bank  p. 
Porter,  126  Mass.  333.     ^ 

It  is  said  that  either  a  corporation  or 
one  dealing  with  it  may  be  estopped  from 
setting  up  the  defence  of  uitra  vire»  where 
they  have  received  the  benefit  of  the  con 
tract.  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow,  63 
N.  Y.  62;  Ward  v.  Johnson,  96  III.  216, 
240;  Booth  v.  Robinson,  65  Md.  419. 
436 ;  Pancoast  r.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  79 
Ind.  172.  But  see  Chambers  v.  Falkner, 
66  Ala.  448.  Of  course,  a  contract  which 
is  simply  vltra  vires  of  the  directors  may 
be  ratified  by  the  stockholders.  Irvine  v. 
Union  Bank,  2  App.  Cas.  866.  See,  fni^ 
ther,  Cleveland,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Himrod 
Furnace  Co.,  87  Ohio  St.  821 ;  State  w. 
Rice,  66  AU.  88. 
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bind  themselves    for  purposes  foreign  to  those  for  which  they 
were  established.     Where  a  corporation   was    created  for  pur- 
poses of  trade,  it  resulted  necessarily  that  they  must  have  power 
to  accept  bills   and  issue  notes.     But  if  a  company  be   formed, 
not  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  but  for  other  purposes,  as,  for  in- 
stance^  to  supply   water,  the  nature   of  their  business  does  not 
raise  a  necessary   implication   that  they  should   have   power  to 
make  notes  and  issue  bills  ;  and  it  seemed  to  be  doubted  whether 
there  must  not    be  an  express  authority  to  enable  them  to  do  it. 
The  acts   of  corporation-  agents  are  construed  with  equal  strict- 
ness; and   it  is  the  doctrine,  that  though  a  deed  l>e  signed  by  the 
president  and    cashier  of  a  corporation,  and  be   sealed   with  its 
coi-porate  seal,  yet  the  courts  may  look  beyond  the  seal, 
•  and  if  it  be   affixed  without  the  authority  of  the  direc-  *  300 
tors,  and    that   fact  be  made  affirmatively  to  appear,  the 
instrument    is    null  and  void,  (a)  ^ 

(a)  The    Mayor  and  ComtnonftUj  of  Colcliester  «.  Lowten,  1  Ves.  &  6.  245 ; 

THghman,  C-  J.,  in  the  case  of  St.  Mark's  Church,  7  Serg.  &  R.  630 ;  Leggett  v.  N.  J. 

Man.  &  Banking:  Co.,  [Saxton,  541.]     Every  act  of  a  public  body  acting  under  statute 

antfaority,  which  is  to  derest  an  owner  of  his  property  for  any  public  purpose,  with- 

oat  his  consent.  Is  to  be  strictly  and  rigidly  pursued.     Van  Wickle  v.  Railroad  Co., 

2 Green  (N.  J.),  102;  The  King  v.  Bagshaw,  7  T.  R.  368;  The  King  v.  Mayor  of 

liTerpool,  4  Burr.  2244  ;  Rex  r.  Croke,  Cowp.  26 ;  Westervelt  v.  Corporation  of  New 

York,  2  Hoff .  Ch.     See  also  299,  n.  (6),  the  cases  of  Sharp  v.  Speir,  and  of  Sharp  v. 

Johnson.     There  is  a  very  valuable  discussion  on  the  nature,  power,  and  restric- 

tioD  of  the  transfer  of  corporate  stock  in  c.  16  of  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 

3d  ed.  409,  and  the  numerous  American  cases  are  there  cited  and  examined.    The 

subject  is  rather  of  too  practical  a  nature  to  admit,  in  a  work  of  this  character,  of  a 

digest  of  the  many  and  nice  distinctions,  and  I  must  refer  the  student  to  tlie  treatise 

itself. 


^  Ulira  Vires.  —  (a)  UUgaUtg.  —  It  Is 
dear  that  when  a  corporation  is  created 
by  a  public  act  which,  either  expressly 
or  by  necessary  implicatior,  prohibits  its 
making  certain  contracts,  as  agninst  pub- 
lic policy,  such  contracts  are  void  like 
other  illegal  contracts,  although  made 
with  the  consent  of  all  the  sharciiolders ; 
and  the  corporation  is  not  estopped  to  set 
op  the  defence  of  ultra  vires  when  sued 
upon  them.  East  Anglian  R.  Co.  v. 
Bastem  Counties  R.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  775; 
KacGregor  v.  Dover  &  Deal  Ry.,  18  Q.  B. 
618;  Chambers  v.  Manchester  &  M.  R. 


Co.,  5  Best  &  Sm.  588;  /ii  r«  National 
Permanent  Bldg.  Soc,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  309; 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  North  Stafford- 
shire R.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  593 ;  Taylor  v. 
Chichester  &  Midhurst  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2 
Ex.  366,  369,  879,  383 ;  Hood  v.  N.  Y.  & 
N.  H.  R.  R.,  22  Conn.  602;  Pearce  p. 
Madison  &  Indianapolis  R.  R.,  21  How. 
441.  Probably  the  same  rule  might  be 
applied  if  the  charter  were  a  private  act^ 
although  the  English  courts  are  some- 
times careful  to  state  that  the  act  of  in- 
corporation is  a  public  act,  as  it  very 
generally  is.  AnU,  i.  460.  n.  1.  Cf. 
[409] 
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4.  Of  the  ViBltatlon  of  Corporatloiis.  —  I  proceed  next  to  con- 
sider the  power  and  discipline  of  visitations  to  which  corpora- 


Heineoc.  Eleni.  Jur.  Cit.  gee.  ord.  Inst 
§  62,  note.  The  rule  u  laid  down  in 
general  terras  in  Zabriskie  v.  Cleveland, 
Columbus,  &  C.  R.  K.,  23  How.  S81,  39a 
See  also  Crampton  v,  Varna  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 
7  Ch.  662,  668. 

The  question  of  uiira  virt»  is  mainly 
one  of  construction,  therefore,  but  there 
has  been  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
the  principles  on  which  charters  are  to  be 
construed  in  this  respect  Any  dealing 
with  the  funds  of  a  company  by  its  man- 
agers in  any  manner  not  distinctly  au- 
thorized by  the  act  has  been  said  to  be 
Illegal,  Lord  Langdale,  in  Colman  r. 
Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.,  10  Deay.  1, 14; 
Selden,  J.,  in  BiBsell  v.  Michigan  S.  &  N. 
Ind.  R.R..  22  N.  Y.  268, 294,206;  &c.,4c. ; 
while  other  Judges  would  go  no  further 
than  tlie  first  statement  in  this  note.  In 
the  latter  view  corporations  are  only  cluus 
tered  partnerships,  and  the  franchise,  &c, 
merely  convenient  means  of  effecting 
the  partnership  purposes.  Admitting  the 
provisions  as  to  the  purposes  to  which 
the  capital  is  to  be  appropriated  are  not 
merely  for  the  Iwnefit  of  shareholders, 
but  make  any  other  appropriation  malum 
prohibitum^  such  provisions  have  been 
thought  not  to  have  tliat  effect  on  every 
appropriation  which  is  not  so  far  author- 
ized as  to  be  binding  on  a  dissenting 
minority  of  shareholders.  In  other  words, 
it  has  been  thought  that  some  express  or 
implied  statutory  prohibitions,  although 
sufficiently  distinct  to  give  a  dieaenting 
minority  a  right  to  prevent  contrary 
action,  are  not  to  be  taken  as  going  further 
than  to  protect  the  minority,  and  do  not 
make  unanimous  action  illegal.  8ee  dis- 
senting opinion  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Taylor 
v.  Chichester  &  Midhurst  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 
2  Ex.  356,  383,  382;  s.  c.  reversed,  L.  R. 
4  H.  L.  628;  Comstock.  J.,  in  Bissell  v. 
Michigan  S.  &  N.  Ind.  R.  R.,  22  N.  Y.  268, 
270.    In  Shrewsbury  &  Birmingham  R. 
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Co.  p.  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  6  H.  L.  C.  118, 188, 
137,  the  different  statements  of  the  role 
in  previous  cases  are  thought  to  be  sub- 
stantially similar. 

It  is  probable  that,  in  this  country  at 
least,  an  act  creating  a  corporation  for 
specific  objects  would  not  be  strictly  con- 
strued as  prohibitory  of  all  other  dealingt 
or  transactions  not  coming  within  the 
exact  scope  of  those  designated,  if  thej 
were  fairiy  incident  to  the  objects  named. 
Brown  v,  Winnissimmet  Co.,  11  Allen, 
326,334;  Vandall  v.  South  S.  F.  Dock 
Co.,  40  Cal.  83.  88 ;  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Rodrigues,  47  III.  188.  But  a  ood- 
tract  which  is  entirely  unconnected  whfa 
the  purposes  to  which  the  funds  of  the 
corporation  are  to  be  applied,  or  which  on 
its  face  will  cause  the  funds  to  be  applied 
to  other  objects,  is  illegal  and  void.  East- 
em  Counties  R.  Co.  v.  Hawkes.  6  H.  L.  C 
331,  848 ;  East  Anglian  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern 
Counties  R.  Co.,  11  C.  B.  776;  Taylor 
V.  Chichester  &  Midhurst  R.  Co..  L.  R. 
2  Ex.366, 360, 878;  Batemano.Mid-Walei 
R.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  490,  608;  Pearce  e. 
Madison  &  Ind.  R.  R.,  21  How.  441 ;  Bof- 
f ett  V.  Troy  6  Boston  R  R.  Co.,  40  N.  T. 
168,  172;  Pennsylvania,  DeL  4  Md. 
Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Dandridge,  8  GUI  &  J. 
248;  Orr  tr.  Lacey,  2  Dougl.  (Mich.)  290; 
Abbott  r.  Baltimore  &  R.  Steam  Packet 
Co.,  1  Md.  Ch.  642;.  Downing  v.  Mount 
Washington  Road  Co.,  40  N.  H.  280; 
Strauss  v.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.,  6  Ohio  St.  5»; 
and  cases  last  cited.  Thus  a  railwaj 
company  is  probably  authorized  to  pro- 
vide such  carriage  by  land  or  water  on 
the  line  of  its  road  as  may  be  fairly  be  con- 
sidered incident  to  the  due  employment 
of  the  railway.  South  Wales  R.  Ca  v. 
Redmond,  10  C.  B.  n.  a.  676, 667 ;  Bof  ett 
9.  Troy  &  Boston  R.  R.,  40  N.  Y.  168;  bat 
it  has  been  held  that  it  cannot  engage  in 
a  new  and  distinct  enterprise,  such  as 
running  a  line  of  steamboats,  beyond  and 
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tions  are  subject.     It  is  a  power  applicable  only  to  ecclesiastical 
and  eleemosynary  corporaiions ;  (b)  and  it  is  understood  that  no 

{h)  1  Bl.  Comm.  480;  2  Kydon  Corp.  174. 


en  tire)  J  outside  of  the  line  of  transporta- 
tion contemplated  in  its  act,  Pearce  v. 
Madison  &  Ind.  R.  B.,  21  How.  441 ;  Coft- 
man  r.  Eastern  Counties  R.,  10  Bear.  1 ; 
see  10  C.  B.  n.  s.  686 ;  or  in  the  banking 
business,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds. 
Waldo  r.  Cliicago,  St.  P.  &  C.  R.  R.,  14 
Wis.  675.  See  40  Cal.  88.  As  to  nego- 
tiable paper,  see  291,  n.  1 ;  oral  insurance, 
ill.  267.  n.  1.  It  is  not  likei/,  however, 
that  railroad  charters  will  be  construed  so 
as  to  interfere  with  the  necessities  of 
through  traffic  over  connecting  lines. 
Thus,  it  la  perfectly  settled  in  this  country 
that  a  contract  for  carriage  beyond  the 
limlu  of  a  road  is  valid.  Poti,  d04,  n.  1. 
But  it  has  been  frequently  laid  down  that 
a  corporation  cannot  lease  or  alien  any 
franchise,  or  any  property  necessary  to 
perform  its  obligations  and  duties  to  the 
state,  without  legislatlTe  authority.  Black 
V.  Delaware  &  Raritan  Canal  Co.,  7  C.  E. 
Green,  130,  809;  New  York  &  Md.  L. 
R.  TL  V.  Winans,  17  How.  SO,  39;  Troy  & 
Rutland  R.  R.  r.  Kerr,  17  Barb.  681, 601 ; 
Hazlehurst  v.  Sarannah,  &c.  R  R.,  48  6a. 
13;  [Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  U.  a 
71 ;  Middlesex  R.  R.  Co.  v.  B.  &  C.  R.  R. 
Co.,  116  Mass.  347.    See  Ragan  v,  Aiken, 

9  Lea,  609;  Detroit  v.  Mutual  Oas  Light 
Co..  43  Mich.  604.]  So  the  power  of  a 
corporation  to  mortgage  Its  franchise  has 
been  denied.    Commonwealth  9.  Smith, 

10  Allen,  448;  Richardson  v.  Sibley,  11 
Allen,  05;  Pierce  v.  Emery,  32  N.  H.  484, 
(iOa  fBut  see  Detroit  v,  Mut.  Gas  Light 
Co.,  43  Mich.  604.] 

Statatory  provisions,  however,  are 
very  common  authorizing  railroad  com- 
panies to  let  their  roads  to  other  domestic 
or  even  to  foreign  corporations,  and  to 
take  leases  in  like  manner  of  connected 
roads.  Such  an  authority  mky  be  given 
to  a  corporation  already  in  existence,  and 
w4ien  tlie  duty  to  the  public  is  released 


a  minority  of  dissenting  stockholders 
cannot  complain.  Black  i;.  Delaware  & 
Raritan  Canal  Co.,  7  0.  E.  Green  (22 
N.  J.  £q.),  Ida  See,  generally,  Central 
R.  R.  B.  Co.  V.  Macon,  48  Ga.  606.  So,  if 
a  corporation  has  no  public  or  quasi-public 
duties,  or  if  the  legislature  has  released  it 
from  tliem,  and  there  is  no  time  specified 
for  which  the  enterprise  must  be  con- 
tinued, a  majority  of  corporators  may 
abandon  the  enterprise,  and  sell  out  the 
property  of  the  company.  In  this  way 
one  company  has  sometimes  been  amal- 
gamated with  anotlier,  by  selling  its 
property,  the  members  taking  stock  of  the 
other  company  in  payment,  and  dissent- 
ing members  being  paid  the  value  of  their 
share  of  the  whole  property  in  question. 
Lauman  v,  Lebanon  Valley  R.  R.,  80 
Penn.  St.  42;  Grata  v.  Penn.  R.  R.,  41 
Penn.  St.  447.  See  the  discussion  in 
Black  V,  Delaware  &  Raritan  Canal  Co., 
7  C.  E.  Green,  130,  404  etaeq.;  Treadwell 
V.  Salisbury  Man.  Co.,  7  Gray,  398,  404. 
It  is  otherwise  wlien  the  charter  declares 
that  the  undertaking  shall  be  continued 
for  a  definite  time.  Zabriskie  v.  Hacken- 
sack  6  N.  T.  R.  R.,  3  C.  E.  Green,  178. 
(As  to  resolutions  for  winding  up,  which 
are  part  of  the  same  transaction  as  an 
amalgamation  ultra  vires,  tee  In  re  Irriga- 
tion Co.,  Ex  parte  Fox,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  176, 
186.)  For  there  is  a  limit  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature  even,  to  authorize  the  ap- 
plication of  the  corporate  funds  to  new 
purposes,  or  to  change  the  object  of  the 
incorporation,  in  this  country,  on  ac- 
count of  the  constitutional  prohibition  of 
laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  con- 
tracts. Ante,  i.  419,  n.  1.  Compare,  as  to 
the  effect  of  a  reservation  of  the  power  to 
amend.  Ac.,  Durfee  v.  Old  Colony  &  F.  R. 
R.  R.,  6  Allen.  230;  Zabriskie  v.  Hacken- 
sack  &  N.  T.  R.  R.,  $upra.  But  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
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other  corporations  go  under  the  name  of  eleemosynary  but  col- 
leges, schools,  and  hospitals,  (c?)     The  visitation  of  civil  corpora- 

(c)  1  Woodd.  Lee  474. 


legifllature,  and  that  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  memben  er  contraeta,  referred  to  infta, 
must  be  kept  distinct  from  the  doctrine 
of  ultra  vir^a,  or  statutory  illegality,  which 
is  not  helped  by  the  assent  of  all  tlie 
members. 

There  are  some  apparent  exceptions  to 
the  general  rule  as  to  contracts  uUra  vires. 
When  an  act  m  its  external  aspect  is 
within  the  general  powers  of  a  company, 
and  is  only  unauthorized  because  it  is 
done  with  a  secret  unauthorized  intent, 
this  defence  will  not  prevail  against  a 
stranger  who  dealt  with  the  company 
without  notice  of  such  intent.  Miners' 
Ditch  Co.  V,  Zellerbach,  87  Cal.  643. 57S ; 
Norwich  v.  Norfolk  li.  Co..  4  El.  &  Bl. 
807,  448 ;  Madison  &  I.  R.  R.  v.  Norwich 
Sayings  Soc,  24  Ind.  457,  462 ;  and  cases 
cited  an/e,  291,  n.  1 ;  Claim  of  Ebbw  Vale 
Co.,  L.  R.  8  £q.  14.  But  in  these  cases  a 
dissenting  stockiiolder  would  have  his 
remedy  against  the  company.  Forrest  v. 
Manchester,  S.  &  L.  R.  Co.,  7  Jur.  x.  s.  887 ; 
ib.  749;  s.  c.  30  Beav.  40;  Shrewsbury 
6  Birmingham  R.  Co.  v.  N.  W.  R.  Co., 
6  H.  L.  C.  1 13, 187.  This  seems  to  be  one 
of  the  few  cases  in  which  acts  may  be 
illegal  as  towards  the  members  of  a  com- 
pany, because  in  excess  of  statutory 
powers,  and  yet  bind  the  company  to 
strangers. 

When  the  transaction  which  is  uitra 
vires  is  only  an  incident,  and  the  principal 
matter  is  witliin  the  company's  powers, 
the  latter  may  be  upheld ;  as  in  case  of  a 
yalid  mortgage  and  void  note  for  a  certain 
sum,  Scott  V.  Colbum,  26  Beav.  276; 
or  of  a  valid  bond  and  void  mortgage, 
Philadelphia  &  Sunbury  B.  R.  v.  Lewis, 
38  Penn.  St  83. 

When  a  conveyance  or  instrument 
which,  under  ordinary  circumstances, 
would  pass  the  property  in  goods  or  lands, 
is  made  to  a  corporation  in  violation  of  a 
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provision  of  its  charter,  as  when  canal- 
boats  are  purchased  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany not  having  authority  to  do  so,  or 
when  a  preferential  lien  of  wool  ii  given 
to  secure  advances  by  a  bank  forbidden 
to  advance  money  on  tlie  security  of 
merchandise,  the  property  will  pass,  not- 
withstanding the  prohibition.  Parish  r. 
Wheeler,  22  N.  Y.  494,  604;  Ayers  v. 
South  Australian  Banking  Co.,  L.  K.  3 
P.  C.  648,668.    See492,n.  1. 

Again,  in  some  cases  where  a  party 
has  lent  money  which  has  gone  to  pay 
debts  of  the  borrower,  the  lender  may  be 
subrogated  to  the  rights  of  tlie  psidofl 
creditors,  although  he  could  not  have 
maintained  an  action  directly.  But  thif 
seems  to  be  the  limit  of  those  cases  wiiere 
there  has  been  a  recovery  on  the  ground 
that  the  corporation  has  had  the  benefit 
of  the  money.  In  re  National  Permanent 
Benefit  Bldg.  Soc,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  809, 313; 
In  re  Cork  &  Youghal  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Cb. 
748.  Compare  Jenner  v.  Morris,  3  l)e  G., 
F.  &  J.  46,  62 ;  ante,  146.  n.  1.  Much 
stronger  language  was  used  in  a  case  of  i 
corporation  which  seems  to  have  been 
formed  by  registered  articles  (/ff/l-o),  and 
it  was  intimated  that  a  corporation  could 
not  in  any  case  escape  paying  for  a  con- 
sideration which  it  had  received,  although 
the  contract  might  be  void  if  wholly  un- 
executed. Bradley  v,  Ballard,  66  III 
413.  It  is  not  supposed,  however,  that 
such  a  general  principle  is  sustained  by 
authority.  See,  besides  the  cases  cited 
above,  Crampton  o.  Varna  R.  Co.,  L.  B> 
7  Ch.  662. 

{b)  Companies  formed  btf  Regitlend 
Deed.  — •  When  companies  arc  formed  in 
this  way,  the  question  is  no  longer  of 
illegality,  bat  of  contract 

There  is  a  class  of  transactions  which, 
althongh  unauthorized  by  the  deed  of 
settlement,    and    therefore    inTalid  t$ 
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tions  is  bj  the  government  itself,  through  the  medium  of  the 
courts  of  justice.     And  in  the  case  of  the  failure  or  want  of  a 


igainst  a  disiezitiog  shareholder  (whether 
entexvd  into  bj  the  directors  or  hy  the 
▼ote  of  a  general  meeting),  are  legal  if 
assented  to  hy  all,  or  mny  become  bind- 
ing by  acquiescence  and  lapse  of  time, 
e.g.  allowing  memben  to  withdraw  on 
improper  terms.  Brotherhood's  Case,  31 
Bear.  805 ;  Erans  v.  Smallcombe,  L.  R. 

5  H.  L.  240.  But  see  Spackroan  v.  Evans, 
ib.  171 ;  Houldsworth  v.  Evans,  ib.  263 ; 
Dixon's  Case,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  77.  See,  gen- 
erally. Imperial  Bank  of  China,  &c.  r. 
Bank  of  Hindustan,  &c.,  L.  R.  6  £q.  01; 
In  re  Irrigation  Co.,  Ex  parte  Fox,  L.  R. 

6  Ch.  176, 185. 

(c)  Powere  of  Directore  and  Agents.—' 
In  general,  persons  dealing  with  the  last- 
described  class  of  companies  are  bound  to 
look  to  the  terms  of  the  deed,  as  is  shown 
by  the  cases  next  cited.  And  when  a 
transaction  is  on  its  face  beyond  the 
powers  of  the  directors  as  manifested  by 
the  registered  articles  of  association,  the 
company  is  not  bound.   Balfour  u.  Ernest, 

5  C.  B.  H.  s.  601.      See  Ernest  v.  NichoUs, 

6  H.  L.  C.  401 ;  In  re  German  Mining  Co., 
4  De  6.,  M.  &  6. 10, 40, 61 ;  In  re  London, 
Hamburg,  &  Continental  Exch.  Bank, 
L.  R.  0  Eq.  270 ;  Ex  parte  Eagle  Ins.  Co., 
4K.  ft  J.  549;  Reams  r.  Leaf,  1  H.  &  M. 
681,  706.  But,  although  directors  have 
been  thought  to  be  special  rather  than 
general  agents  in  England,  an  act  within 
their  general  powers  will  bind  the  com- 
pany, notwithstanding  certain  prelimi- 
naries to  the  due  exercise  of  the  power 
have  not  been  complied  with  or  do  not 
exist,  when  such  preliminaries  lie  pecu- 
liarly withm  the  knowledge  of  the  direc- 
tors. A  party  dealing  with  them  is  en- 
titled to  presume  that  the  directors  are 
acting  lawfully  in  what  they  do.  (Colo- 
nial Bank  v.  Willan,  6  L.  R.  P.  C. 
417.  But  see  Alexander  v.  Cauldwell, 
88  N  T.  480;1  /r  f«  Land  Credit  Co. 
of  Ireland,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  460,  460;  N.T. 


&  N.  H.  B.  R.  V.  Schuyler,  34  N.  Y. 
80,  68,  78;  Fountaine  v.  Carmarthen 
R.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  316,  322 ;  Koyal 
British  Bank  v.  Turquand,  6  E.  &  B. 
248;  6  id.  327;  Totterdell  o.  Fareham 
Brick  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  674 ;  Zabriskie 
17.  CleveUnd,  C.  &  C.  R.  R.,  23  How.  381 ; 
De  Voss  V.  Richmond,  18  Gratt.  (Va.) 
338.  See  Madison  &  I.  R  R.  v.  Norwich 
Savings  Soc.,  24  Ind.  467  ;  ante,  201,  n.  1 ; 
poet,  621,  n.  1.  And  so  it  has  even  been 
held  that  a  policy  issued  from  the  reg- 
istered office  of  a  company,  and  appearing 
on  its  face  to  be  consistent  with  the  arti- 
cles of  association,  &c.,  will  be  binding 
although  the  persons  who  signed  it  as 
directors,  and  who  had  caused  the  seal  to 
be  made  with  which  it  was  sealed,  had 
acted  without  authority.  In  re  County 
Life  Ass.  Co.,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  288.  See  also 
In  re  Bonelli's  Telegraph  Co.,  Collie*s 
Claim,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  246;  5  Am.  Law 
Rev.  280.  But  see  D'Arcy  v.  Tamar, 
Kit  Hill,  &  Callington  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2 
Ex.  158 ;  explained  L.  R.  12  Eq.  253, 250. 

But  this  principle  does  not  apply  to 
acts  done  by  the  agent  of  a  public  cor^ 
poration,  although  of  a  kind  wliich  he  is 
sometimes  authorized  to  perform,  if  his 
authority  is  made  by  the  charter  to  depend 
on  the  passing  of  an  ordinance,  or  a  vote 
recorded  in  books  open  to  the  public, 
and  no  such  ordinance  or  vote  has  been 
passed,  or,  if  passed,  would  show  on  its 
face  that  the  act  in  question  was  not 
within  the  authority  conferred.  In  such 
a  case  the  representations  of  the  agent 
would  not  be  binding  on  the  corporation, 
as  the  person  dealing  with  him  is  charge- 
able with  notice  of  the  true  extent  of  his 
powers.  Ante,  201,  n.  1 ;  Clark  v.  Des- 
moines,  10  Iowa,  100,  216;  Zottman  v. 
San  Francisco,  20  Cal.  06 ;  Herzo  v.  San 
Francisco,  33  Cal.  184,  148;  Marsh  v. 
Fulton  County,  10  Wall.  676.  And  it  has 
been  held  in  certain  cases  where  general 
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visitor  over  a  private  eleemosynary  foundation,  the  duties  of 
a  vii^itation  devolve,  in  England,  upon  the  crown,  and  are  exer- 
cised at  the  present  day,  not  by  the  K.  B.,  but  by  the  I^ord 
Chancellor  in  his  visitatorial  capacity,  (rf)  As  it  has  been  dete^ 
mined  in  New  York  (e)  that  the  chancellor  cannot  act  in  a  visi- 
tatorial character,  the  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case  would  revert  to 
the  courts  of  law,  according  to  the  ancient  English  practice,  to 
be  exercised  under  common-law  process.  (/) 

To  eleemosynary  corporations,  a  visitatorial  power  is  attached 

as  a  necessary  incident.     The  nature  and  extent  of  this  power 

were  well  explained  by  Lord  Holt,  in  his  celebrated  judgment 

in  the  case  of  Philips  v.  Buiy.  (jg)     If  the  corporation  be 

*  801   public,  in  the  strict  sense,  the  government  *  has  the  sole 

right,  as  trustee  of  the  public  interest,  to  inspect,  regulate, 
control,  and  direct  the  corporation,  and  its  funds  and  franchises, 
because  the  whole  interest  and  franchises  are  given  for  the  pub- 
lic use  and  advantage.  Such  corporations  are  to  be  governed 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  land.  The  validity  and  justice  of 
their  private  laws  are  examinable  in  the  courts  of  justice ;  and 
if  there  be  no  provision  in  the  charter  how  the  succession  shall 
continue,  the  law  supplies  the  omission,  and  says  it  shall  be  by 
election.  But  private  and  particular  corporations,  founded  and 
endowed  b}"^  individuals  for  charitable  purposes,  are  subject  to 
the  private  government  of  those  who  are  t^e  efficient  patroas 
and  founders.  If  there  be  no  visitor  appointed  by  the  founder, 
the  law  appoints  the  founder  himself,  and  his  heirs,  to  be  the 

{d)  The  Attorney  General  r.  Dixie,  13  Ves.  519 ;  Tlie  Same  v.  Clarendon,  17  id. 
491. 

(e)  Auburn  Academy  v.  Strong,  1  Hopk.  Ch.  278. 

(/)  Rex  17.  Bishop  of  Chester,  Str.  797. 

(^)  Skinner,  447 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  ^  «.  c. ;  2  T.  R.  846. 

authority  had  been  conferred  to  do  a  claia  6  Barb.  218 ;  Swift  v.  WilUamsbnrgh,  24 

of  acts  upon  the  happening  of  a  ceruin  Barb.  427 ;  Treadwell  v.  Hancock  County, 

event,  as  a  condition  precedent  in  each  11  Ohio  St.  188.    The  principle  has  also 

case,  that  the  corporation  was  not  bound  been  put  on  the  general  ground  thst 

by  the  representation  of  the  agent  tJiat  it  where  the  representation  goes  to  the  Teiy 

had  happened.    The  condition  precedent  existence  of  the  power  the  principal  is  not 

was  of  a  kind  not  lying  within  the  ex-  bound.    23  N.  Y.  468.     But  this  oiustbe 

elusive  knowledge  of  the  agent    Mayor  ^^^  ^>'b  some  caution.    An  ampliflca- 

of  Baltimore  v.  Eschbach,  18  Md.  276;  tion  of  this  note  1^  the  same  hand  will  be 

Gould  ».  Sterling,  23  N.  Y.  439,  464 ;  iovoi^  6  Am.  Law  Ber.  276  st  as?.    See 

Halstead  v.  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  ^^l,  n.  1 ;  632,  n.  1. 
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Tisitors.  The  vibitatorial  power  arises  from  this  property  which 
the  fountler  assigned  to  support  the  charity ;  and  as  he  is  the 
aathor  of  the  charity,  the  laws  give  him  and  his  heirs  a  visitatorial 
(lower ;  that  is,  an  authority  to  inspect  the  actions  and  regulate 
the  behavior  of  the  members  that  partake  of  the  charity.  This 
power  is  judicial  and  supreme,  but  not  legislative.  He  is  to 
judge  accoi-ding  to  the  statutes  and  rules  of  the  college  or  hos- 
pital ;  and  it  was  settled,  by  the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt,  in  the 
case  of  Philips  v.  Bury  (and  which  opinion  was  sustained  and 
afiSrmed  in  the  House  of  Lords),  that  the  decision  of  the  visitor 
(whoever  he  might  be)  was  final,  and  without  appeal,  because 
the  doctiine  is,  that  the  founder  reposes  in  him  entire  confidence 
that  he  will  act  justly,  (a)  In  most  cases  of  eleemosynary  estab- 
lishments, the  founders  do  not  retain  this  visitatorial  power  in 
themselves,  but  assign  or  vest  it  in  favor  of  some  certain  specified 
trustees  or  governors  of  the  institution.  It  may  even  be  inferred, 
from  the  nature  of  the  duties  to  be  performed  by  the  corporation 
or  trustees  for  the  persons  interested  in  the  bounty,  that  the 
founders  or  donors  of  the  charity  meant  to  vest  the  power  of 
visitation  in  such  trustees.  This  was  the  case  with  Dartmouth 
College  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
*  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Dartmouth  College  *  802 
V.  Woodward,  (a)  Where  governors  or  trustees  are  ap- 
pointed by  a  charter,  according  to  the  will  of  the  founder,  to 
manage  a  charity  (as  is  usually  the  case  in  colleges  and  hospi- 
tals), the  visitatorial  power  is  deemed  to  belong  to  the  trustees  in 
their  corporate  character.  (6) 

The  visitors  of  an  incorporated  institution  are  a  domestic  tri- 
bunal, possessing  an  exclusive  jurisdiction,  from  which  there  is 
DO  appeal.  It  is  an  ancient  and  immemorial  right  given  by  the 
common  law  to  the  private  founders  of  charitable  corporations, 

(a)  In  Shipley's  Case,  who  wu  expelled  from  his  college  in  Oxford  Unirereity  for 
pahUshing  a  libel  nnd  being  gailty  of  general  hnmomlity,  he  appealed  to  tiie  king  as 
visitor,  and  the  appeal  was  heard  before  Lord  Chancellor  Camden.  The  judgment  of 
Uie  chancellor  was  most  masterly,  and  the  decree  of  the  dean  and  chapter  was  reversed, 
ts  most  arbitraiy  and  unjust,  and  contrary  to  the  "  first  principles  of  common  justice." 
Campbell's  laves  of  the  Lord  Chancellors,  t.  964. 

(a)  4  Wheaton,  618. 

{h)  Stoij,  J.,  in  4  Wheaton,  674, 675 ;  1  Bl.  Comm.  482 ;  Case  of  Sutton's  Hospital, 
10  Co.  33,  a,  b ;  Philips  v.  Bury,  si^iro;  Green  r.  Rutlierforth,  1  Ves.  462 ;  Attorney 
General  p.  Hiddleton.  2  Yes.  387. 
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or  to  those  whom  they  have  nominated  and  appointed  to  viait 
the  charities  they  called  into  existence.  The  jurisdiction  is  to 
be  exercised  within  the  bosom  of  the  corporation,  and  at  the 
place  of  its  existence,  (c)  Assuming,  then  (as  is  almost  uni- 
versally tlie  fact  in  this  country),  that  the  power  of  visitation 
of  all  our  public  charitable  corporations  is  vested  by  the  founders 
and  donors  of  the  charity,  and  by  the  acts  of  incorporation,  in  the 
governors  or  trustees  who  are  the  assignees  of  the  rights  of  the 
founders,  and  stand  in  their  places,  it  follows  that  the  trustees 
of  a  college  may  exercise  their  visitatorial  power  in  sound  dis- 
cretion, and  without  being  liable  to  any  supervision  or  control 
80  far  as  respects  the  government  and  discipline  of  the  institu- 
tion, and  so  far  as  they  exercise  their  powers  in  good  faith,  and 
within  the  limits  of  the  charter.  They  may  amend  and  repeal 
the  by-laws  and  ordinances  of  the  corporation,  remove  its  officers, 
correct  abuses,  and  generally  superintend  the  management  of 
the  trust,  (rf) 

This  power  of  visitation  Lord  Hardwicke  admits  to  be  a  power 
salutary  to  literary  institutions;  and  it  arose  from  the  right 
which  every  donor  has  to  dispose,  direct,  and  regulate  his  own 

property  as  be  pleases ;  cvjuB  est  dare  efua  est  disptmere. 
*808    •  Though  the  king  or  the  state  be  the  incipient  founder, 

(^fundatar  ineipiens^j  by  means  of  the  charter  or  act  of 
incorporation,  yet  the  donor  or  endower  of  the  institution  with 
funds  is  justly  termed  the  perficient  founder  (^fundator  per- 
ficiens') ;  and  it  was  deemed  equitable  and  just  at  common  law 
that  he  should  exercise  a  private  jurisdiction  as  founder  in  his 
forum  domesticum  over  the  future  management  of  the  trust  (a) 

(c)  The  Yisitor  is  to  proceed,  whether,  upon  a  general  Tisitation  or  a  particular 
appeal  snmmarie,  simpiiciter^  et  de  piano  sine  slrepitu  atUjigura  judidi,  per  Lord  Mant* 
field,  in  The  King  v.  The  Bishop  of  Ely,  1  Wm.  Bl.  82. 

(d)  The  visitatorial  power  is  applied  to  control  and  correct  abuses,  and  to  enforce 
a  due  observance  of  the  statutes  of  the  charity ;  and  it  is  not  a  power  to  revoke  the 
gift,  or  change  its  uses,  or  to  devest  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  bounty.  Where 
the  power  is  vested  in  trustees,  it  is  an  hereditament  founded  in  property,  and  there 
can  be  no  amotion  of  them  from  their  corporate  capacity,  or  interference  with  the  just 
exercise  of  their  power,  unless  it  be  reserved  by  the  statutes  of  the  foundation  or 
charter,  except  in  clianoery  for  abuse  of  trust.    Allen  o.  M'Kean,  1  Sumner,  270. 

(a)  The  case  of  Sutton's  Hospital,  10  Co.  33.  a ;  Green  v.  Rutherforth,  1  Ves.478. 
The  institution  of  Sutton's  Hospital  Lord  Coke  extolled  as  a  work  of  charity  surpsst- 
ing  any  foundation  "  that  ever  was  in  the  Christian  world,  or  that  was  ever  seen  bjr 
the  eye  of  time."  (Pref.  to  10  Co.)  The  founder  was  Thomas  Sutton,  and  his  object 
was  to  establish  a  htupiud  for  the  relief  of  such  poor,  aged,  maimed,  needy,  aod 
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Bat  as  this  visitatorial  power  was  in  its  nature  summary  and 
final,  and  thei-efore  liable  to  abuse,  Lord  Hardwicke  was  not 
disposed  to  extend  it  in  equity.  It  is  now  settled  that  the  trus* 
tees  or  governors  of  a  literary  or  charitable  institution,  to  whom' 
the  visitatorial  power  is  deemed  to  vest  by  the  incoi-poration,  are 
not  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  law.  As  managera  of  the 
revenues  of  the  corporation,  they  are  subject  to  the  general 
superintending  power  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  not  as  itself 
possessing  a  visitatorial  power  or  right  to  control  the 
charity,  *  but  as  possessing  a  general  jurisdiction  in  all  *  804 
cases  of  an  abuse  of  trust,  to  redress  grievances,  and  sup- 
press frauds.  Where  a  corporation  is  a  mere  trustee  of  a  charity, 
a  court  of  equity  will  yet  go  further ;  and  though  it  cannot 
appoint  or  remove  a  corporator,  it  will,  in  case  of  gross  fraud, 
or  abuse  of  trust,  take  away  the  trust  from  the  corporation,  and 
vest  it  in  other  hands,  (a) 

There  is  a  marked  and  very  essential  difference  between  civil 
and  eleemosynary  corporations  on  this  point  of  visitation.  The 
power  of  visitors,  strictly  speaking,  extends  only  to  the  latter ; 
for  though  in  England  it  is  said  that  ecclesiastical  corporations 
are  under  the  juiisdiction  of  the  bishop  as  visitor,  yet  this  is  not 
that  visitatorial  power  of  wliich  we  have  been  speaking,  and  which 
is  discretionary,  final,  and  conclusive.     It  is  a  part  of  the  ecclesi* 

impotent  military  men,  and  captiTes  in  war,  and  other  persons,  as  should  be  deemed 
fit  objects  ;  and  to  establish  a  free  school  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  poor 
children  in  good  literature ;  and  provision  waa  likewise  to  be  made  for  the  maintenance 
of  religious  instruction  in  the  hospital,  under  the  superintendence  of  a  grave  and 
learned  divine.  His  real  estate  appropriated  consisted  of  the  charter  house  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  twenty  acres  of  land,  yielding,  when  Lord  Coke  reported 
the  case,  an  annual  income  of  j£3,600  sterling,  and  which  he  said  would  shortly  be 
£5,000.  This  charitable  purpose  was  aided  and  carried  into  effect  by  a  liberal 
charter  from  King  James ;  and  the  most  illustrious  names  in  England  were  nominated 
by  the  founder,  and  inserted  in  the  charter,  as  governors ;  and  the  charter  received, 
on  discussion,  the  sanction  of  all  the  judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  Such  a 
case  reflected  lustre  on  that  age ;  and,  considering  it  under  all  its  circumstances,  it 
was  preeminent  for  the  benevolence  of  its  object  as  weU  as  for  the  munificence  of  the 
donation. 

(a)  Attorney  General  r.  Governors  of  the  Foundling  Hospital,  2  Ves.  Jr.  42;  Ex 
parte  Greenhouse,  1  Madd.  92 ;  Story,  J.,  4  VlTheaton,  676.  The  strict  principles  and 
watchful  care  of  chancery,  in  respect  to  corporations  acting  as  trustees  of  charities 
and  chariuble  funds,  and  in  respect  to  free  schools  and  all  other  charitable  founda- 
tions, are  announced  with  much  force  in  the  late  English  cases,  as  see  Attorney  Gen- 
eral V.  Atherstone  Free  School,  8  Myl.  &  K.  644 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Mayor  of 
Newbury,  ib.  647. 
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astical  polity  of  England,  and  does  not  apply  to  our  religious 
corporations.  The  visitatorial  power,  therefore,  with  us,  applies 
only  to  eleemosynary  coi^porations.  Civil  corporations,  whether 
public,  as  the  corporations  of  towns  and  cities,  or  private,  as 
bank,  insurance,  manufacturing,  and  other  companies  of  the  like 
nature,  are  not  subject  to  this  species  of  visitation.  They  are 
subject  to  the  general  law  of  the  land,  and  amenable  to  the  judi- 
cial tribunals  for  the  exercise  and  the  abuse  of  their  powers,  (h) 
The  way  in  which  the  courts  exercise  common-law  jurisdiction 
over  all  civil  corporations,  whether  public  or  private,  is  by  writ 
of  mandamus^  and  by  informatioii  in  the  nature  of  quo  war- 
ranto.  («)  ^  It  is  also  well  understood  that  the  Court  of  Chan- 
eery  has  a  jurisdiction  over  charitable  corporations  for  breaches 
of  trust.  It  has  been  much  questioned  whether  it  had  any  such 
jurisdiction  over  any  other  corporations  than  such  as  were  held 

to  charitiible  uses.  The  better  opinion  seems,  however, 
*805.  to  be,   that  any  corporation,   *  chargeable   with   trusts, 

may  be  inspected,  controlled,  and  held  accountable, 
in  chancery,  for  an  abuse  of  such  trusts.  With  that  excep- 
tion, the  rule  is  understood  to  be,  that  all  corporations  are 
amenable  to  the  courts  of  law,  and  there  only,  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law,  for  nonuser  or  misuser  of  their 
franchises,  (a) 

{b)  I  Bl.  Comm.  480,  481. 

(e)  2  Kjd  on  Corporations,  174.  The  remedies  against  private  corporations  aggre- 
gate for  neglect  or  breach  of  dutj,  by  the  writ  of  mandamut  and  by  informali<m  in  fftc 
naiun  of  a  quo  warranto,  are  treated  at  large,  and  with  the  most  full  and  satisfactorj 
reference  to  authorities,  ancient  and  modem,  English  and  American,  in  Angell  & 
Ames  on  Corporations,  c.  20  and  21,  8d  ed. 

(a)  Attorney  General  v.  Utica  Insurance  Co.,  2  Johns.  Ch.  884-390;  1  Yes.  <168; 
2  Atk.  406,  407 ;  8  Mer.  875 ;  4  Wheaton,  App.,  20,  21 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Mayor 
of  Dublin,  1  Bligh,  n.  s.  312 ;  Sanderson  v.  White,  18  Pick.  328 ;  [Attorney  General  v. 
Tudor  Ice  Co.,  104  Mass.  289;]  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  8d  ed.  c.  19.  The 
Kew  York  Revised  Statutes,  iL  462,  have  given  to  the  chanceUor  jurisdiction  orer 

1  Common  weath  v.  Delaware   &   H.  Rolls  said  that  yisitorship  is  a  mere  nom- 

Canal  Co.,  43  Penn.  St.  295;  [State  v.  inal  office,  the  duties  and  functions  of 

MUwavkee  Chamber  of   Commerce,  47  which  are  rarely,  if  ever,  spontaneously 

Wis.  670.    See,  especially,  State  v.  M.  performed.   Attorney  General  v.  St.  Cross 

L.  8.  &  W.  Ry .  Co.,  46  Wis.  5791    With  Hospital,  17  Beav.  435 ;  Daugars  ».  Rivaa, 

xegard  to  the  next  proposition,  it  has  been  28  Bear.  238.     See  l^elson  v.  Cushingj 

held  tiiat  the  court  has  Jurisdiction  not-  2  Cush.  619;  State  v.  Adams,  44  Mo. 

withstanding  there  may  be  a  special  or  670. 
general  visitor,  and  the  Master  of  the 
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&  Of  tile  DiMohition  of  Corporatloiui.  —  A  corporation  may  be 
dissolved,  it  is  said,  by  statute ;  by  the  natural  death  or  loss  of 
all  the  members,  or  of  an  integral  part;  by  surrender  of  its 
franchises ;  and  by  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  through  negligence 
or  abuse  of  its  franchises.  (6) 

This  branch  of  the  subject  affords  matter  for  various  and  very 
interesting  inquiries. 

In  respect  to  public  or  municipal  corporations,  which  exist  only 
for  public  purposes,  as  counties,  cities,  and  towns,  the  legislature, 
under  proper  limitations,  have  a  right  to  change,  modify,  enlarge, 
restrain,  or  destroy  them  ;  securing,  however,  the  property  for 
the  uses  of  those  for  whom  it  was  purchased,  (c)  A  public 
corporation,  instituted  for  purposes  connected  with  the  adminis- 
tnition  of  the  government,  may  be  controlled  by  the  legislature, 
because  such  a  corporation  is  not  a  contract  within  the  purview 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  In  those  public 
corporations  there  is,  in  reality,  but  one  *  party,  and  the  *  806 
tnistees  or  governors  of  the  corporation  are  merely  trustees 
for  the  public.  A  private  corporation,  whether  civil  or  eleemosy- 
nary, is  a  contract  between  the  government  and  the  corporators ; 
and  the  legislature  cannot  repeal,  impair,  or  alter  the  rights 
and  privileges  conferred  by  the  charter,  against  the  consent,  and 
without  the  default,  of  the  corporation,  judicially  ascertained  and 
declared.  This  great  principle  of  constitutional  law  was  settled 
in  the  case  of  Dartmovth  College  v.  Woodward;  {a)  and  it  has 
been  asserted  and  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 

the  directors  and  other  trustees  of  corporations,  to  compel  them  to  account,  and  to 
suspend  their  powers  when  abused,  and  to  remove  any  trustee  or  officer  for  gross 
nisoonduct,  and  to  restrain  and  set  aside  alienations  of  property  made  by  them  con- 
trary to4aw  or  the  purposes  of  their  trust.  The  power  may  be  exercised  as  in  ordinary 
ease,  on  bill  or  petition,  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  general,  or  a  creditor,  director, 
or  trustee  of  the  corporation ;  and  these  equity  powers  exist  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
notwithstanding  the  like  Tisitatorial  powers  may  reside  elsewhere.    lb.  sec.  84. 

(6)  1  Bl.  Comm.  4S5 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations,  c.  22, 3d  ed.  In  this  coun- 
try, to  dissolye  a  private  corporation,  |1.]  By  statute,  there  must  be  a  power  for  that 
purpose  reserved  in  the  statute  or  charter  creating  it ;  (2.)  If  by  surrender,  there 
most  be  an  acceptance ;  (3.)  A  loss  of  an  integral  part  of  the  corporation,  so  that  the 
exercise  of  corporate  power  cannot  be  restored,  will  work  a  dissolution  ;  (4.)  A  for- 
feiture for  nonuser  or  misuser  must  be  by  the  Judgment  of  a  court  of  law.  Penobscot 
Boom  Corporation  o.  Lamson,  10  Me.  224 ;  Hodsdon  v.  Copeland,  ib.  314. 

(c)  Story,  J.,  9  Crancb,  52;  Gieenleaf's  Evidence,  sec.  331;  The  People  v.  Wren, 
4  Scam.  269. 

(a)  4  Wheaton,  518. 
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States,  in  several  other  cases,  aDtecedent  to  that  decisioD.  (b) 
But  it  has  become  quite  the  practice,  in  all  the  recent  acts  of 
incorporations  for  private  purposes,  for  the  legislature  to  reserve 
to  themselves  a  power  to  alter,  modify,  or  repeal  the  charter  at 
pleasure ;  and  though  the  validity  of  the  alteration  or  repeal  of  a 
charter,  in  consequence  of  such  a  reservation,  may  not  be  legally 
questionable,  (c)  yet  it  may  become  a  matter  of  serious  consider- 
ation in  many  cases,  how  far  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  could 
be  consistent  with  justice  or  policy.  If  the  charter  be  considered 
as  a  compact  between  the  government  and  the  individual  cor- 
porators, such  a  reservation  is  of  no  force,  unless  it  be  made  pai-t 
and  parcel  of  the  contract.  If  a  charter  be  granted,  and  accepted, 
with  that  reservation,  there  seems  to  be  no  ground  to  question 
the  validity  and  efficiency  of  the  reservation ;  and  yet  it 

*  807    is  easy  to  perceive  that  if  such  a  clause,  inserted  as  a  *for- 

mtda  in  every  charter  and  grant  of  the  government,  be 
sufficient  to  give  the  state  an  unlimited  control,  at  its  mere 
pleasure,  of  all  its  grants,  however  valuable  the  consideration 
upon  which  they  may  be  founded,  the  great  and  salutary  provision 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  so  far  as  concerns  all 
grants  fix>m  state  governments,  will  become  of  no  moment 
These  legislative  reservations  of  a  right  of  appeal  ought  to  be 
under  the  guidance  of  extreme  moderation  and  discretion.  An 
absolute  and  unqualified  repeal,  at  once,  of  a  charter  of  incor- 
poration of  a  money  or  trading  institution,  would  be  attended 
with  most  injurious  and  distressing  consequences.  According  to 
the  old  settled  law  of  the  land,  where  there  is  no  special  statute 
provision  to  the  contrary,  upon  the  civil  death  of  a  corporation, 
all  its  real  estate,  remaining  unsold,  reverts  back  to  the  original 

{b)  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cr.  88 ;  The  State  of  New  Jersey  i\  Wilson,  7  id.  164; 
Terret  v.  Taylor,  9  id.  43 ;  The  Town  of  Pawlet  v,  Clark,  ib.  292.  Granta  of  property 
and  of  franchises,  coupled  with  an  interest,  to  public  or  political  corporations,  are 
beyond  legislatire  control,  equally  as  in  the  case  of  the  property  of  private  corpors- 
tions.  Story,  J.,  in  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  697-700  ;  Town  of 
Pawlet  V.  Clark,  9  Cr.  292.  See  also  supra,  275.  If  a  charter  or  act  of  inoorporatioo 
be  procured  from  the  legislature,  upon  some  fraudulent  suggestion  or  concealmeDt 
of  a  material  fact,  made  by  or  with  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  persons  incor- 
porated, it  may  be  vacated  or  annulled  upon  scire  facias,  upon  the  relation  of  Uie 
attorney  general.    N.  Y.  Revised  Sututes,  ii.  579,  sec.  13. 

(c)  Parsons,  C.  J.,  2  Mass.  146 ;  Story,  J.,  4  Wheat.  708-712;  McLaren  v.  Fen- 
Dington,  I  Paige,  102. 
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grantor  and  his  heirs,  (a)  The  debts  due  to  and  from  the  cor- 
poration are  all  extinguished.  Neither  the  stockholders,  nor  the 
directors  or  trustees  of  the  corporation,  can  recover  those  debts, 
or  be  charged  with  them,  in  their  natural  capacity.  All  the 
personal  estate  of  the  corporation  vests  in  the  people,  as  suc^ 
Deeding  to  this  right  and  prerogative  of  the  crown  at  common 
law.  (b)     A  verj  guarded  and  moderate  example  of  these  legis- 

(a)  Co.  latt  13,  b ;  1  BI.  Comm.  484.  So,  where  title  to  land  is  yested  in  an  incor- 
porated tnmpike  company,  for  the  purpose  of  a  road,  and  the  road  is  abandoned,  the 
Und,  said  C.  J.  Nelson,  rcTerts  to  the  original  owner.  Hooker  v.  Utica  Turnpike  Co.^ 
12  Wend.  371.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  State  i;.  New  Boston,  11  N.  H.  407,  is  to 
tlie  same  effect ;  and  a  turnpike  road  under  a  charter  only  gives  an  easement  or  right 
of  way,  subject  to  the  toll.  The  right  of  soil  does  not  pass,  except  as  an  easement 
Shaw,  C.  J.,  s.  p.,  in  8  Mete.  266.  The  statute  law  of  Massachusetts  is  to  the  same 
effect.  Act  of  1804,  and  Revised  Statutes  of  1836.  But  in  New  York,  by  statute  of 
April  18,  1838,  c.  262,  wlienever  a  turnpike  corporation  becomes  dissolved,  or  the 
road  discontinued  by  the  company,  the  road  becomes  a  public  higliway.  By  the  N.  Y. 
Revised  Statutes,  i.  3d  ed.  712.  it  would  seem,  that  only  upon  the  dissolution  of  a 
tompike  corporation  6y  the  legislature,  the  rights  and  property  of  the  corporation  viest 
in  the  people.  Though  trustees  of  a  charity  under  a  will,  and  afterwards  incorporated, 
are  guilty  of  breaches  of  trust,  it  is  held  that  the  heirs  of  the  donor  have  no  resulting 
trust  or  beneficial  interest  accruing  therefrom,  and  that  they  could  not  sustahi  an 
application  in  chancery  to  compel  the  trustees  to  execute  the  trust  Sanderson  v. 
White,  18  Pick.  828. 

(fc)  Edmunds  u.  Brown,  1  Lev.  287 ;  Co.  Litt.  13,  b ;  8  Burr.  1868,  arg. ;  1  Bl.  Comm. 
484 ;  2  Kyd  on  Corp.  616 ;  State  Bank  v.  The  State,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  267 ;  Fox  v.  Horah, 
1  Ired.  Eq.  858.  In  this  case  in  N.  Carolina  the  rigorous  rule  of  the  common  law  was 
declared  by  Mr.  Justice  Gaston,  in  behalf  of  the  Supreme  Court ;  but  he  observed 
that,  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  N.  Carolina,  of  1831.  the  law  received  very  impor- 
tant alterations,  and  on  the  forfeiture  or  dissolution  of  a  corporation,  a  receiver  is  to 
be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the  corporate  property,  and  collect  the  debts  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  and  stockholders.  The  rule  of  the  common  law  has  in  fact 
become  obsolete  and  odious.  It  never  has  been  applied  to  insolvent  or  dissolved 
moneyed  corporations  in  England.  The  sound  doctrine  now  is,  as  shown  by  statutes 
and  judicial  decisions,  that  the  capital  and  debts  of  banking  and  other  moneyed 
eorporations  constitute  a  trust  fund  and  pledge  for  the  payment  of  creditors  and 
stockholders ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will  lay  hold  of  the  fund  and  see  that  it  be  duly 
collected  and  applied.  The  death  of  a  corporation  no  more  impairs  the  obligation  of 
contracts  than  the  death  of  a  private  person.  Story,  J.,  in  Wood  v.  Dummer,  8  Mason, 
809;  Lord  Redesdale,  in  Adair  r.  Shaw,  1  Scho.  &  Lef.  261,  262;  Mumma  v.  The 
Potomac  County,  8  Peters,  281 ;  Buckner,  Ch.,  in  Wright  v.  Petrie,  1  8m.  &  M.  Ch. 
819;  Mefi^  v.  The  Frankfort  Bank,  28  Me.  818.  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Missis- 
tippi.  of  July  26, 1848,  making  provision  for  proceeding  against  incorporated  banks 
for  violation  of  their  franchises,  declares  that  upon  a  judgment  of  forfeiture  the 
debtors  shall  not  thereby  be  released,  but  the  court  is  to  appoint  trustees  to  take 
charge  of  the  books  and  assets  of  the  bank,  and  to  sue  and  collect  the  debts,  and  sell 
the  property  of  the  bank,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
bank.  This  just  and  reasonable  provision  was  sustained,  in  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision, by  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  Mississippi,  in  the  case  of  Nevitt  v, 
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lative  reservations  annexed  to  a  charter  is  that  contained  in  the 
act  of  the  legislature  of  New  York  of  February  28, 1822,  c.  50, 
where  it  is  declared,  by  way  of  express  proviso,  that  the  legis- 
lature may,  after  the  expiration  of  five  years,  alter  and  modify 
and  expunge  the  act,  upon  condition^  nevertheless,  that  no 
alteration  or  modification  shall  annul  or  invalidate  the  contracts 
made  by  or  with  the  corporation,  and  that  the  corporation 

*  808    may  still  continue  a  *  corporation  so  far  as  to  collect  and 

recover,  and  dispose  of  their  estate,  real  and  personal,  and 
pay  their  debts,  and  divide  the  surplus,  (a) 

A  corporation  may  also  be  dissolved  when  an  integral  part 

*  809    of  the  corporation  is  gone,  without  whose  existence  *  the 

functions  of  the  corporation  cannot  be  exercised,  and  when 
the  corporation  has  no  means  of  supplying  that  integral  part,  and 
has  become  incapable  of  acting.  The  incorporation  becomes  then 
virtually  dead  or  extinguished,  (a)  But  in  the  case  of  The  King 
V.  Pasmore^  (b)  in  which  this  subject  was  most  extensively  and 
learnedly  discussed,  the  K.  B.  seemed  to  consider  such  a  disso- 
lution not  entirely  absolute,  but  only  a  dissolution  to  certain  pur- 
po$e$.  (c)     The  king  could  interfere  and  grant  a  new  charter, 

Bank  of  Port  Gibton,  [6  Sm.  &  M.  51 8 J  after  a  maaterly  conBideration  of  the  case. 
In  the  State  of  Louisiana,  hy  statute  in  1S42,  the  legislature  provided  for  the  dis- 
tribution annong  the  creditors  of  the  property  of  insolvent  corporations  mAoss  charUn 
had  become,  forf tiled :  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  constitutional  exercise  of  legislative 
power.  Mudge  v.  Commissioners,  &c.»  10  Rob.  (La.)  460.  The  statute  law  of 
Georgia  makes  a  permanent  provision  for  the  appropriation  of  the  assets  of  insol- 
vent banks,  who  shall  thereby  forfeit  their  charters  to  the  payment  of  their  debts. 
Hotchkiss's  Codification  of  the  Statute  Uw  of  Georgia.  862-363.  The  statute  law  of 
Kew  Jersey,  R.  8.  1847,  p.  138,  recognizes  a  distribution  of  the  stock  on  the  disso> 
lution  of  a  corporation  after  payment  of  its  debts.  White  v.  CampbeU,  5  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  88. 

(a)  By  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  i.  600,  sec.  9,  upon  the  dissolution  of  a 
corporation,  the  directors  or  managers  existing  at  the  time  (when  no  other  persona 
are  specially  appointed  for  the  purpose)  are  declared  to  be  trustees  for  the  creditors 
and  stockholders,  with  power  to  settle  the  concerns  of  the  corporation,  pay  the  debu, 
and  divide  the  surplus  property  among  the  stockholders.  Tiiis  is  a  just  and  wise 
provision,  and  gets  rid  altogether  of  the  inequitable  consequences  of  the  rule  of  the 
common  law.  And  in  Indiana,  also,  whenever  a  corporation  is  dissolved,  all  its 
property  vests  in  the  state  in  trust  to  pay  its  debts  and  discharge  its  contracts,  and 
the  residue,  if  any,  is  to  be  paid  over  to  the  stockholders.  Revised  Statutes  of 
Indiana,  1888,  p.  140.  In  North  Carolina,  a  similar  provison  is  made  aff  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  the  distribution  of  the  surplus  when  a  corporation  is  dissolved. 
Revised  Statutes  of  North  Carolina,  1837,  p.  120. 

(a)  1  Rol.  Abr.  614. 1.  1.  (b)  3  T.  R,  190. 

(c)  So,  in  the  case  of  The  Lehigh  Bridge  Company  ».  The  Lehigh  Coal  Company, 
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and  he  could  reDOvate  the  corporation  either  with  the  old  or  with 
new  corporators.  If  renovated  in  the  sense  of  that  case,  all  the 
former  rights  would  revive  and  attach  on  the  new  corporation, 
and,  among  others,  a  right  to  sue  on  a  bond  given  to  the  old  cor- 
poration. But  if  not  renovated,  then  the  dissolution  becomes 
absolute,  because  the  corporation  has  become  incapable  of  acting. 
In  the  case  of  a  new  incorporation,  upon  the  dissolution  of  an  old 
one,  the  title  to  the  lands  belonging  to  the  old  corpoi*ation  does 
not  revive  in  the  new  corporation,  except  as  against  the  state.  In 
England,  it  would  require  an  act  of  Parliament  to  revive  the  title 
as  against  the  original  grantor,  or  his  heirs ;  (cT)  but  it  would  be 
at  least  questionable  whether  any  statute  with  us  could  work 
such  an  entire  renovation,  because  vested  rights  cannot  be  de- 
vested by  statute.  When  a  corporation  has  completely  ceased 
to  exist,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  theory  of  a  continuance  of 
the  former  corporation  under  a  new  name  or  capacity.  It 
becomes  altogether  a  new  institution,  with  newly  created  rights 
and  privileges. 

It  is  said  that  a  corporation  may  be  dissolved  by  a  voluntary 
surrender  of  its  franchises  into  the  hands  of  government, 
as  well  as  by  involuntary  forfeiture  of  them,  through  a  total 
neglect  of  using  them,  or  using  them  illegally  and 
*  unjustly,  (a)  But  in  the  case  of  The  Kinffy.  The  City  of  •  810 
London,  Sir  George  Treby  (afterwards  Lord  0.  J.)  very 
forcibly  contended  that  a  corporation  could  not  be  dissolved  by 
a  voluntary  surrender  of  its  property,  because  a  corporation 
miglit  exist  without  property  ;  and  upon  that  argument  he  shook, 
if  not  destroyed,  the  authenticity  of  the  note  at  the  end  of  the 
case  in  Dyer,  of  The  Arcfibishop  of  Dublin  v.  Bruerton,  (J)  in 
which  it  was  stated  that  a  religious  corporation  might  be  legally 
dissolved  and  determined  by  a  surrender  of  the  dean  and  chapter, 
even  without  the  consent  of  the  archbishop.  So,  also,  in  the 
case  of  The  Corporation  of  Colchester  v.  Seaber,  (c)  the  corpora* 
tion  consisted  of  a  mayor,  eleven  aldermen,  eighteen  assistants, 

4  Rawle,  1,  the  loss  of  an  integral  part  of  a  corporation  was  held  to  work  a  dissolutloD 
for  certain  purposes  only,  and  that  an  entire  dissolution  was  the  result  of  a  perma- 
nent incapacity  to  restore  its  deficient  part,  and  did  not  happen  when  the  legitimate 
ezhtence  of  the  part  was  not  indispensable  to  a  Talid  election. 

{d)  1  Preston  on  Abstract  of  Titles,  273. 

(a)  1  Woodd.  Lee.  600;  Salk.  191. 

{b)  3  Dyer,  2S2,  b.  (c)  3  Burr.  1SS6. 
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and  eighteen  common  council ;  and  though  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men were  judicially  ousted  in  1740,  and  those  offices  continued 
vacant  until  1768,  when  a  new  charter  was  granted  and  accepted, 
it  was  held  by  the  K.  B.  that  the  corporation  was  not  dissolved 
by  all  these  proceedings,  including  the  natural  death  of  the 
mayor  and  aldermen,  subsequent  to  their  ouster.  This  case 
shows  that  a  corporation  possesses  a  strong  and  tenacious  prin- 
ciple of  vitality,  and  that  a  judgment  of  ouster  against  the 
mayor  and  aldermen,  notwithstanding  they  were  integral  parts  of 
the  corporation,  was  not  an  ouster,  though  a  judgment  against 
the  corporation  itself  might  be.  It  was  held,  in  argument  in 
that  case,  that  a  corporation  could  not  be  dissolved  but  in  three 
ways :  1.  By  abuse  or  misuser,  and  a  consequent  judicial  forfeit- 
ure ;  2.  By  surrender  accepted  on  record  ;  3.  By  the  death  of  all 
the  members.  It  was  admitted,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  cor- 
poration in  that  case  was  not  dissolved,  though  it  had  become 
incapable  of  enjoying  and  exercising  its  franchises;  and  the 
court  held  that  the  loss  of  the  magistracy  did  not  dissolve  the 
corporation.     The  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be,  that 

*  811  a  corporation  aggregate  may  *  surrender,  and  in  that  way 

dissolve  itself ;  but  then  the  surrender  must  be  accepted 
by  government,  and  be  made  by  some  solemn  act  to  render  it 
complete.  This  is  the  general  doctrine,  (a)  but  in  respect  to  the 
private  corporations,  which  contain  a  provision  rendering  the 
individual  members  liable  for  corporate  debts  due  at  the  time  of 
dissolution,  a  more  lax  rule  has  been  indulged.  It  was  held,  in 
the  Court  of  Errors  in  New  York,  in  Slee  v.  Bloom^  (6)  that  the 
trustees  of  a  private  corporation  may  do  what  would  be  equivalent 
to  a  surrender  of  their  trust,  by  an  intentional  abandonment  of 

(a)  Boston  Glass  Manufactory  v,  Langdon,  24  Pick.  40 ;  Angell  &  Ames  on  Cor* 
porations,  6d6,  2d  ed.  In  the  case  of  the  charter  of  Connecticut,  where  tliere  had 
been  for  some  time  an  involuntary  nonuser  of  its  privileges,  by  submission  to  the 
authority  of  Sir  Edmund  Andross,  the  ablest  •counsel  in  England,  consisting  of  Mr. 
Ward,  John  (afterwards  Lord  ChanceUor)  Somers,  and  George  (afterwards  Lord  C.J.) 
Treby,  were  of  opinion  that  the  charter  remained  good  and  valid  in  law,  inasoiach  as 
there  was  no  surrender  duly  made  and  enrolled,  nor  any  Judgnnent  of  record  against 
it  See  the  opinion  at  large  in  1  Trumbull's  Hist,  of  Connecticut,  407 ;  Hutchinson's 
Hist,  of  Massachusetts,  i.  406. 

(6)  19  Johns.  456.    It  was  decided  in  that  case  that  a  by-law  of  a  corporation 
allowing  the  stockholders,  on  paying  thirty  per  cent  on  their  shares,  to  forfeit  them, 
was  void  as  to  creditors.    See,  to  the  same  point,  Hume  v.  Wynyaw,  Carolina  Law 
Journal,  No.  2,  p.  217. 
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their  fi-anchises,  so  as  to  warrant  a  court  of  justice  to  consider 
the  corporation  as  in  fact  dissolved.  But  that  case  is  not  to  be 
carried  beyond  the  precise  facts  on  which  it  rested.  It  ought 
only  to  be  applied  to  a  case  where  the  debts  due  at  the  time  of 
the  dissolution  are  chargeable  on  the  individual  members,  and 
then  it  becomes  a  safe  precedent.  It  amounts  only  to  this,  that 
if  a  private  corporation  suffer  all  their  property  to  be  sacrificed, 
and  the  trustees  actually  relinquish  their  trust,  and  omit  the 
annual  election,  and  do  no  one  act  manifesting  an  intention  to 
resume  their  corporate  functions,  the  courts  of  justice  may, /or 
the  take  of  the  remedy  and  in  favor  of  creditors^  who,  in  such  case, 
have  their  remedy  against  the  individual  members,  presume  a 
virtual  surrender  of  the  corporate  tights  and  a  dissolution  of  the 
corporation.  This  is  the  utmost  extent  to  which  the  doc- 
trine was  *  carried ;  and  in  such  a  case  it  is  a  safe  and  *  812 
reasonable  doctrine.  So,  in  Briggs  v.  Penniman^  (a)  where 
a  manufacturing  corporation,  established  under  the  general  act  of 
22d  March,  1811,  (6)  for  twenty  years,  became  insolvent  within 
the  time,  and  incompetent  to  act  by  the  loss  of  all  its  funds,  and 
under  the  provision  that  "for  all  debts  which  shall  be  due  and 
owing  by  the  company  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution,  the  persons 
then  composing  the  company  should  be  individually  responsible 
to  the  extent  of  their  respective  shares  of  stock  in  the  company, 
and  no  further,"  it  was  decided  that  the  corporation  was  to  be 
deemed  dissolved  for  the  purpose  of  the  remedy  by  the  creditors 
i^ainst  the  stockholders  individually,  and  that  the  statute  con- 
templated a  dissolution  as  an  event  which  might  happen  in  this 
way  at  any  time  within  the  twenty  year 8^  and  any  mode  of  dissolu- 
tion, in  fact^  was  sufficient  to  afford  this  special  remedy  to  the 
creditor,  (c)  But  the  old  and  well  established  principle  of  law 
remains  good  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  corporation  is  not  to  be 
deemed  dissolved  by  reiison  of  any  misuser  or  nonuser  of  its 
franchises,  until  the  default  has  been  judicially  ascertained  and 

(o)  1  Hopk.  800 ;  8.  c.  8  Cowen,  387. 

{h)  Laws  of  N.  Y.,  sess.  34,  c.  67. 

(c)  The  right  of  forfeiturea  of  a  stockholder's  share  to  the  company  does  not  take 
away  the  common-law  remedy  by  snit  for  non-payment  of  instahnents  due  on  his 
sabscription.  D.  &  S.  Canal  Co.  v.  Sansom,  1  Binney,  70 ;  Worcester  T.  Corpora- 
tion V,  WlUard,  5  Mass.  80;  Goshen  T.  Co.  v.  Hurtin,  9  Johns.  217  ;  Gratz  v.  Redd. 
4  B.  Mon.  198 ;  [Hightower  v.  Thornton.  8  Ga.  486 ;  Northern  Railroad  v.  Miller,  10 
Barb.  200 ;  Dayton  r.  Borst,  81  N.  Y.  486.] 
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declared,  (d)  y^  It  was  adjudged,  in  South  Carolina,  («)  that  the 
officers  of  a  corporation  could  not  dissolve  it  without  the  assent 
of  the  great  body  of  the  society,  (f)  ^ 

(d)  Peter  v,  Kendal,  6  B.  &  C.  708 ;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  6  Johns.  Ch.  879;  Cowea, 
26,  B.  p. ;  Story,  J.,  9  Cr.  61 ;  4  Wheaton,  698 ;  The  Atchafalja  Bank  v.  Dawson, 
18  La.  497,  606.  It  was  declared,  in  this  last  case,  that  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  a 
corporation  charter  could  not  be  taken  advantage  of  or  enforced  except  hj  a  direct 
proceeding  for  that  purpose  by  the  goyernment,  notwithsunding  the  charter  was  to 
be  ipao  facto  forfeited  in  the  case  alleged.  In  Wilde  v.  Jenkins,  4  Paige,  481,  it  wis 
held  that  an  incorporated  manufacturing  society  was  not  dissolved,  though  all  its 
property  and  effects,  together  with  its  charter,  were  sold  by  the  trustees  and  stock- 
holders, and  purchased  by  three  partners  with  partnership  funds,  and  who  elected 
themselves  trustees  of  the  corporation.  The  stock  of  the  corporation  became  part- 
nership property,  and  the  legal  title  in  the  corporate  property  was  still  in  the  cor- 
poration for  the  benefit  of  copartners.  And  m  Russell  v.  M'Lellan,  14  Pick.  88,  it 
was  held,  that  though  a  corporation  had  been  without  officers  for  more  than  two 
years,  and  had  done  no  corporate  act  in  that  time,  it  was  not  tliereby  dissolved*  8o^ 
again,  in  the  case  of  The  State  v.  The  Bank  of  South  Carolina,  it  was  adjudged  in 
the  court  of  general  sessions  at  Charleston,  in  the  summer  of  1841,  by  Judge  Butler, 
after  an  elaborate  argument,  and  upon  full  consideration,  that  a  suspension  of  specie 
payment  by  the  bank  was  not  per  §e  such  a  nonuser  or  misuser  of  the  franchises  as 
to  work  a  forfeiture  of  its  charter.  But  in  Planters'  Bank  of  Mississippi  v.  The 
State,  7  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.)  163,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  failure  of  a  bank  to  redeem 
its  notes  in  specie  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  its  charter.  It  ceases  to  answer  the 
ends  of  its  institution,  and  the  state  may  resume  its  grant 

(«)  Smith  V.  Smith,  8  Desaus.  657. 

if)  In  the  case  of  Ward  v.  Sea  Insurance  Co.,  7  Paige,  294,  it  was  declared  that 
the  directors  of  a  corporation,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  stockholders,  were  not 
authorized  to  discontinue  the  corporate  business,  and  distribute  the  stock,  unless  spe- 
cially authorized  by  statute  or  a  decree  in  chancery.  By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutetk 
ii.  466,  the  majority  of  the  directors  or  trustees  of  a  corporation  may,  at  any  time, 
voluntarily  apply  by  petition  to  the  Court  of  Cliancery  for  a  decree  dissolving  the 
corporation  ;  and  the  court,  upon  investigation,  may  decree  a  dissolution  of  it,  if  it 
appears  that  the  corporation  is  insolvent,  or  that,  under  the  circumstances,  a  dissolii- 
tion  would  be  beneficial  to  the  stockholders,  and  not  injurious  to  the  public.  lb. 
sec.  68-66.    One  or  more  receivers  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  corporation  are  to 

1  Abbot  V.  American   Hard   Rubber  taken  advantage  of  collaterally.  [But  only 

Co.,  88  Barb.  678;    Rollins  v.  Clay,  S3  on  direct  proceedings  by  the  state.  Pixley 

Me.  132.    See  800,  n.  1.    A  corporation  v.  Roanoke  Nar.  Co.,  76  Va.  820  ;  Matter 

does  not  become  dormant  merely  because  of  N.  Y.  Elevated  R.  R.  Co.,  70  N.  Y.  327  ; 

all  the  shares  of  its  stock  have  come  into  State  v,  M.  L.  S.  &  W.  Ry.  Co.,  45  Wis. 

a  single  hand.      Newton  Manuf.  Co.  v.  670;  N.  J.  Southern  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Long 

White,  42  Ga.  148.    It  is  well  settled  that  Branch   Corns.,  89  K.  J.  L.  28.]    Dyer 

a  forfeiture  by  a  corporation  cannot  be  v.  Walker,  40  Penn.  St  157 ;  Mechanic*' 


yi  Ktnciad  v.  Dwinelle,  59  N.  Y.  548 ; ,  expiration  of  a  limited  term.    Sturgea  ik 
Moseby  v.  Burrow,  62  Texas,  806.    But     Vanderbilt,  73  N.  Y.  884. 
contra,  where  the  dissolution  happens  by 
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The  sabjecfc  of  the  forfeiture  of  corporate  franchises  by  non- 
user  or  misuser  was  fully  discussed  in  the  case  of  The  King 
?.  Amery  ;  (jf)  and  it  was  held,  that  though  a  corporation  may  be 
dissolved,  and  its  franchises  lost,  by  nonuser  or  neglecr,  yet  it 
was  assumed  as  an  undeniable  proposition  that  the  default  was 
to  be  judicially  determined  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose. 
Tlie  ancient  doubt  was,  whether  a  corporation  could  be  dissolved 
at  all  for  a  breach  of  trust.  It  is  now  well  settled  that  it  may ; 
but  then  it  must  be  first  called  upon  to  answer.  (A)  No  advantage 
can  be  taken  of  any  nonuser  or  misuser  on  the  part  of  a  corpora- 
tion, by  any  defendant,  in  any  collateral  action.  (0  In  the  great 
case  of  The  qua  warranto  against  the  City  of  London^  in  the 
34  Charles  II.,  O)  it  was  ♦  a  point  incidentally  mooted,  *  318 
whether  a  corporation  could  surrender  and  dissolve  itself 
hy  deed;  and  it  was  conceded  that  it  might  be  dissolved,  by 
ref-mal  to  acty  so  as  not  to  have  any  members  requisite  to  preserve 
its  being.  There  are  two  modes  of  proceeding  judicially  to  ascer* 
tain  and  enforce  the  forfeiture  of  a  charter  for  default  or  abuse  of 
power.  The  one  is  by  scire  facias ;  and  that  process  is  proper 
where  there  is  a  legal  existing  body,  capable  of  acting,  but  who 
have  abused  their  power.  The  other  mode  is  by  information  in 
the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  ;  which  is  in  form  a  criminal,  and  in 

bp  appointed,  with  lArge  and  specific  powers  and  duties,  in  respect  to  the  settlement 
and  distribation  of  the  estate  and  effects.     lb.  46S-473. 

\9)  2  T.  R.  515 ;  Canal  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  4  Gill  &  J.  1,  8.  p. 

(h)  Slee  V.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch.  880 ;  Story,  J.,  in  0  Cr.  51.  All  franchises,  said 
Lord  Holt,  in  the  case  of  The  City  of  London  v.  Vanacre,  12  Mod.  271,  are  granted 
on  condition  that  they  shall  be  duly  executed  according  to  tlie  grant,  and  if  they 
neglected  to  perform  the  terms,  they  may  be  repealed  by  scire  facias. 

(i)  Trustees  of  Vernon  Society  v.  Hills,  6  Co  wen,  28;  All  Saints*  Church  v,  Lot- 
ett,  1  Hall  (N.  Y.),  191 ;  Canal  Co.  v.  Kailroad  Co.,  4  Gill  &  J.  1. 

(j)  Howell's  State  Trials,  viii.  1039. 

Building  Ass.  r.  Stevens,  5  Duer,  676;  complied  with  the  conditions  precedent 

Vermont  &  C.  R.  K.  v.  Vermont  Central  required  by  the  act.    Utiey  v.  Union  Tool 

R.B.,  34  Vt  I ;  Heard  v,  Talbot,  7  Gray,  Co.,  11  Gray,  139.     But  see  Holmes  w. 

113,  120.    But  it  has  been  held  a  good  Giililand,  41  Barb.  568.    But  a  defective 

defence  to  an  action  brought  by  a  com-  organization  under  a  special  act  of  incor- 

pany  that  it  had  never  been  incorporated,  poration,  when  followed  by  an  assumption 

Unity  Ins.  Co.  r.  Cram,  48  N.  H.  636;  of  the  powers  conferred,  is  no  defence. 

Gillespie  v.  Ft.  Wayne  &  S.  B.  R.,  17  Ind.  Kewcomb  v.  Reed,  12  Allen,  362 ;  Wai- 

243.     See  Green   v.  Seymour,  8  Sandf.  worth  v,  Brackett,  98  Mass.  08;  Wight 

Ch.  285.    So,  to  a  suit  against  a  corpora-  v.  Shelby  R.  R.,  16  B.  Mon.  4. 
tioo  under  a  general  law,  that  it  had  never 
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its  nature  a  civil,  remedy ;  and  that  proceeding  applies  where  there 
is  a  body  corporate  de  facto  only,  but  who  take  upon  themselves 
to  act,  though,  from  some  defect  in  their  constitution,  they  cannot 
legally  exercise  their  powers,  (a)  Both  these  modes  of  proceed- 
ing against  corporations  are  at  the  instance  and  on  behalf  of  the 
government.  The  state  must  be  a  party  to  the  prosecution,  for 
the  judgment  is  that  the  parties  be  ousted,  and  the  franchises 
seised  into  the  hands  of  the  government,  (i)  This  remedy  must 
be  pursued  at  law,  and  there  only ;  and  by  the  statutes  of  New 
York,  the  mode  of  prosecution  by  information  is  directed,  where 
there  has  been  a  misuser  of  the  charter,  or  the  franchises  of  the 
company  ■  are  forfeited.  (<?)     A  court  of  chancery  never 

♦  314  deals  with  the  *  question  of  forfeiture-     It  may  hold  trus- 

tees of  a  corporation  accountable  for  abuse  of  trust,  but  the 

(a)  Lor4  Kenyon  and  Ashliurst,  J.,  in  Rex  p.  Pasmore,  8  T.  R.  199.  The  caie 
against  the  City  of  London  was  by  information  in  tlic  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  charg- 
ing tlie  city  witli  usurpation  of  its  frandiises,  and  requiring  it  to  sliow  by  what 
warrant  it  claimed  to  exercise  and  enjoy  its  liberties,  &c.  So,  also,  in  the  greatly 
contested  and  elaborately  discussed  case  of  Tiiompson  v.  The  People,  23  Wend,  bi^ 
691-{>94. 

(6)  Rex  V.  Staverton,  Yelr.  190;  King  v.  Ogden,  10  B.  &  C.  230,  Bayley,  J.; 
Commonwealth  v.  Union  Insurance  Co.,  5  Mass.  230 ;  Centre  &  K.  T.  Hond  p. 
M'Conaby,  16  Serg.  &  R.  140.  The  judgment  in  such  cases,  according  to  the  Kevf 
York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  586,  sec.  49,  is,  that  the  corporation  be  ousted,  and  altogether 
excluded  from  its  corporate  rights  and  franchises,  and  be  dissolved.  In  Indiana,  it ii 
held  that  a  judgment  against  a  corporation,  in  the  case  of  a  forfeiture  of  its  charter, 
is,  that  the  franchises  be  seised  into  the  hands  of  the  state,  and  that  when  its  fran- 
chises are  seised  by  execution  on  the  judgment,  then,  and  not  till  then,  the  corporation 
is  dissolved.     State  Bank  v.  The  State,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  267. 

(c)  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  681,  583,  provide,  that  an  information  In 
the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  be  filed  by  the  attorney  general,  upon  his  own  rel;;tion, 
or  up(m  the  relation  of  others,  when  any  person  or  association  usurps  or  unlawfully 
holds  any  public  office  or  franchise,  or  against  any  corporate  body  for  misuser  or 
nonuser  of  its  franchises,  or  which  does  or  omits  acts  which  amount  to  a  burrender 
thereof,  or  whenever  they  shall  exercise  any  privilege  not  conferred  by  law.  So  the 
chancellor,  on  a  bill  filed  by  the  attorney  general,  may  restrain,  by  injunction,  any 
corporation  from  assuming  powers  not  allowed  by  its  charter,  as  well  as  restrain  any 
iiidividuals  from  exercising  corporate  rights  or  privileges  not  conferred  by  law.  The 
neglect  or  refusal  of  a  corporation  to  perform  the  duties  enjoined  by  the  statute 
creating  it  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture,  though  the  neglect  or  refusal  should  not  proceed 
from  a  bad  or  corrupt  motive.  The  People  v.  Kingston  &  Middletown  T.  R.  Co.,  23 
Wend.  193.  And  the  information  lies  for  any  cause  of  forfeiture,  and  the  remedy  i« 
not  limited  to  scire  facias.  The  People  v.  Bristol  &  R.  T.  Co.,  ib.  222 ;  Thompson 
V.  The  People,  23  Wend.  587.  If  only  a  single  act  of  nonfeasance  be  relied  on  as  a 
cause  of  forfeiture,  it  must  be  averred  and  proved  to  be  a  wilful  neglect,  but  not  so 
if  there  be  a  general  state  of  neglect  or  defaulL  Tlie  People  v.  Hillsdale  &  C.  T.  Co., 
ib.  254. 
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court  cannot,  without  special  statute  authority,  devest  corporations 
of  their  corporate  character  and  capacity.  It  has  no  ordinary 
jurisdiction  in  regard  to  the  legality  or  regularity  of  the  election 
or  amotion  of  corporators.  These  are  subjects  exclusively  of 
common-law  jurisdiction,  (a) 

The  mode  of  redress  in  New  York,  when  incorporated  companies 
abuse  their  powers,  or  become  insolvent,  has  been  the  subject  of 
several  statute  regulations,  which  have  committed  the  cognizance 
of  such  cases  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  (i)  The  acts  of  1817  and 
1821  (c)  provided  for  the  dissolution  of  incorporated  insurance 
companies,  by  order  of  the  chancellor,  upon  application  of  the 
directoi's,  and  for  good  cause  shown ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
when  it  decreed  a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  was  to  direct  a 
due  distribution  of  the  funds,  and  to  appoint  trustees  for  that 
purpose.  The  act  of  April  21,  1825,  (d)  was  much  broader  in 
its  provisions.  It  contained  many  directions  calculated  to  check 
abuses  in  the  management  of  all  moneyed  incorporations,  and  to 
facilitate  the  recovery  of  debts  against  them.  All  transfers,  by 
incorporated  companies,  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  were 
declared  void ;  and  if  any  incorporated  bank  should  become 
insolvent  or  violate  its  charter,  the  *  chancellor  was  author-  *  316 
ized,  by  process  of  injunction,  to  restrain  the  exercise  of 
its  powers,  and  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  cause  the  effects  of  the 
company  to  be  distributed  among  the  creditors.  This  was  a  state 
of  bankruptcy,  in  relation  to  incoi-porated  banks ;  and  it  was  an 
unusual  provision,  for  the  English  bankrupt  laws  or  the  general 
insolvent  laws  of  the  several  states  never  extended  to  corpora- 
tions, (a)     The  New  York  Revised  Statutes  (6)  have  continued 

(a)  Van  Ness,  J.,  8  Johns.  134;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch.  380 ;  Attorney  Gen- 
eral V.  Earl  of  Clarendon,  17  Ves.  491 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Reynolds,  1  Eq.  Cns.  Abr. 
131,  pi.  10;  Attorney  General  v.  TJtica  Insurance  Co.,  2  Johns.  Ch.  376,  878,  888; 
The  King  v,  Wliitwell,  6  T.  R.  86. 

(b)  The  provisions  in  the  New  York  Rcyiscd  Statutes,  relative  to  proceedings  in 
equity  against  corporations,  received  a  minute  analysis  and  judicial  construction  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor  of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Mann,  Receiver,  &c.  v.  Pentz, 
2  Sandf .  Ch.  267,  and  again  at  801 ;  but  such  local  regulations  can  only  be  referred 
to  in  a  work  uf  so  general  a  nature  as  the  present  one. 

(c)  L.  N.  Y.  sess.  40,  c.  146,  and  sess.  44,  c.  148. 

{d)  Sess.  48,  c.  826.     See  also  to  s.  p.,  1  N.  Y.  R.  S.  603. 

(a)  There  is  a  statute  of  bankruptcy  in  New  Jersey,  passed  as  early  as  1810,  in 


(()  Vol.  i.  603,  sec.  4;  ii.  462,  sec.  31 1  463,  sec.  88. 
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and  enlarged  the  provision.  When  any  incorporated  company 
shall  have  remained  insolvent  for  a  year,  or  for  that  period  of  time 
neglected  or  refused  to  pay  its  debts,  or  suspended  its  ordinary 
business,  it  shall  be  deemed  to  have  surrendered  its  franchises, 
and  to  be  dissolved,  (c)  And  whenever  any  corporation,  having 
banking  powers,  or  power  to  make  loans  on  pledges,  or  to  make 
insurances,  shall  become  insolvent,  or  violate  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  its  charter,  the  Court  of  Chancery  may  restrain  the 
exercise  of  its  powers  by  injunction,  and  appoint  a  receiver,  (d) 
If  the  corporation  proves,  on  investigation,  to  be  insolvent,  its 
effects  are  to  be  distributed  among  the  creditors  ratably,  subject 
to  the  legal  priority  of  the  United  States,  and  to  judgments.  (^) 
And  whenever  any  incorporated  company  shall  become  insolvent, 
or  it  shall  appear  to  the  trustees  or  directors  thereof  that  a  disso- 
lution of  the  corporation  would  be  beneficial,  application  may  be 
made  voluntarily  to  the  chancellor  by  petition,  for  a  dissolution ; 
and  all  sales,  assignments,  transfers,  mortgages,  and  conveyances 
of  any  part  of  their  corporate  estate,  real  or  personal,  made  after 
filing  such  petition,  or  any  judgments  confessed  after  that  time, 
are  declared  to  be  void,  as  against  the  receivers  to  be  appointed, 
and  as  against  the  creditors.  (/)  This  last  provision  is  to  be 
taken  as  a  qualification  and  limitation  of  the  generality  of  a  sim- 
ilar provision  already  mentioned  in  the  act  of  1825.  (jg) 

relation  to  insolvent  banks  and  other  corporations,  with  similar  powers  conferred 
npon  the  chancellor  in  respect  to  them.  Elmer's  Dig.  81.  So  also  in  Michigan,  bj 
act  of  1887,  and  by  R.  S.  of  New  Jersey.  1847,  p.  129. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  463,  sec.  38.  So,  by  a  general  law  in  North  Carolina 
(see  their  Revised  Statutes,  tit.  Corporations),  when  any  corporation  shall,  for  two 
years  together,  cease  to  act  as  a  body  corporate,  such  disuse  of  their  corporate  powers 
and  privileges  shall  be  considered  and  taken  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  charter.  The 
statutes  of  Louisiana  of  1842  and  1848  have  provided  for  the  facilities  of  the  liqui- 
dation of  banks  solvent  or  insolvent,  and  whether  their  liquidation  be  forced  or 
voluntary. 

(d)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  463,  464,  sec.  80,  41. 

(e)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  466,  sec.  48. 

(/)  lb.  ii.  469,  sec.  71.  In  Missouri,  by  statute,  upon  the  dissolution  of  any  cor- 
poration, the  president  and  directors,  or  managers  thereof,  at  the  time  of  its  dissolu- 
tion, are  made  ex  officio  trustees  to  settle  its  concerns.    R.  8.  of  Missouri,  1835. 

(g)  Under  the  English  bankrupt  system,  a  voluntary  payment  to  a  creditor,  under 
circumstances  which  must  reasonably  lead  the  debtor  to  believe  bankruptcy  probable, 
is  deemed  a  fraud  upon  the  other  creditors,  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  law, 
and  the  money  can  be  recovered  back  by  the  assignees.  Poland  v.  Glyn,  2  DowL  & 
Ryl.  310.  The  New  York  provision  falls  far  short  of  the  English  rule  in  the  check 
given  to  partial  payments,  but  it  has  the  merit  of  giving  a  clear  and  certain  test  of 
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an  act  of  insolTency.    In  Indiana,  it  has  been  held  that  a  bank  forfeited  its  charter, 

1.  When  it  contracted  debts  to  a  greater  amount  than  doable  that  of  the  deposits ; 

2.  For  the  issuing  of  more  paper,  with  a  fraudulent  intention,  than  the  bank  could 
redeem ;  8.  When  it  made  large  diyidends  of  profits,  while  the  bank  refused  to  pay 
specie  for  its  notes ;  4.  Embezzling  large  sums  of  monej  deposited  in  bank  for  safe 
keeping.    State  Bank  v.  The  State,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  267. 

A  corporate  body,  as  well  as  a  priTate  indiyidual,  when  in  failing  circumstances, 
and  unable  to  redeem  its  paper,  may,  without  any  statute  proyision,  and  upon  general 
principles  of  equity,  assign  its  property  to  a  trustee,  in  trust,  to  collect  its  debts  and 
pay  debts,  and  distribute  as  directed.  It  has  unlimited  power  oyer  its  property  to 
pay  its  debts.  A  corporation  may  also,  like  an  individual,  give  preferences  among 
creditors,  when  honestly  and  fairly  intended  and  done.  The  doctrine  is  well  estab- 
lished in  equity.  Union  Bank  of  Tennessee  v.  Ellicott,  6  Gill  &  J.  863 ;  The  State  of 
Maryland  v.  Bank  of  Maryland,  ib.  206 ;  Heyere  v.  Boston  Copper  Co.,  15  Pick.  851 ; 
Catlin  9.  Eagle  Bank  of  New  Hayen,  6  Conn.  283.  See  also,  infia,  582 ;  Conway, 
Ex  parte,  4  Ark.  302;  Flint  v.  Clinton  Company,  12  N.  H.  430;  Dana  v.  The  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  5  Watts  &  S.  228 ;  Bank  of  U.  S.  v.  Huth,  4  B.  Mon.  423.  In 
Bobins  V.  Embry,  1  Sm.  ft  M.  (Miss.  Ch.)  207,  the  chancellor  admits  tliat  a  corporate 
body  may  make  an  assignment  of  the  corporate  property  in  trust,  equally  and  ratably, 
to  pay  its  debts ;  but  as  their  assets  are  a  trust  fund  for  all  the  creditors,  he  ably 
examined  and  opposed  the  doctrine  that  corporations,  like  mdiyiduals,  may  give  pref- 
erence among  creditors.    Ib.  259-266. 

I  haye,  in  this  lecture,  gone  as  far  into  the  law  of  corporations  as  was  consistent 
with  the  plan  and  nature  of  the  present  work ;  and  for  a  more  full  yiew  of  the  subject, 
I  would  refer  to  the  Treatise  on  Priyate  Corporations  Aggregate,  by  Messrs.  Angell 
&  Ames,  as  containing  an  able  and  thorough  examination  of  eyery  part  of  the  learn- 
ing appertaining  to  this  head,  and  as  being  a  performance  which  deserves  and  will 
receive  the  respect  and  patronage  of  the  profession.  A  new  and  enlarged  3d  edition 
of  that  treatise  appeared  in  1846,  and  the  work  ii  vastly  improved  and  admirably 
digested. 

[431] 


PART   V. 

OP  THE  LAW  CONCERNING  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 


LECTURE  XXXIV. 

OF  THE  HISTORY,  PROGRESS,  AND  ABSOLUTE  RIGHTS  OF  PROPEBTT. 

Having  concluded  a  series  of  lectures  on  the  various  rights  of 
persona,  I  proceed  next  to  the  examination  of  the  law  oi  property^ 
which  has  always  occupied  a  preeminent  place  in  the  municipal 
codes  of  every  civilized  people.  I  purpose  to  begin  with  the  law 
of  personal  property,  as  it  appears  to  be  the  most  natural  and 
easy  transition  from  the  subjects  which  we  have  already  discussed. 
This  is  the  species  of  property  which  first  arises,  and  is  cultivated 
in  the  rudest  ages ;  and  when  commerce  and  the  arts  have  as- 
cended to  distinguished  heights,  it  maintains  its  level,  if  it  does 
not  rise  even  superior  to  property  in  land  itself,  in  tlie  influence 
which  it  exercises  over  the  talents,  the  passions,  and  the  destiny 
of  mankind. 

To  suppose  a  state  of  man  prior  to  the  existence  of  any  notions 
of  separate  property,  when  all  things  were  common,  and  when 
men  throughout  the  world  lived,  without  law  or  government,  in 
innocence  and  simplicity,  is  a  mere  dream  of  the  imagination.  It 
is  the  golden  age  of  the  poets  which  forms  such  a  delightful  pic- 
ture in  the  fictions,  adorned  by  the  muse  of  Hesiod,  Lucretius, 
Ovid,  and  Virgil.  It  has  been  truly  observed,  that  the 
*  818  first  •  man  who  was  born  into  the  world  killed  the  second; 
and  when  did  the  times  of  simplicity  begin  ?  And  yet  we 
find  the  Roman  historians  and  philosophers  (a)  rivalling  the 
language  of  poetry  in  their  descriptions  of  some  imaginary  state 

(a)  SaUust,  Cat.  sec.  6 ;  Jugnr.  sec.  18;  Tacit.  Ann.  Ub.  8,  sec.  26 ;  Cic.  Orat  pro 
P.  Seztio,  sec.  42 ;  Justin,  lib.  48,  c.  1. 
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of  nature,  which  it  was  impossible  to  know  and  idle  to  conjecture. 
No  such  state  was  intended  for  man  in  the  benevolent  dispensa- 
tion of  Providence  ;  and  in  following  the  migrations  of  nations, 
apart  from  the  book  of  Genesis,  human  curiosity  is  unable  to 
peueti-ate  beyond  the  pages  of  genuine  history;  and  Homer, 
Herodotus*  and  Livy  carry  us  back  to  the  confines  of  the  fabu^ 
lous  ages.  The  sense  of  property  is  inherent  in  the  human  breast, 
and  the  gradual  enlargement  and  cultivation  of  that  sense,  from 
its  feeble  force  in  the  savage  state,  to  its  full  vigor  and  maturity 
among  polished  nations,  forms  a  very  instructive  portion  of  the 
history  of  civil  society.  Man  was  fitted  and  intended  by  the 
Author  of  his  being  for  society  and  government,  and  for  the  acqui- 
sition and  enjoyment  of  property.  It  is,  to  speak  correctly,  the 
law  of  his  nature ;  and  by  obedience  to  this  law,  he  brings  all  his 
faculties  into  exercise,  and  is  enabled  to  display  the  various  and 
exalted  powers  of  the  human  mind,  (i) 

1.  Of  Title  by   Occiipancy.  —  Occupancy,  doubtless,  gave  the 
first  title  to  propei-ty,  in  lands  and  movables.    It  is  the  natural 
and  original  method  of  acquiring  it ;  and  upon  the  prin- 
ciples of  universal  *  law,  that  the  title  continues  so  long    *  319 
as  occupancy  continues,  (a)     There  is  no  person,  even 

{b)  Selden,  in  his  Uxor  Ebraicm,  lib.  1,  c.  I,  giyet  the  following  definition  of  the 
law  of  nature :  Naturale  jua  appellamus,  quod  ab  ipso  naturae  auctore  seu  numine 
tanctissinio  in  ipsis  rerum  primordiis  cordi  humano  inditum  pnescriptumqae  est, 
adeoque  poateritati  nniyerese  regulariter  perpetuo  erat  semperque  est  observandom 
ac  immatabile.  Lord  Kamea  considers  the  sense  of  property  to  be  a  natural  appe> 
tite,  and,  in  its  nature,  a  great  blessing.  Sketches  of  the  History  of  Man,  b.  1,  sk.  2. 
Tlie  institution  of  marriage  and  the  institution  of  private  property,  and  of  gorem- 
inent  and  law,  have  been  considere<l  by  the  wisest  statesmen  and  philosophers  of 
•very  age  as  tlie  foundation  of  all  civilization  among  mankind. 

"  Tlie  voiue  of  law,"  said  Hooker,  in  his  Ecclesiastical  Polity,  b.  1,  "  is  the  har- 
inooy  of  the  world ;  all  things  in  heaven  and  earth  do  her  homage  ;  the  very  least 
u  feeling  her  care,  and  the  greatest  as  not  exempted  from  her  power."  The  great- 
est of  the  ancient  sages,  AristoUe,  Plato,  and  Cicero,  expressed  tlie  same  idea.  Tlie 
essence  of  freedom,  said  Plato  (De  Leg.),  consisted  in  the  supremacy  of  law  over 
personal  will,  whether  it  be  the  will  of  the  one,  the  few,  or  the  many.  So,  Aristotle 
(Politics,  b.  I )  declared  that  government  pertained  to  man  in  his  most  perfect  state, 
and  entered  into  the  very  constitution  of  human  nature.  Man  could  not  strictly  be 
man  without  it  Existence  in  the  etate  was  requisite  to  the  completion  of  his  human- 
ity, and  essential  to  his  protection  against  his  own  wants  and  vices. 

{a)  Grotitts,  Jure  B.  &  P.  b.  2,  c.  3,  sec  4 ;  Mare  Liberum,  c.  6.  All  the  writers 
on  international  law  concur  in  the  doctrine  that  occupancy  is  essential  to  the  title  to 
hod  newly  discovered  and  vacant  Puff.  Droit  de  la  Nat  liv.  4,  c.  4;  Vattel,  Droit 
des  Gens,  liv.  1,  a  18.    [See  Maine's  Anc.  Law,  ch.  Till.] 
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in  his  rudest  state,  who  does  not  feel  and  acknowledge,  in  a 
greater  or  less  degree,  the  justice  of  this  title.  The  right  of 
property,  founded  on  occupancy,  is  suggested  to  the  human  mind 
by  feeling  and  reason  prior  to  the  influence  of  positive  institu- 
tions. (6)  There  have  been  modem  theorists  who  have  considered 
separate  and  exclusive  property,  and  inequalities  of  property,  as 
the  cause  of  injustice,  and  the  unhappy  result  of  government  and 
artificial  institutions.  But  human  society  would  be  in  a  roost 
unnatural  and  miserable  condition  if  it  were  possible  to  be  insti- 
tuted or  reorganized  upon  the  basis  of  such  speculations.  The 
sense  of  property  is  graciously  bestowed  on  mankind  for  the  pur- 
pose of  rousing  them  from  sloth,  and  stimulating  them  to  action; 
and  so  long  as  the  right  of  acquisition  is  exercised  in  conformity 
to  the  social  relations,  and  the  moral  obligations  which  spring 
from  them,  it  ought  to  be  sacredly  protected.  The  natural  and 
active  sense  of  property  pervades  the  foundations  of  social  im- 
provement. It  leads  to  the  cultivation  of  the  earth,  the  institu- 
tion of  government,  the  establishment  of  justice,  the  acquisition 
of  the  comforts  of  life,  the  growth  of  the  useful  arts,  the  spirit 
of  commerce,  the  productions  of  taste,  the  erections  of  charity, 
and  the  display  of  the  benevolent  a£Fections.  (c) 

•  820        •  The  exclusive  right  of  using  and  transferring  property 

follows,  as  a  natural  consequence,  from  the  perception  and 
admission  of  the  right  itself,  (a)  But,  in  the  infancy  and  earlier 
stages  of  society,  the  right  of  property  depended  almost  entirely 
upon  actual  occupancy ;  and  it  is  a  general  law  of  property  in  all 

(6)  Qaod  enim  niUliue  est  id  ratione  natarali  occupantl  oonoeditar.    Dig.  41. 1. 8. 

{c)  M.  Tounier,  in  hia  account  of  the  origin  and  progress  of  property,  in  his  Droit 
Civil  Fran9ais,  iii.  40,  insists  that  a  primitive  state  of  man  existed  before  the  estab- 
liahment  of  civil  society,  when  all  things  were  common,  and  temporary  occupancy 
the  only  title ;  but  he  gives  no  sufficient  proof  of  the  fact.  The  book  of  Genesis, 
which  he  justly  regards  as  the  most  ancient  and  venerable  of  histories,  does  not  show 
any  such  state  of  the  human  race.  Tlie  first  man  bom  was  a  tiller  of  the  ground, 
and  the  second  a  keeper  of  sheep.  The  earliest  accounts  of  Noah  and  his  deseeod- 
ants.  after  the  flood,  in  Genesis  Ix.  x.  xiii.,  prove  that  they  were  husbandmen,  and 
planted  vineyards,  built  cities,  established  kingdoms,  and  abounded  in  flocks  and 
herds,  and  gold  and  silver.  I  observe,  however,  with  pleasure,  that  M.  Toullier  hat 
freely  and  liberally  followed  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  his  elegant  disserUtlon  on 
the  rise  and  progress  of  property.  President  Goguet,  in  his  most  learned  work,  De 
rOrlgine  des  Lois,  des  Arts,  des  Sciences,  et  de  leurs  Progres  chea  les  anciens 
Feuples,  b.  2,  c.  I,  art  1,  considers  agriculture  as  flourishing  before  the  dispersion  st 
Babel,  though  after  that  event  mankind  relapsed  into  the  moat  deplorable  barbarity. 

(a)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  6,  sec.  1. 
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systems  of  jurispnidence,  that  actual  delivery  of  possession  fe 
necessary  to  consu9imate  the  title,  {b)  Property,  without  posses- 
sion, is  said  to  be  too  abstract  an  idea  for  savage  life ;  and  society 
had  made  some  considerable  advances  towards  civilization,  and 
the  improyements  resulting  from  order  and  subordination  must 
have  existed  to  some  certain  extent,  before  the  temporary  right 
of  occupancy  was  changed  into  a  permanent  and  solid  title,  under 
the  sanction  of  positive  law.  Property  in  land  was  first  in  th6 
nation  or  tribe;  and  the  right  of  the  individual  occupant  was 
merely  usufructuary  and  temporary,  (c)  It  then  went  by  allot- 
ment, partition,  or  grant,  from  the  chiefs  or  prince  of  the  tribe  to 
individuals ;  and,  whatever  may  have  been  the  case  in  the  earliest 
and  rudest  state  of  mankind  beyond  the  records  of  history,  or 
whatever  may  be  the  theoiy  on  the  subject,  yet,  in  point  of  fact, 
as  far  as  we  know,  property  has  always  been  the  creature  of  civil 
institutions.  By  the  ancient  law  of  all  the  nations  of  Europe,  the 
bona  fide  possessor  of  goods  had  a  good  title  as  against  the  real 
owner  in  whatever  way,  whether  by  force,  fraud,  or  accident,  the 
owner  may  have  been  devested  of  the  possession.  It  was  the  law 
in  several  parts  of  Germany,  so  late  as  the  middle  of  the  last 
century,  according  to  Heineccius,  ((2)  ^  that  if  one  person  should 
lend,  or  hire,  or  deposit  his  goods  with  another,  and  they  should 
come  to  the  possession  of  a  third  person,  he  would  be  entitled  to 
hold  them  as  against  the  original  owner.  By  the  Roman  law,  in 
its  early  state,  property  stolen  and  sold  was  lost  to  the  real 
owner,  and  the  only  remedy  was  by  an  action  {condictio  furtiva) 
^;ainst  the  thief.  But  when  the  Roman  law  advanced  to  matu- 
rity, it  was  held  that  theft  did  not  deprive  a  man  of  his  title  to 
property ;  and  the  action  of  ret  vindicatio  was,  in  effect, 
given  against  the  *  bona  fide  purchaser,  (a)     The  law  of    *  321 

(6)  Grotins,  b.  2,  c.  6,  sec.  1 ;  Puff.  b.  4,  c.  9,  sec.  8 ;  Barbeyrac's  note;  lb.  Sir 
William  Scott,  case  of  the  Fama,  6  C.  Rob.  114. 

(e)  Cawar  de  Bel.  Gal.  lib.  4,  c.  2  ib.  lib.  6,  c.  20;  [post,  it.  441,  n.  1.] 

(rf)  Opera,  t.  part  2,  pp.  180. 181. 

(a)  This  was  by  the  perpetual  edict  extending  the  actio  metus,  which  differed  in 
nothing  but  in  name  from  the  rei  vindicatio.  Inst.  2.  6.  2 ;  Lord  Karnes's  Historical 
Law  Tracts,  tit.  Property. 

*  Compare  Bto.,  Ah.  Tretpaa,  pi  2\Q ;  time  (Brae.  Lib.  ii.  c.  27,  fol.  61,  62), 

T.  B.  21  H.  Vn.  89 ;  2  E.  IV.  4.  But  it  is  not  so  now,  as  will  be  shown  in 

A  diange  of  possession  was  necessary  the  notes  on   Sales.    See  7  Am.  Law 

to  pass  the  title  to  a  chattel  in  Bracton's  Rer.  64 ;  poti,  492,  n.  1. 
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the  Tirelre  Tables,  by  which  the  possession  of  one  year  was 
a  good  title  by  prescription  to  movables,  shows  that  a  feeble 
and  precarious  right  was  attached  to  personal  property  out  of 
IKMsession. 

(1.)  f3)f  WTtA%. —  The  ancient  laws  of  Europe,  confiscating 
stolen  goods  on  oonyiction  of  the  thief,  without  paying  any  re- 
gard to  the  right  of  the  real  owner,  is  another  instance  to  prove 
the  prevalence  of  a  very  blunt  sense  of  the  right  of  property  dis- 
tinct from  the  possession.  The  English  doctrine  of  wrecks  was 
founded  on  this  imperfect  notion  of  the  right  of  property,  when 
it  had  lost  the  evidence  of  possession.  By  the  common  law,  as  it 
was  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Blackstone,  (V)  goods  wrecked 
were  adjudged  to  belong  to  the  king,  and  the  property  was  lost 
to  the  ownen  This,  he  admits,  was  not  consonant  to  reason  and 
humanity ;  and  the  rigor  of  the  common  law  was  softened  by  the 
statute  of  West  I.,  8  Edw.  I.  c.  4,  which  declared,  that  if  any- 
thing alive  escaped  the  shipwreck,  be  it  man  or  animal,  it  was  not 
a  legal  wreck,  and  the  owner  was  entitled  to  reclaim  his  property 
within  a  year  and  a  day.  Upon  this  statute  the  legal  doctrine  ot 
wrecks  has  atood  to  this  day.  St.  Germain,  the  author  of  the 
Doctor  end  Student^  did  not  seem  to  think  that  even  the  lair 
under  this  statute  stood  with  conscience  ;  (c)  for  why  should  the 
ownet  forfeit  the  shipwrecked  goods,  though  it  should  happen 
that  no  man,  dog,  or  cat  (to  use  the  words  of  the  statute)  should 
Come  alive  unto  the  land  out  of  the  ship?  The  only  rational 
ground  of  the  claim  on  the  part  of  the  crown  is,  that  the  true 
owner  cannot  be  ascertained.  The  imperial  edict  of  the  Emperor 
Constantine  was  more  just  than  the  English  statute,  for  it  gave 

the  wrecked  goods,  in  every  event,  to  the  owner  ;(i) 
•822    and  *  Bracton,  who  wrote  before  the  statute  of  S  Edw.  L, 

and  who  was  acquainted  with  the  edict  of  Constantine, 
laj's  down  the  doctrine  of  wreck  upon  perfectly  just  principles,  (a) 
He  makes  it  to  depend,  not  upon  the  casual  escape  of  an  animal, 
but  upon  the  absence  of  all  evidence  of  the  owner.  The  statutes 
of  New  York,  Massachusetts,  and  other  American  states  are  like 
the  edict  of  Constantine  and  the  declaration  of  Bracton  ;  for  they 
declare  that  nothing  that  shall  be  cast  by  the  sea  upon  the  land 
ahall  be  adjudged  a  wreck,  but  the  goods  shall  be  kept  safely  for 

m  Oomm.  1. 800, 21M.  (c)  Doctor  and  Student,  807,  26a 

(rf)  Code,  II.  6.  U  («)  I-ib.  8»  120,  lec.  6. 
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the  space  of  a  year  for  the  true  owner,  to  whom  the  same  la  to  be 
delivered  on  hid  paying  reasonable  siilvage ;  and  if  the  goods  be 
not  reclaimed  within  that  time  they  shall  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
accounted  for  to  the  state.  (6)  y^  lu  tlie  case  of  Hamilton  ^  Smith 
V.  Davi$^  (c)  the  very  question  arose  in  the  K.  B.,  whether  the 
real  owner  was  entitled  to  reclaim  his  shipwrecked  goods,  though 
no  living  creature  had  come  alive  from  the  ship  to  the  shore. 
Tlie  grantee  under  the  crown  claimed  the  goods  as  a  wreck,  be- 
cause the  ship  was  totally  lost,  and  no  living  animal  was  saved ; 
and  his  very  distinguished  counsel,  consisting  of  Mr.  Dunning 
(afterwards  Lord  Ashburton)  and  Mr.  Kenyon  (afterwards  Lord 
Chief  Justice  of  the  K.  B.),  insisted  that,  according  to  all  the 
writers,  from  the  Mirror  to  Blackstone,  inclusive,  it  was  a  lawful 
wreck,  as  no  living  creature  had  come  to  the  shore,  and  thab 
Bracton  stood  unsupported  by  any  other  writer.  But  Lord 
Mansfield^  with  a  sagacity  and  spirit  that  did  him  infinite  honor, 
reprobated  die  doctrine  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and 
declared  that  there  was  no  case  adjudging  that  the  goods 
were  forfeited,  because  no  *  dog,  or  cat,  or  other  animal,  *  823 
came  alive  to  the  shore;  that  any  such  determination 
would  be  contrary  to  the  principles  of  law  and  justice ;  that  the 
very  idea  was  shocking ;  and  that  the  coming  ashore  of  a  dog  or 
a  cat  alive  was  no  better  proof  of  ownership  than  if  they  should 
come  ashore  dead ;  that  the  whole  inquiry  was  a  question  of 
ownership ;  and  that,  if  no  owner  could  be  discovered,  the  gooda 
belonged  to  the  king,  and  not  otherwise  ;  and  that  the  statute  of 
3  Edw.  I.  was  not  to  receive  any  construction  contrary  to  the 
plain  principles  of  justice  and  humanity. 

After  reading  this  interesting  case,  it  appears  rather  surprising 
that  any  contrary  opinion  should  have  been  seriously  entertained 
in  Westminster  Hall  at  so  late  a  period  as  the  year  1771 ;  and 

(6)  N.  T.  ReTised  Statutes,  i.  600 ;  Mass.  Hevited  Statutes,  1886,  part  1,  tit.  14, 
c.  67,  Mc.  12.  The  Colony  Laws  of  Massachusetts  also  preseryed  all  wrecks  for  tlie 
owner,  and  did  not  follow  the  English  law.  Dane's  Abr.  ill.  144.  Probably  the 
statute  law  of  other  states  is  equally  just.  The  acts  of  North  Carolina  of  1801, 1805, 
1817, 1818,  on  this  subject,  are  founded,  said  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  6  Mason,  477,  on 
tJie  principles  of  justice  and  humanity. 

(e)  5  Burr.  2732. 

f^  8ee  Proctor  r.  Adams,  118  Mass.    tected   from   suit  by  the   tme   owner. 
376;  Chase  v.  Corcoran,  106  Mass.  *286.    Ganly  v.  Ledwidge,  10  Ir.  R.  0.  L.  Sa 
One  who  sells  in  market  overi  is  not  pro- 
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especially  that  Sir  William  Blackstone  should  have  acquiesced, 
without  any  difficulty,  in  a  different  construction  of  the  statute 
of  Westm.  I. 

But  to  return  to  the  history  of  the  law  of  property.  The  title 
to  it  was  gradually  strengthened,  and  acquired  great  solidity  and 
energy,  when  it  came  to  be  understood  that  no  man  could  be 
deprived  of  his  property  without  his  consent,  and  that  even  the 
honest  purchaser  wan  not  safe  under  a  defective  title. 

2.  Of  Markets  Overt  —  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  grew  out  of 
the  necessities  and  the  policy  of  commerce ;  and  it  was  established 
as  a  general  rule  that  sales  of  pei'sonal  property  in  market  overt 
would  bind  the  property,  even  against  the  real  owner.  The 
markets  overt  in  England  depend  upon  special  custom,  which 
prescribes  the  place,  except  that  in  the  city  of  London  everj 
shop,  in  which  goods  are  exposed  publicly  to  sale,  is  market  overt 
for  those  things  in  which  the  owner  professes  to  ti-ade.  If  goods 
be  stolen,  and  sold  openly  in  such  a  shop,  the  sale  changes  the 
property.  But  if  the  goods  be  not  sold  strictly  in  market  overt, 
or  if  there  be  not  good  faith  in  the  buyer,  or  there  be  anything 
unusual  or  irregular  in  the  sale,  it  will  not  affect  the  validity 

•  324    of  it  as  *  against  the  title  of  the  real  owner,  (a)    The  com- 

mon law,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  (i)  held  it  to  be  a  point 
of  great  policy,  that  fairs  and  markets  overt  should  be  well  fur- 
nished ;  and,  to  encourage  them,  did  ordain  that  all  sales  and  con- 
tracts, of  anything  vendible  in  markets  overt,  should  bind  those 
who  had  a  right ;  but  he  adds,  that  the  rule  had  many  exceptions, 
and  he  proceeds  to  state  the  several  exceptions,  \yhich  show  the 
precision  and  caution  with  which  the  sale  was  to  be  conducted  so 
as  to  bind  the  property.  It  is  the  settled  English  law  that  a  sale 
out  of  the  market  overt,  or  not  according  to  the  usage  and  regu- 
lations of  the  market  overt,  will  not  change  the  property  as  against 
the  real  owner,  (c)     Thus  we  find,  in  the  case  of  Wilkimon  v. 

(a)  5  Co.  88 ;  12  Mod.  621 ;  Bacon's  Uae  of  the  Law,  157 ;  Com.  Dig.  tit  Marlcet, 
E;  Shelley  v.  Ford,  5  Cair.  &  Pa.  318.  Marketa  overt  were  derived  from  tlie 
8axon  laws,  which  would  not  allow  a  transfer  of  goods  to  be  raiid  unless  msde 
before  witnesses. 

{b)  2  Inst  713. 

(c)  2  Bl.  Comm.  449;  Foxley's  Case,  6  Co.  109,  a;  F^r  v.  Hamphrej,  4  Ner.  & 
Mann.  480;  a.  c.  1  Harr.  &  WoU.  28.  But  a  sale  in  market  overt  will  not  bar 
the  original  owner  of  stolen  goods,  if  he  prosecute  the  thief  to  conviction,  and  soe  the 
person  in  whose  possession  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  conviction.    This  is  by  the 
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King^  (d)  that  where  the  owner  of  goods  had  sent  them  to  a  wharf 
in  the  borough  of  Southwark,  where  goods  of  that  sort  were 
usually  sold,  and  the  wharfinger,  without  any  authority,  sold  the 
goods  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  this  was  considered  not  to  be 
a  salein  market  overt  so  as  to  change  the  property,  but  a  wrong- 
ful conversion,  for  the  wharf  was  not  a  market  overt ;  and  the 
purchaser  was  held  liable  in  trover  to  the  true  owner.^  So  it  is 
said  to  be  a  general  rule  that  goods  obtained  by  a  tort  or  criminal 
fraud,  under  color  of  a  contract,  may  be  taken  by  the  vendor  out 
of  the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  or  even  of  a  purchaser  from  the 
tortious  vendee.  («) 

It  is  understood  that  the  English  custom  of  markets  overt 
does  not  apply  to  this  country ;  and  the  general  principle  appli- 
cable to  the  law  of  personal  property  throughout  civilized  Europe 
is,  that  nemo  plus  Jurii  in  alium  transferre  potest  quam  ipse  habet. 
This  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  and  of  the  civil  law ;  (/)  and 
a  sale  ex  vi  termini  imports  nothing  more  than  that  the  bona 
fide  purchaser  succeeds  to  the  rights  of  the  vendor.  It  has 
been  frequently  held  in  this  country  (^)  that  the  English  law 

•tatnte  of  21  Henrj  VIII.  c.  11,  and  which  was  adopted  in  Virginia,  in  1702.  Hof^ 
wood  p.  Smith,  2  T.  R.  750;  Peer  v,  Humplirey,  uIh  tupra;  Coke,  2  Intt.  714 ;  Burgeet 
V.  Coney,  Trem.  P.  C.  316.  But  trorer  will  lie  against  the  innocent  purchaser  of 
stolen  goods,  although  no  steps  have  been  taken  to  prosecute  the  tliief  to  conriction. 
White  r.  Spettigne,  13  M.  &  W.  603 ;  8.  o.  1  Carr.  &  Kur.  073. 

(d)  2  Camp.  835. 

(e)  Long  on  Sales,  by  Rand,  167, 16& 

if)  Co.  Litt.  309;  Dig.  41. 1. 20;  Pothier,  Traittf  da  Contrat  de  Vente,  1,  N.  7; 
Enk.  Inst.  413;  1  BeU's  Comm.  2S1. 

{ff)  Dame  r.  Baldwin,  8  Mass.  618;  Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  1  Johns.  479; 
Hosack  r.  Wearer,  1  Yeates,  478;  Easton  9.  Worthington,  6  8erg.  &  R.  130 ;  Brown- 
ing r.  Magill,  2  Harr.  &  J.  308;  M'Grew  v.  Browder,  14  Martin  (La.),  17  ;  Roland  », 
Gundy,  5  Ham.  (Ohio)  202;  Lance  v.  Cowen,  1  Dana  (Ky.),  195;  Ventress  v.  Smith, 
10  Peters,  101 ;  Ho£Fman  v.  Carow,  22  Wend.  286.  In  that  case  it  was  adjudged  in 
the  Court  of  Errors  tliat  an  auctioneer  who  sold  stolen  goods  was  liable  to  the  owner 
in  trover,  though  the  goods  were  sold  by  him,  and  the  proceeds  paid  over  to  the  thiet 
vithoQt  notice  of  the  felony.  It  was  declared  by  statute  in  Pennsylvania,  in  1780, 
that  no  sale  of  a  stolen  horse  should  operate  to  change  the  property.  Tiiis  was 
before  it  was  settled  that  we  had  no  markets  overt  in  this  country  in  the  sense  of 
the  English  common  law.  In  Scotland,  the  true  owner  may  reclaim  his  property, 
eren  from  the  bona  fide  purchaser  in  market  overt.    Bell's  Princip.  sec.  627. 

>  Later  English  cases  on  this  subject  no  markets  overt  in  America  is  sustained 

are  Crane  v,  London  Dock  Co.,  6  Best  &  in  Griffith  v.  Fowler,  18  Vt.  390 ;  [Nixon 

8.  318 ;  Lee  v,  Bayes  &  Robinson,  18  C.  B.  ».  Brown.  67  N.  H.  34  ;  Coombs  r.  Gor- 

609.    The  •utlior's  view  that  there  are  den,  69  Me.  111.]    See  iv.  441,  n.  1. 
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•  825  of  the  markets  overt  ♦  had  not  been  adopted ;  and  con- 
sequently, as  a  general  rule,  the  title  of  the  true  owner 
cannot  be  lost  without  his  own  free  act  and  consent.  How 
far  that  coDsent,  or  a  due  authority  to  sell,  is  to  be  inferred,  in 
many  cases,  for  the  encouragement  and  safety  of  commerce,  may 
be  discussed  in  our  future  inquiries,  (a)  A  radiciil  defect  of  title 
in  the  possessor  is,  by  the  general  jurisprudence  of  Europe, 
available  to  the  true  owner  i^ainst  creditors  and  purchasers ;  and 
there  is  such  a  defect,  when  the  person  from  whom  the  property 
was  acquired  was  incapable  of  consent,  or  when  the  thing  had 
been  stolen,  or  obtained  by  violence.  The  true  owner,  in  those 
cases,  may  vindicate  his  title.  If  goods  be  stolen,  no  title  passes 
from  the  felon  to  the  bona  fide  purchaser,  (i)    But  this  is  not  the 

(a)  The  doctrine  that  possestion  carries  with  it  the  evidence  of  property,  so  u  to 
protect  a  person  acquiring  property  in  tlie  usual  course  of  trade,  is  said  to  be  limited 
to  cash,  bank  bills,  and  bills  and  checks  payable  to  bearer.  Saltua  v.  Ererett,  90 
Wend.  267.  By  statute  6  Geo.  IV.  a  94,  the  consignee  of  goods  from  the  shipper  ii 
entitled  to  a  lien  in  respect  to  money  or  negotiable  securities  advanced  for  the  ship- 
per, without  notice  that  the  shipper  was  not  the  bona  fide  owner.  And  any  pereoo 
intrusted  with  a  bill  of  lading,  or  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  was  to  be  deemed 
the  true  owner  of  the  goods,  so  far  aa  to  give  validity  to  any  sale  or  disposition  tliereof 
by  deposit  or  pledge,  if  the  buyer  or  pawnee  had  not  notice  that  such  person  was  not 
the  true  owner.  So,  any  person  taking  goods  on  deposit  or  pledge  for  a  preexisting 
debt  from  the  party  in  possession,  wiUiout  notice  that  he  was  not  the  owner,  acquires 
the  right  that  was  in  the  person  making  the  deposit  or  pledge.  Any  person  may 
accept  goods  on  any  such  document,  on  deposit,  or  pledge  from  any  factor  or  agent, 
with  knowledge  that  he  was  a  factor  or  agent,  and  he  will  acquire  the  title  or  interest 
of  the  factor  or  agent.  And  any  person  may  contract  for  the  purchase  of  goods  from 
any  factor,  agent,  or  consignee  in  possession  thereof,  and  make  payment  thereof  with 
knowledge  of  such  agency,  provided  the  contract  be  made  in  tlie  usual  course  of 
business,  and  without  notice  of  any  want  of  authority  in  the  agent  to  sell  and  receive 
payment.  The  true  owner,  prior  to  the  sale  or  pledge,  may  recover  from  tlie  factor 
or  agent,  or  his  assignees,  and  from  the  buyer,  the  price  of  the  goods,  subject  to  his 
right  of  set-off  against  the  agent,  and  may  recover  the  goods  deposited  or  pledged  oa 
repayment  of  the  money  or  restoration  of  the  negotiable  paper  advanced  on  security 
thereof,  and  on  payment  of  the  money  or  restoration  of  the  negotiable  paper  advanced 
by  the  factor  or  agent  So,  he  may  recover  from  any  person  any  balance  in  hand, 
being  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  goods,  after  deducting  the  money  or  negotiaUs 
paper  advanced  on  the  security  thereof. 

(6)  Frauds  and  breaches  of  trust  are  said  not  to  be  among  the  radical  defects  whidi 
will  absolutely  annul  the  title  of  the  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser;  and  Mr.  Browa 
has,  though  I  think  mistakingly,  contended  that  cases  of  force  and  fear  stand  on  the 
same  footing,  for  I  apprehend  that  force  and  fear  will  destroy  the  contract  entirely. 
Brown  on  Sales,  895;  1  Bell's  Comm.  281,  286,  287,  289.  Mr.  Bell  shows,  from  the 
cases  which  he  cites,  that  it  is  not  clearly  settled  in  what  cases  a  sale  by  a  person  in 
lawful  ifbstession  will  bind  the  real  owner,  if  the  sale  be  founded  on  a  breach  of  trust 
Vide  infra,  514,  note.    If  a  bailee  of  property  for  a  special  purpose  seUs  it,  the  hem 
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place  to  pursue  further  this  inquiry.  My  object,  at  present,  is 
only  to  show  how  tlie  right  of  the  true  owner  to  pmperty  kept 
increasing  in  consideration  and  vigor,  with  the  progress  of  law 
from  rudeness  to  refinement. 

Title  to  property,  resting  originally  in  occupancy,  ceased,  of 
course,  upon  the  death  of  the  occupant.  Sir  William  Black- 
stone  considers  the  descent,  devise,  and  transfer  of  property, 
political  institutions,  and  creatures  of  the  municipal  law,  and 
not  natural  rights;  and  that  the  law  of  nature  suggests  that, 
on  the  death  of  the  possessor,  the  estate  should  become  common, 
and  be  open  to  the  next  occupant.  He  admits,  however,  that 
for  the  sake  of  peace  and  order,  the  universal'  law  of  almost 
every  nation  gives  to  the  possessor  the  power  to  continue  his 
property  by  will ;  and  if  it  be  not  disposed  of  in  that  way, 
that  the  municipal  law  steps  *  in  and  declares  who  shall  *  326 
be  heir  of  the  deceased,  (a)  As  a  mere  speculative  ques- 
tion, it  may  be  doubted  whether  this  be  a  perfectly  correct  view 
of  the  law  of  nature  on  this  subject.  The  right  to  transmit  prop- 
erty by  descent,  to  one's  own  offspring,  is  dictated  by  the  voice 
of  nature.  (6)  The  universality  of  the  sense  of  a  rule  or  obliga- 
tion is  pretty  good  evidence  that  it  has  its  foundation  in  natural 
law.  (e)  It  is  in  accordance  with  the  sympathies  and  reason  of 
all  mankind,  that  the  children  of  the  owner  of  property  which  he 
acquired  and  improved  by  his  skill  and  industry,  and  by  their 
association  and  labor,  should  have  a  better  title  to  it  at  his  death 
than  the  passing  stranger.  It  is  a  continuation  of  the  former  oc- 
cupancy in  the  members  of  the  same  family.  This  better  title  of 
the  children  has  been  recognized  in  every  age  and  nation,  and  it 

M^  purchaser  does  not  acquire  a  valid  title.  Wilkinson  v.  King,  2  Camp.  335 ;  Hartop 
9.  Hoare,  3  Atk.  44 ;  Hardman  v.  WiUcock,  9  Blng.  382,  note ;  Galvin  v.  Bacon,  2  Fiiirf. 
28;  Story  on  Bailments,  79,  2d  ed.  But  if  the  vendor  delivers  goods  with  the  inten- 
tion that  tlie  property  as  well  as  the  possession  shall  pass,  a  Ixma  fidt  purchaser  from 
a  fraudulent  vendee  will  hold  the  goods.  Andrew  v,  Dietrich,  14  Wend.  31.  It  is 
•nfficient,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  a  hona  fide  purch.iser,  that  the  owner  of  per- 
•onal  property  confers  an  apparent  right  of  property  upon  the  vendor,  as  when  he  sells 
goods  and  delivers  possession,  although  the  goods  were  obtained  from  him  fraudu- 
lently ;  and  he  confers  an  apparent  right  of  disposal^  when  he  furnishes  the  vendor 
vith  the  external  indicia  of  such  right,  or  where  a  bill  of  lading  is  sent  to  a  consignee 
with  a  power  of  transfer.    Saltus  v,  Everett,  20  Wend.  267. 

(a)  Comm.ii.  c.  1,  10-18.  (b)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  7,  sec.  5.. 

(c)  Omni  in  re  consensio  omnium  gentium  lez  nature  putanda  est.  Cic.  TuscuL 
Qiuttt.  Ub.  1,  c.  13. 
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is  founded  in  the  natural  affections,  which  are  the  growth  of  the 
domestic  ties,  and  the  order  of  Providence,  (i)  But  the  particular 
distribution  among  the  heirs  of  the  blood,  and  the  regulation  and 
extent  of  the  degrees  of  consanguinity,  to  which  the  right  of  suc- 
cession should  be  attached,  do  undoubtedly  depend  upon  positive 
institution ;  and  it  seems  to  be  the  general  doctrine,  founded 
on  the  history  of  all  nations  and  ages,  that  property  in  land, 
when  such  property  began  tQ  exist  and  to  be  recognized,  was 
originally  vested  in  the  state  or  sovereign,  and  derived  by  grant 
to  individuals,  (e) 

3.  The  Righto  of  Alienation.  —  The  power  of  alienation  of  prop- 
erty is  a  necessary  incident  to  the  right  of  property,  and  was 
dictated  by  mutual  convenience  and  mutual  wants.  It  was  first 
applied  to  movables;  and  a  notion  of  separate  and  permanent 
property  in  land  could  not  have  arisen  until  men  had  advanced 
beyond  the  hunter  and  shepherd  states,  and  become  husbandmen 
and  farmers.     Property  in  land  would  naturally  take  a  faster 

hold  of  the  affections ;  and,  from  the  very  natui*e  of  the 

*  827    subject,  it  would  •  not  be  susceptible  of  easy  transfer,  nor 

so  soon  as  movable  property  be  called  into  action  as  an 
article  of  commerce. 

Delivery  of  possession  was,  anciently,  necessary  to  the  valid 
transfer  of  land.  When  actual  delivery  became  inconvenient, 
symbolical  delivery  supplied  its  place ;  and  as  society  grew  in 
cultivation  and  refinement,  writing  was  introduced,  and  the 
alienation  of  land  was  by  deed.^ 

4.  Of  Sumptuary  Laws.  —  The  gratuitous  disposition  of  land  by 
will  was  of  much  slower  growth  than  alienations,  in  the  way  of 
commerce,  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  because  the  children 
were  supposed  to  have  a  right  to  the  succession  on  the  death  of 
the  parent ;  though  Grotius  considers  disposition  by  will  to  be 
one  of  the  natural  rights  of  alienation,  (a)  In  the  early  periods 
of  the  English  law,  a  man  was  never  permitted  totally  to  dis- 
inherit his  children,  or  leave  his  widow  without  provision.  (J) 

((f)  Christian's  notes  to  2  Bl.  Coram,  c.  1 ;  Taylor's  Elements  of  the  CivU  Lsw, 
610;  Toullier,  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  iii.  121-128. 
(«)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  2,  sec.  4;  ib.  c.  8,  sec.  4. 
(a)  De  Jure  Belli,  b.  2,  c.  6,  sec.  14. 
(6)  1  Reeves's  Hist,  of  the  English  Law,  11.     Vide  Infra,  ir.  608. 

1  See  It.  441,  n.  1. 
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Testaments  were  introduced  by  Solon  into  the  Athenian  common- 
wealth in  the  case  in  which  the  testator  had  no  issue ;  and  the 
Roman  law  would  not  allow  a  man  to  disinherit  his  own  issue, 
9ui  et  necessarii  fueredes^  his  natural  and  domestic  heii*s  or  chil- 
dren, and  their  descendants,  without  assigning  Bome  just  cause  in 
his  will.  The  reason  of  the  rule  in  the  civil  law  was,  that  the 
children  were  considered  as  having  a  property  in  the  effects  of 
the  father,  and  entitled  to  the  management  of  the  estate.  The 
querela  inoffidon  testamenti  was  an  action  introduced  in  favor  of 
the  children,  to  rescind  wills  made  to  their  prejudice  without 
just  cause.  But  the  father  could  charge  his  estate  with  his  debt, 
and  so  render  the  succession  unprofitable;  and  the  children 
could,  in  that  case,  abandon  the  succession,  and  so  escape  the 
obligation  of  the  debts,  {c) 

In  England,  the  right  of  alienation  of  land  was  long  checked  by 
the  oppressive  resti-aints  of  the  feudal  system,  and  the  doctrine  of 
entailments.  All  those  embarrassments  have  been  effectually 
removed  in  this  country ;  and  the  right  to  acquire,  to  hold, 
to  enjoy,  to  alien,  to  devise,  and  to  *  transmit  property  by  *  328 
inheritance  to  one*s  descendants,  in  regular  order  and  suc- 
cession, is  enjoyed  in  the  fulness  and  perfection  of  the  absolute 
right.  Every  individual  has  as  much  freedom  in  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  his  propei*ty,  as  is  consistent  with  good 
order  and  the  reciprocal  rights  of  others.  The  state  has  set 
bounds  to  the  acquisition  of  property  by  corporate  bodies ;  for 
the  creation  of  those  artificial  persons  is  a  matter  resting  in  the 
discretion  of  the  government,  who  have  a  right  to  impose  such 
restrictions  upon  a  gratuitous  privilege  or  franchise  as  a  sense 
of  the  public  interest  or  convenience  may  dictate.  With  the 
admission  of  this  exception,  the  legislature  has  no  right  to  limit 
the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  property,  as  was  suggested  by 
some  of  the  regulations  in  ancient  Crete,  Lacedseraon,  and 
Athens ;  (a)  and  has  also  been  recommended  in  some  modern 
Utopian  speculations.  A  state  of  equality  as  to  property  is 
impossible  to  be  maintained,  for  it  is  against  the  laws  of  our 
nature  ;  and  if  it  could  be  reduced  to  practice,  it  would  place  the 
human  race  in  a  state  of  tasteless  enjoyment  and  stupid  inac- 
tivity, which  would  degrade  the  mind  and  destroy  the  happiness 

(c)  Dig.  29.  2.  12.     ride  ivfra,  ir.  508. 

(a)  Ariflt  Politics,  b/  Gillies,  b.  2,  c  8;  Potter's  Antiq.  of  Greece,  i.  167. 
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*  829  of  social  life.  (6)  *  When  the  laws  allow  a  free  circula- 
tion to  property  by  the  abolition  of  perpetuities,  entail- 
ments, the  claims  of  primogeniture,  and  all  inequalities  of  descent, 
the  opei-ation  of  the  steady  laws  of  nature  will,  of  themselves, 
preserve  a  proper  equilibrium,  and  dissipate  the  mounds  of  prop- 
erty as  fast  as  they  accumulate. 

Civil  government  is  not  entitled,  in  ordinary  cases,  and  as  a 
general  rule,  to  regulate  the  use  of  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
owners,  by  sumptuary  laws,  or  any  other  visionaiy  schemes  of 
fiugality  and  equality.  The  notion  that  plain,  coai^se,  and  abste- 
mious habits  of  living  are  requisite  to  the  preservation  of  heroism 

(b)  Harrington,  in  his  Oceana,  declared  an  Agrarian  law  to  be  the  foundation  of 
a  commonwealth;  and  be  undoubtedly  alluded  to  the  common  interpretation  and 
popular  Tiew  of  the  Agrarian  laws  in  ancient  Rome,  and  not  to  tiie  new  and  just  ides 
of  M.  de  Niebuhr,  that  those  laws  related  only  to  leases  of  the  public  lands  belonging 
to  the  suite.  History  of  Rome,  ii.  116-131.  The  public  lands  belonging  to  the  sute 
in  ancient  Home,  and  which  kept  enlarging  with  erery  conquest,  were,  in  the  early 
periods  of  its  history,  leased  out,  and  mostly  for  pasturage,  to  occupiers  wlio  were 
tenants  at  will  to  the  state.  And  as  large  accessions  of  new  citizens  accrued,  there 
would  be  new  allotments,  which  necessarily  involved  the  sacrifice  of  many  existing 
interesta.  The  burghers  or  patricians  had  the  exclusive  use  of  tliese  lands  while 
unallotted,  not  exceeding  500  jugera  to  each  individual ;  but  when  they  were  divided 
by  Agrarian  laws  into  small  lots  for  cultivation,  the  plebeian  commoners  took  them, 
and  this  gave  tlie  Agrarian  law  such  great  and  just  popularity.  Dr.  Arnold  (History 
of  Rome.  i.  160)  concludes  that  "  If  amongst  Niebuhr's  countless  servicea  to  Roman 
history  any  single  one  may  claim  our  gratitude  beyond  the  rest,  it  is  hia  explanation 
of  the  true  nature  and  character  of  the  Agrarian  laws."  Montesquieu,  in  his  Spirit 
of  Laws,  b-  5,  c  3,  4,  6,  0,  frequently  suggests  the  necessity  of  laws  in  a  democracy 
establishing  equality  and  frugality.  All  schemes  of  that  kind  are  essentially  visionary, 
though  they  may  not  be  quite  as  extravagant  as  some  of  the  reveries  of  Rousseau, 
Gondorcet,  or  Godwin.  In  the  code  of  laws  compiled  by  King  James,  in  KiOJ,  for 
the  new  colonies  in  America,  a  community  of  property  and  labor,  for  five  years  from 
the  settlement  of  each  colony,  was  established.  This  was  a  temporary  expedient; 
but  the  experiment  upon  this  theory,  in  the  colony  of  Virginia,  proved  it  to  be  an 
intolerable  restriction,  leading  to  idleness  and  immorality,  and  to  be  destructive  o( 
all  the  ordinary  motives  to  human  industry.  (Stith's  History  of  Virginia;  Robert- 
son's America,  b.  9;  Bancroft's  History,  i.  161.)  The  experiment  of  a  community 
of  lands,  goods,  and  labor  at  New  Plymouth,  made  in  the  first  years  of  the  colony, 
was  found  to  be  injurious  even  with  that  small,  simple,  and  pious  band  of  emigrants; 
and  the  institution  of  separate  property,  in  1023,  had  a  sudden  and  very  beneficial 
effect  in  exciting  a  spirit  of  industry.  (Morton's  New  England  Memorial,  93;  Bay- 
lies's  Historical  Memoir,  i.  120, 158.)  The  state  of  equality  does  not  suit  the  present 
condition  of  man,  and  whenever  it  has  been  attempted,  it  has  checked  civilization,  and 
led  to  immorality,  and  destroyed  freedom  of  action  and  enjoyment.  Mr.  Young,  the 
learned  editor  of  the  Chronicles  of  the  Pilgrim  Fathers,  Boston,  1841,  says  (84)  that 
the  joint-stock  association  of  the  Pilgrims  was  a  partnership,  forced  upon  them  by 
necessity,  and  dissolved  as  soon  as  possible,  and  that  there  never  was  any  coramonity 
of  goods  among  them,  aa  that  pUraae  is  commonly  understood. 
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and  patriotiBm  has  been  derived  from  the  Roman  and  classical 
writers.  They  praised  sumptuary  laws,  and  declaimed  vehemently 
against  the  degeneracy  of  their  countrymen,  which  they  imputed 
to  the  corrupting  influence  of  the  arts  of  Greece,  and  of  the 
riches  and  luxury  of  the  world,  upon  the  freedom  and  spirit  of 
those  ^'  lords  of  human  kind,"  who  had  attained  universal  empire 
by  means  of  the  hardy  virtues  of  the  primitive  ages,  (a) 
But  *  we  need  only  look  to  the  free  institutions  of  Britain  *830 
and  her  descendants,  and  the  prosperity  and  freedom  which 
they  cherish  and  protect,  to  be  satisfied  that  the  abundant  re- 
turns of  industr}',  the  fruits  of  genius,  the  boundless  extent  of 
commerce,  the  exuberance  of  wealth,  and  the  cultivation  of  the 
libera]  arts,  with  the  unfettered  use  of  all  these  blessings,  are  by 
no  means  incompatible  with  the  full  and  perfect  enjoyment  of 
enlightened  civil  liberty.  No  such  fatal  union  necessarily  exists 
between  prosperity  and  tyranny,  or  between  wealth  and  national 
corruption,  in  the  harmonious  arrangements-  of  Providence. 
Though  Britain,  like  ancient  Tyre,  has  her  ^'  merchants  who  are 
princes,  and  her  traffickers  the  honorable  of  the  earth,"  she  still 
sits  ^^very  glorious  in  the  midst  of  the  seas,  and  enriches  the 
kings  of  the  earth  with  the  multitude  of  her  riches  and  of  her 
merchandise."  Nor  have  the  polished  manners  and  refined  taste 
for  which  France  has  been  renowned  in  modem  ages,  or  even 
the  effeminate  luxury  of  her  higher  classes  and  of  her  capital 
been  found  to  damp  her  heroism,  or  enervate  her  national  spirit. 
Liberty  depends  essentially  upon  the  structure  of  the  government, 
the  adminbtration  of  justice,  and  the  intelligence  of  the  people, 
and  it  has  very  little  concern  with  equality  of  property  and  fru- 
gality of  living,  or  the  varieties  of  soil  and  climate.  (5) 

(a)  No  author  was  more  distingnished  than  Sallust  for  his  eloquent  inrectiTes 
against  riches,  luxury,  and  the  arts,  which  he  considered  as  having  corrupted  and 
destroyed  the  Roman  republic.  Among  other  acquired  vices,  he  says,  the  Romans 
had  learned  to  admire  statues,  pictures,  and  fine  wrought  plate.  Sal.  Cat.  c.  11. 
Jarenal  painted  the  mighty  evils  of  luxury  with  the  hand  of  a  master.  In  a  satire 
devoted  to  the  delineation  of  extreme  profligacy,  he  relieves  himself  for  a  moment  by 
a  brief  but  lively  sketch  of  the  pure  and  rustic  virtues  of  the  old  Romans.  He  recurs 
again  to  the  desolations  of  wealth  and  luxury,  and  rises  to  the  loftiest  strains  of 
patriot  indignation : — 

Sievior  armis 
Lnzaria  incubait,  Tictomque  ulciscitur  oTbem. 

Sat.  6,  V.  291,  893. 
{h)  The  sumptuaiy  laws  of  ancient  Rome  had  their  origin  in  the  Twelve  Tables, 
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♦  881       •  Every  person  is  entitled  to  be  protected  in  the  enjoy- 

ment of  his  property,  not  only  from  invasions  of  it  by  indi- 
viduals, but  from  all  unequal  and  undue  assessments  on  the  part 
of  government    It  is  not  sufficient  that  no  tax  or  imposition  can 

be  imposed  upon  the  citizens,  but  by  their  representatives  in 

*  832    the  legislature.     The  citizens  are  entitled  *  to  require  that 

the  legislature  itself  shall  cause  all  public  taxation  to  be 
fair  and  equal  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  property,  so  that  no 


which  controlled  the  wastefulnefls  of  prodigals,  and  unnecetsarj  expenditare  at 
Ainerali.  The  appetite  for  luxury  increaied  with  dominion  and  riches,  and  sump- 
tuary laws  were  from  time  to  time  enacted  fVora  the  666th  year  of  the  city  down  to 
the  time  of  the  emperors,  restrahiing,  by  severe  checks,  luxury  and  extravagaoce  in 
dress,  furniture,  and  food.  They  were  absurdly  and  idly  renewed  by  the  most 
extravagant  and  dissipated  rulers ,  by  such  conquerors  as  Sylla,  Julius  GBsar,and 
Augustus.  The  history  of  those  sumptuary  laws  is  given  in  Aulius  Gellius,  b.  2, 
c.  24.  See  also  Suet. ;  J.  Caesar,  sec.  48 ;  and  T.  Arnold's  History  of  the  later  Romtn 
Commonwealth,  c.  4. 

During  the  middle  ages,  the  English,  French,  and  other  governments  were, 
equally  with  the  ancient  Romans,  accustomed  to  limit,  by  positive  Uws,  the  extent 
of  private  expenses,  entertainments,  and  dress.  Some  traces  of  these  sumptuary 
laws  existed  in  Franoe  as  late  as  the  beginning  of  the  last  century,  and  in  Sweden 
in  the  latter  part  of  it.  Hallam  on  the  Middle  Ages,  ii.  287 ;  Catteau's  View 
of  Sweden ;  Dodsley's  Annual  Register,  1767.  The  statute  of  10  Edward  in., 
entitled  ttatutum  de  dbartii  utendU^  was  the  most  absurd  that  ever  was  enacted.  It 
prescribed  the  number  of  dishes  for  dinner  and  supper,  and  tlie  quality  of  the  dishes. 
Dr.  Adam  Smith,  in  his  Wealth  of  Nations,  justly  considers  it  to  be  an  act  of  the 
highest  impertinence  and  presumption  for  kings  and  rulers  to  pretend  to  watch  orer 
the  economy  and  expenditure  of  private  persons.  The  wages  of  labor,  and  the  pricet 
of  commodities,  and  economy  in  dress,  were  regulated  by  law  in  the  earliest  settle- 
ment of  Massachusetts.  Winthrop's  Hist,  of  New  England,  by  Savage,  i.  31,  note ; 
ib.  i.  116,  140.  143;  Laws  of  Massachusetts,  1641,  1647,  and  published  in  the  digest  of 
colony  statutes,  1675.  Such  "  good  orders,"  says  Hubbard,  "  expired  with  the  first 
golden  age  in  this  world.  But  he  was  mistaken,  for  in  1777  there  was  a  report  made 
by  a  committee  in  Congress,  recommending  to  the  several  states  to  regulate,  by  law, 
the  price  of  labor,  manufactures,  and  internal  produce,  and  the  charges  of  innholden. 
Journals  of  Congress,  November  22, 1777.  In  pursuance  of  the  suggestion,  it  appears 
that,  in  1778,  there  were  acts  of  the  legislatures  of  Connecticut  and  New  Tork  (and 
probably  of  other  states)  limiting  the  price  of  labor,  and  the  products  of  labor,  and 
tavern  charges.  The  statute  of  New  York  was  suspended  within  three  months  after 
it  was  passed,  and  repealed  within  the  same  year.  Corporation  ordinances,  in  some 
of  our  cities,  have  frequently  regulated  the  price  of  meat  in  the  market  Such  laws. 
if  of  any  efficacy,  are  calculated  to  destroy  the  stimulus  to  exertion ;  but  in  fact  tlioy 
are  only  made  to  be  eluded,  despised,  and  broken.  And  yet  the  regulation  of  prices 
in  inns  and  taverns  is  still  the  practice  in  New  Jersey  and  Alabama,  and  perhaps  in 
other  states ;  and  the  rates  of  charges  are^or  were  until  recently,  established  in  those 
states  by  the  county  courts  and  affixed  up  at  inns,  in  like  manner  as  the  rates  of  toll 
at  toll  gates  and  bridges. 
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one  class  of  individuals,  and  no  one  species  of  property,  may  be 
unequally  or  unduly  assessed,  (a) 

5.  Of  Taxation.  —  A  just  and  perfect  system  of  taxation  is  still 
a  de9ideratum  in  civil  government ;  and  there  are  constantly  exist- 
ing well-founded  complaints,  that  one  species  of  property  is  made 
to  sustain  an  unequal,  and,  consequently,  an  unjust  pressure  of 
the  public  burdens.  The  strongest  instance  in  New  York,  and 
probably  in  other  states,  of  this  inequality  was  in  the  assessments 
of  taxes  npon  waste  and  unproductive  lands ;  and  the  oppres- 
sion upon  this  description  of  real  property  has  been  so  great  as 
to  diminish  exceedingly  its  value.  This  property  is  assessed  in 
each  town  b}'  assessors  residing  in  each  town,  and  whose  interest 
it  is  to  exaggerate  the  value  of  such  property,  in  order  to  throw 
as  great  a  share  as  possible  of  the  taxes  to  be  raised  within  the 
town  tipon  the  non-resident  proprietor.  The  unreclaimed  lands, 
which  the  owner  finds  it  impossible  to  cultivate  or  even  to  sell, 
without  great  sacrifice,  and  which  produce  no  revenue,  are 
assessed,  not  only  for  such  charges  as  may  be  deemed  directly 
beneficial  to  the  land,  such  as  making  and  repairing  roads  and 
bridges,  but  for  all  the  wants  and  purposes  of  the  inhabitants. 
The  lands  are  made  auxiliary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and 
the  desti-uetion  of  wild  animals ;  and  the  inhabitants  of  each 
town  have  been  left  to  judge,  in  their  discretion,  of  the  extent  of 
their  wants.  Such  a  power  vested  in  the  inhabitants  of  each 
town,  of  raising  money  for  their  own  use,  on  the  property  of 
others,  has  produced,  in  many  instances,  very  great  abuses  and 
injustice.  It  has  corrupted  the  morals  of  the  people,  and  led  to 
the  plunder  of  the  property  of  non-resident  landholders.  This 
was  carried  to  such  an  enormous  extent  in  the  county  of  Frank- 
Co)  Property  taken  and  appropriated  to  pnblic  usee  or  easements,  as  highways, 
bridges,  turnpikes,  railroads,  and  the  erections  necessary  or  incident  thereto,  and 
buildings  for  public  uses,  as  court-houses,  churches,  school-houses,  &c.,  arc  not  a 
proper  subject  for  taxation,  and  are  generally  exempt  as  being  works  for  public  use 
and  benefit.  Inhabitants  of  W.  v.  W.  R.  B.  Corp.,  4  Met.  664.  The  constitution  of 
Arkansas  declares  a  sound  principle,  in  saying  that  all  property  subject  to  taxation 
shall  be  taxed  according  to  its  value,  and  the  value  to  be  ascertained  by  laws  making 
the  same  equal  and  uniform,  and  no  one  species  of  property  should  be  taxed  higher 
than  another  species  of  property  of  equal  value.  Art.  0.  In  New  Hampshire,  the 
law  gives  a  very  efficient  power  to  the  collector  of  taxes.  The  collector  is  not  bound 
to  search  for  property  on  which  to  distrain,  but  if  the  party  does  not  pay  the  tax  on 
doe  notice,  the  collector  may  arrest  his  person,  unless  he  produces  property  sufficient, 
and  with  an  indemnity  as  to  title,  if  required.    Kinsley  v.  Hall,  9  N.  H.  190. 
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lin  as  to  awaken  the  attention  of  the  legislature,  and  to  induce 
them  to  institute  a  special  commission  to  inquire  into  the  frauds 
and  abuses  committed  under  this  power,  and  also  to  withdraw 

entirely  from  the  inhabitants  of  new  towns  the  power  of 
♦888    raising  money   by  assessments  upon  property  for  'the 

destruction  of  noxious  animals,  (a)  The  ordinance  of 
Congress  of  July  18,  1787,  (J)  passed  for  the  government  of 
the  northwestern  territory,  anticipated  this  propensity  to  abuse 
of  power,  and  undertook  to  guard  against  it  by  the  provision, 
that  in  no  case  should  any  legislature  within  that  tei-ritory  tax 
the  lands  of  non-resident  proprietors  higher  than  those  of  residents. 
There  is  a  similar  provision  in  the  constitution  of  Missouri,  and 
one  still  broader  in  that  of  the  State  of  Illinois.  It  is  declared, 
generally,  in  that  of  the  latter  state,  that  the  mode  of  levying  a 
tax  shall  be  by  valuation,  so  that  every  person  should  pay  a  tax 
in  proportion  to  the  value  of  his  property  in  possession. 

The  duty  of  protecting  every  man's  property  by  means  of  just 
laws,  promptly,  uniformly,  and  impartially  administered,  is  one 
of  the  strongest  and  most  interesting  of  obligations  on  the  part  of 
government,  and  frequently  it  is  found  to  be  the  most  difficult  in 
the  performance.  Mr.  Hume  (c)  looked  upon  the  whole  apparatus 
of  government  as  having  ultimately  no  other  object  or  purpose 
but  the  distribution  of  justice.  The  appetite  for  property  is  so 
keen,  and  the  blessings  of  it  are  so  palpable  and  so  impressive, 
that  the  passion  to  acquire  is  incessantly  busy  and  active.  Eveiy 
man  is  striving  to  better  his  condition ;  and  in*  the  constant 
struggles  and  jealous  collisions  between  men  of  property  and  men 
of  no  property,  the  one  to  acquire  and  the  other  to  preserve; 
and  between  debtor  and  creditor,  the  one  to  exact  and  the  other 
to  evade  or  postpone  payment ;  it  is  to  be  expected,  especially  in 
popular  governments,  and  under  the  influence  of  the  sympathy 
which  the  poor  and  unfortunate  naturally  excite,  that  the  impar- 
tial course  of  justice,  and  the  severe  duties  of  the  lawgiver, 
should,  in  some  degree,  be  disturbed.  One  of  the  objects  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  was  to  establish  justice ;  and 

this  it  has  done  by  the  admirable  distribution  of  its  powers, 

*  884  and  the  *  checks  which  it  has  placed  on  the  local  legis- 

(a)  L.  N.  T.,  KM.  46,  c.26,  tec.  9, 10,  c  126. 

(b)  Journals  of  the  Confederation  Congren,  zil.  SS. 

(c)  Etsajs,  i  S& 
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Ifltion  of  the  states.  These  checks  have  already,  in  their  oper- 
ation, essentially  contributed  to  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
property. 

6l  Of  the  Claim  of  Improvements  of  2«ands.  —  Government  is 
bound  to  assist  the  rightful  owner  of  property  in  recovery  of  the 
possession  of  it  wheu  it  has  been  unjustly  lost.  Of  this  duty 
there  is  no  question.  But  if  the  possessor  of  land  took  possession 
in  good  faith,  and  in  the  mistaken  belief  that  he  had  acquired  a 
title  from  the  rightful  owner,  and  makes  beneficial  improvements 
upon  the  land,  it  has  been  a  point  of  much  discussion,  whether 
the  riglitful  owner,  on  recovery,  was  bound  to  refund  to  him 
the  value  of  the  improvements.  This  was  the  question  in  the 
case  of  Green  v.  Biddhj  (a)  which  was  largely  discussed  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  which  had  excited  a 
good  deal  of  interest  in  the  State  of  Kentucky.  The  decision  in 
that  case  was  founded  upon  the  compact  between  the  states  of 
Virginia  and  Kentucky,  made  in  1789,  relative  to  lands  in  Ken- 
tucky, and,  therefore,  it  does  not  touch  the  question  I  have 
suggested.  The  inquiry  becomes  interesting,  how  far  a  general 
statute  provision  of  that  kind  is  consistent  with  a  due  regard 
to  the  rights  of  property*  The  Kentucky  act  of  January  31, 
1812,  declared  that  the  bona  fide  possessor  of  land  should  be 
paid,  by  the  successful  claimant,  for  his  improvements,  ai\d  that 
the  claimant  must  pay  them,  or  elect  to  relinquish  the  land  to 
the  occupant  on  being  paid  its  estimated  value  in  its  unimproved 
state,  (by 

By  the  English  law  and  the  common  law  of  this  country,  the 
owner  recovers  his  land  by  ejectment,  without  being  subjected  to 
the  condition  of  paying  for  the  improvements  which  may  have 
been  made  upon  the  land.  The  improvements  are  considered 
as  annexed  to  the  freehold,  and  passed  with  the  recovery.    Every 

(a)  8  WbeatoD,  L 

{h)  This  act,  or  occupant  law,  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  to  be  unconstitutional.  The  legislature  of  Kentucky  then  passed  the  act  of 
January  7, 1824,  with  a  view  to  counteract  the  decision  in  Green  v.  Biddle  ;  and  it 
•i^eeted  to  forfeiture,  without  office  found,  or  judgment,  all  patented  lands  of  more 
than  one  hundred  acres,  unless  the  owner,  by  the  Ist  of  August,  1825,  caused  a  ratable 
portion  of  the  land  to  be  cultivated,  and,  on  forfeiture,  the  title  was  to  vest  in  the 
occupant.  This  act  was  held  by  the  Kentucky  courts  to  impose  an  arbitrary,  unjust, 
oppressive,  and  illegal  condition  upon  the  patentees,  and  was  in  violation  of  their 
grants,  and  unconstitutional  and  void.  Gaines  v,  Buford,  1  Dana  (Ky.),  481. 
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possessor  makes  such  improvements  at  his  peril,  (c)     But  if  the 
owner  be  obliged  to  resort  to  chancery  for  assistance  in  the 

*  886  recovery  of  the  rents  and  *  profits,  Lord  Hardwicke  once 

intimated,  in  Dormer  v.  ForUdcue^  (a)  that  the  rule  of  the 
civil  law,  which  is  more  equitable  on  that  point  than  the  English 
law,  would  be  adopted ;  and  consequently  the  bonoB  fidei  possessor 
would  be  entitled  to  deduct  the  amount  of  his  expense  for  last- 
ing and  valuable  improvements,  from  the  amount  to  be  paid,  by 
way  of  damages,  for  the  rents  and  profits.  The  same  intimation 
waa  given  in  the  Court  of  Errors  in  New  York,  Murray  v.  Gauver- 
neur  ;  (i)  and  that  in  the  equitable  action  at  law  for  the  mesne 
profits,  the  defendant  might  have  the  value  of  his  improvements 
deducted  by  way  of  set-off.  These  were  extrajudicial  dicta; 
and  there  is  no  adjudged  case,  professing  to  be  grounded  upon 
common-law  principles,  and  declaring  that  the  occupant  of  land 
was,  without  any  special  contract,  entitled  to  payment  for  his 
improvements,  as  against  the  true  owner,  when  the  latter  was 
not  chargeable  with  having  intentionally  laid  by  and  concealed 
his  title.  (<?)  We  have  a  statute  in  New  York  relative  to  lands, 
in  what  was  formerly  called  the  military  tract,  which  declares 
that  the  settler  on  those  lands,  under  color  of  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chase, should  not  be  devested  of  his  possession  on  recovery  by 
the  real  owner,  until  the  former  had  been  paid  the  value  of  his 
improvements  made  on  the  land,  after  deducting  thereout  a 
reasonable  compensation  to  the  owner  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  land,  (d)     This  act  is  as  broad,  and  liable  to  the  same 

(e)  Frear  v.  Hardenbergh,  6  Johns.  272.  This  is  the  rale  in  the  Scotch  law,  at  to 
improTements  made  by  a  tenant  for  his  accommodation.  Lord  Stair's  Institutions,  I 
187,  ed.  1832. 

(a)  3  Atk.  134.  (6)  2  Johns.  Cas.  441. 

(c)  The  suggestions  in  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  text  haTe  been  considered  si 
forming  just  ground  for  mitigation  of  damages  in  an  action  for  tlie  mesne  profits ; 
and  the  value  of  permanent  improvements,  made  in  good  faith,  has  been  allowed, 
to  the  extent  of  the  rents  and  profito  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  Hylton  r.  Brown, 
[2  Wash.  165,1  April,  1808;  Wharton's  Dig.  tit.  Ejectment;  Jaclcson  v.  Loomis. 
4  Cowen,  168 ;  Ruffln,  C.  J.,  in  Dowd  r.  Fawcett.  4  Dev.  (N.  C.)  96.  A  court  of  equity 
on  a  bill  for  rents  and  profits,  after  a  recoTery  at  law  against  a  bona  fide  possessor,  for 
Taluable  consideration,  will  allow  for  beneficial  improvements.  Green  v.  Biddle, 
8  Wlieaton,  77-81  ;  Bright  v.  Boyd,  1  Story,  478,  496;  Mathews  v.  Davis,  6  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  324.  Judge  Green,  in  this  last  case,  said  that  the  case  of  Bright  v.  Boyd 
was  the  first  case  in  which  the  bona  fide  purchaser  was  allowed  compensation  against 
the  trae  owner  for  his  beneficial  improvements. 

(d)  L.  N.  Y.,  April  8, 1813,  c.  80. 
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objectioDS  that  have  been  made  against  the  Kentucky  statute. 
There  are  similar  statute  provisions  in  Maine,  Massachu- 
setts,  *  New   Hampshire,'  Vermont,  Vii'ginia,   Alabama,   *  336 
Ohio,  and  Illinois,  (a)  ^  So  far  as  the  statute  in  New  Hamp- 

(a)  Jones  r.  Carter,  12  Mass.  814 ;  Stat,  of  Mass.  1807,  c  75 ;  Withington  v.  Corey, 
2  N.  H.  116 ;  Brown  v.  Storm,  4  Vt.  37 ;  Gaige  v,  Ladd,  5  id.  266 ;  Statutes  of  Ohio, 
1881,  p.  261 ;  Bank  of  Hamilton  v.  Dudley's  Lessee,  2  Peters,  492.  The  statute  law 
in  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  and  Vermont  is  called  the  Betterment  Law,  and  it 
is  admitted  in  2  Pick.  607,  to  have  altered  the  common  law  in  this  respect.  In  the 
Massachusetts  ReTised  Statutes  of  1886,  pt  8,  tit.  3,  c.  101,  it  is  provided  generally 
in  the  writ  of  entry  upon  disseisin  for  the  recovery  of  any  estate  or  freehold,  that  the 
tenant  shall  be  entitled,  in  case  of  judgment  against  him,  to  compensation  for  the 
value  of  buildings  or  improvements  made  by  him,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims, 
provided  he,  or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  had  been  in  possession  for  six  years 
before  suit  brought,  or  for  a  less  time,  if  he  held  them  under  a  title  which  he  had 
reason  to  believe  good.  The  amount  is  to  be  assessed  by  the  jury  on  suggestion  on 
record  of  the  claim.  The  amount  allowed  may  be  set  off  against  the  rents  and  profits. 
The  demandant  may  also  require  to  have  the  value  of  ttie  land,  without  the  improve- 
ments, ascertained,  and  he  may  relinquish  the  land  on  being  paid  the  price,  and  which 
the  tenant  must  pay,  or  lose  the  value  of  his  improvements.  In  Maine,  it  is  held  that 
betterments  are  not  an  interest  in  land,  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  they  pass  by  a 
parol  assignment.  Lombard  v.  Haggles,  0  Greenl.  62.  The  statute  law  of  the  several 
states,  allowing  the  bona  fide  occupants  entering,  under  tlie  idea  that  they  had  pur- 
chased a  title  in  fee,  confines  the  claim  to  the  value  of  the  increase  of  the  land  by 
reason  of  the  improvements  made.  Tlie  statutes  of  Ohio,  under  the  occupying  claim- 
ant law,  allows  a  defendant  possessing  lands  under  claim  of  title,  as  well  for  his  improve- 
ments made  before  his  title  commenced  as  for  those  made  after.  Lessee  of  Davis  t;. 
Powell,  18  Ohio,  806.  The  statute  of  Virginia  of  1832  is  confined  to  the  case  of  lands 
lying  west  of  the  Alleghany  Mountains,  and  it  is  confined  to  the  hona  fide  occupants 
of  land  under  government  grants.  So,  the  claim  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  have 
the  improvements  assessed,  and  paid  before  execution  issues,  on  recovery  in  eject- 
ment, is  confined,  in  Alabama,  to  defendants  deriving  title  under  the  United  States  or 

1  Improvements.  —  The  above  principles  456.    But  it  has  been  held  that  the  legis- 

have  been  adopted  very  generally  by  the  lature  could  not  make  the  value  of  the 

courts  or  legislatures  of  the  several  states,  improvements  a  personal  charge  against 

Ross  V.  Irving,  14  HI.  171 ;  Whitney  v.  the  owner  of  the  land  and  authorize  a 

Richardson,  31  Vt  300;   Humphreys  v.  personal  judgment  against  him,  Childs 

Holtsinger,   3    Sneed,  228;    Ormond  v.  v.  Shower,  18  Iowa,  261 ;  nor  could  it  give 

Martin,  37  Ala.  698 ;  Love  v.  Shartzcr,  31  the  occupying  claimant. the  option,  after 

Cal.  487;  Horton  v.  Sledge,  29  Ala.  478,  judgment  in  ejectment  against  him,  to 

496;  Cary  v.  Whitney,  60  Me.  322  ;  Mar-  demand  payment  from  the  owner  for  his 

low  r.  Adams,  24  Ark.  109 ;  Howard  v.  improvements,  or  to  keep  the  land,  paying 

2^yer,  18  La.  An.  407 ;  Thouvenin  v.  Lea,  the  owner  its  unimproved  value,  McCoy 

26  Tex.  612 ;  Jones  v.  Graves,  21  Iowa,  v.  Grandy,  3  Ohio  St.  4G3.xi 
474;  Morrison  v,  Robinson,  31  Penn.  St.  See  iv.  166,  n.  1,  (6). 


jfi  A  defendant  who  erects  improve-  suit  goes  against  him.  Henderson  r. 
ments  on  land  pending  a  suit  to  try  title  Ownby,  66  Tex.  647.  See  further,  Wood 
does  so  at  the  risk  of  losing  them,  if  the     v.  Wood,  88  N.  T.  675. 
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shire  was  retroepaetive,  and  extended  to  past  improTements 
made  before  it  was  passed,  it  has  been  adjudged,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  New  Hampshire,  to 
be  unconstitutional,  inasmuch  as  it  devested  the  real  owner  of  a 
vested  title  to  the  possession,  and  vested  a  new  right  in  the  occu- 
pant, upon  considerations  altogether  past  and  gone.  (6)  The 
statute  in  New  Hampshire  applied  only  to  cases  of  a  bona  fide 
possession  of  more  than  six  years*  standing,  and  only  to  the 
increased  value  of  the  land  by  means  of  the  improvements ;  and 
the  real  owner  is  allowed  the  mesne  profits.  The  justice  of  that 
statute  has  been  ably  vindicated  in  the  case  of  Withingt/m 
V.  Corey^  (e)  in  cases  not  within  the  reach  of  the  decision  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  iha  United  States. 

The  rule  of  the  civil  law  was,  that  the  bonce  fidei  possessor  was 
entitled  to  be  reimbursed,  by  way  of  indemnity,  the  expenses  of 
beneficial  improvements,  so  far  as  they  augmented  the  property 
in  value ;  and  the  rule  was  founded  on  the  principle  of  equity, 
that  r^mo  debet  locupletari  aliena  Jaatura.  (d)     It  is  not  the 

a  Spanish  grant  Toalmin'a  Dig.  1823,  p.  470.  In  TenneMee  they  cooUnne  to  adlicn 
to  the  sterner  English  rale ;  and,  in  the  case  of  Nelson  v.  Allen  and  Harris  (I  Terf . 
360) ,  it  was  held  that  a  aUtnte  of  1813,  giring  to  the  defendant  in  ejectment,  as  againit 
die  rightful  owner,  the  Tahie  of  improrements  made  upon  the  land,  was  unooDSti- 
ttttional  and  TOtd.  Bal  It  was  admitted,  that  upon  a  hUl  in  equity  for  mesne  proflu, 
after  a  judgment  in  ^eetneol,  the  defendant  might  avail  himself  of  a  bona  Jid$  poi- 
eession,  and  limit  the  aooouat  to  Uie  commencement  of  the  suit,  provided  he  wu 
ignorant  of  all  the  fiiots  and  oircumstances  relating  to  his  adrersarj^'s  title.  See  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  181^  Sutute  Law  of  Tennessee,  1880,  pp.  267,  881 ;  and  see 
the  acts  of  1797  and  1806,  giving  to  the  bona  fide  possessor,  under  color  of  title,  and 
duly  evicted  by  better  title,  a  right  to  recover  the  value  of  his  improvements.  Stat- 
ute Laws  of  Tennessee,  880.  On  the  other  hand,  the  commissioners  appointed  to 
revise  the  civil  code  of  Pennsylvania,  in  their  Report  in  January,  1886,  proposed  that, 
on  a  recovery  in  ejectment  of  lands  against  a  defendant,  who  entered  and  held  and 
improved  the  same  under  color  of  title  and  with  good  faith,  he  might  suggest  upon 
record,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  his  claim  to  allowance  for  his  improvements; 
and  if  the  court  should  deem  the  facts  alleged  sufficient  in  equity  to  entitle  him  to  ttie 
relief  sought,  they  should  have  power  to  afford  and  enforce  it,  and  provision  is  made 
for  the  case.  The  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois,  ed.  1838,  p.  416,  and  of  Indiana,  1888^ 
p.  261,  exempt  the  person  oTicled  from  land  to  which  his  record  title  appeared  plaio. 
from  any  action  fbr  mesne  profits  prior  to  notice  of  adverse  claims,  and  they  allow 
him,  on  eviction,  for  lastkig  and  raluable  improvements  made  before  due  notice,  fint 
deducting  damages  (if  any)  for  waste,  &c. 

{b)  Society  for  the  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  v.  Wheeler,  2  GaU.  106. 

(c)  2  N.  H.  116. 

(d)  Dig.  6.  1.  48. 66;  bit  fi.  1. 80.  82;  Dig.  60.  17, 806;  QrotiM^  b.  t;  e.  U), see. 
1, 2,  3 ;  Puff.  b.  4,  e.  t,Mo.  6;  Bell's  Comm.  189,  see.  688. 
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amount  of  the  expenses*  stiicUy  so  considered*  but  only  the 
amount  so  far  as  tbey  augmented  the  property  in  value*  that 
the  claimant  ought,  in  equity*  to  refund.  But  there  are  difi&- 
culties  in  the  execution  of  this  rule.  The  expenses  may  have 
been  Tery  costly*  and  beyond  the  ability  of  the  claimant  to 
refund,  and  he  may  have  a  *  just  affection  for  the  pi*op*  *  337 
erty*  and  it  might  have  answered  all  his  wants  and  means 
in  its  original  state  without  the  improvements.  The  Roman 
law  allowed  the  judge  to  modify  the  rule  according  to  circum- 
stances* and  permitted  the  occupant  to  withdraw  from  the  land 
the  materials  by  which  it  was  improved,  (a)  In  many*  and* 
indeed,  in  most  cases,  that  mode  of  relief  would  be  impracticable  ; 
and  Pothier  (6)  proposes  to  reconcile  the  interests  of  the  several 
parties  by  allowing  the  owner  to  take  possession*  upon  condition 
that  the  repayment  of  those  expenditures*  by  instalments*  should 
remain  a  charge  upon  the  land,  (e)  There  are  embarrassments 
and  difficulties  in  every  view  of  this  subject;  and  the  several 
state  laws  to  which  I  have  alluded  do  not  indulge  in  any  of  these 
refinements.  They  require  the  value  of  the  improvements  to  be 
assessed*  and*  at  all  events,  to  be  paid ;  and  they  are  strictly 
encroachments  upon  the  rights  of  property*  as  known  and  recog- 
nized by  the  common  law  of  the  land.  There  were*  however* 
peculiar  and  pressing  circumstances  which  were  addressed  to  the 
equity  of  the  lawgiver,  and  led  to  the  passage  of  those  statutes 
in  reference  to  waste  and  uncultivated  lands  in  a  new  country*  and 
where  the  occupant  was  not  liable  to  any  imputation  of  negligence 
or  dishonesty.  The  titles  to  such  lands  had,  in  many  cases, 
become  exceedingly  obscure*  and  difficult  to  be  ascertained,  by 
reason  of  conflicting  locations,  and  a  courae  of  fraudulent  and 
desperate  speculation  ;  and  it  is  impossible  not  to  perceive  and 
feel  the  strong  equity  of  those  provisions.  But  in  the  ordinary 
state  of  things*  and  in  a  cultivated  country*  such  indulgences  are 
unnecessary  and  pernicious,  and  invite  to  careless  intrusions 
upon  the  *  property  of  others.  There  are  but  very  few  *  838 
cases  in  which  a  person  may  not*  with  reasonable  diligence 

(a)  Dig.  6.  1.  Sa 

{h)  Traill  du  Droit  de  Propri^t^,  n.  347. 

(c)  The  rule  in  the  Roman  law,  allowing  to  the  bona  fidk  possessor  of  land  com- 
pensation for  his  beneficial  repairs  and  meliorations  expended  upon  his  estate,  as 
■gainst  the  rightful  claimant,  is  very  fully  and  learnedly  discussed  in  the  American 
Jurist  and  Law  Magazine,  No.  4,  art.  9  [vol.  ii.1. 
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and  cautious  inquiry,  discover  whether  a  title  be  clear  or  clouded ; 
and  caveat  emptor  is  a  maxim  of  the  common  law  which  is  exceed- 
ingly conducive  to  the  security  of  right  and  title.  No  man  ought 
to  be  entitled  to  these  extraordinary  benefits  of  a  bonce  fidei 
possession  of  land  unless  he  entered  and  improved,  in  a  case 
which  appeared  to  him,  after  diligent  and  faithful  inquiry,  to  be 
free  from  suspicion.  There  is  no  moral  obligation  which  should 
compel  a  man  to  pay  for  improvements  upon  his  own  land,  which 
he  never  authorized,  and  which  originated  in  a  tort,  (a)  The 
provisions  of  the  Napoleon  Code  on  this  subject  have  been 
adopted  in  Louisiana ;  but  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  that  state,  that  a  bona  fide  possessor  ceases  to  be  one,  as 
soon  as  the  defects  in  his  title  are  made  knotvn  to  him.  He  is  not 
necessarily  in  bad  faith  from  the  time  a  suit  be  commenced,  for 
he  still  may  have  a  confidence  in  the  goodness  of  his  title,  (i)  ^ 

7.  The  Right  of  Oovemment  to  aBsume  Property,  and  control  its 
Use. —  But  there  are  many  cases  in  which  the  rights  of  property 
must  be  made  subservient  to  the  public  welfare.  The  maxim 
of  law  is,  that  a  private  mischief  is  to  be  endured  rather  than  a 
public  inconvenience.  On  this  ground  rest  the  rights  of  public 
necessity.  If  a  common  highway  be  out  of  repair,  a  passenger 
may  lawfully  go  through  an  adjoining   private  enclosure,  (c) 

(a)  4  Peters,  101,  8.  p. 

(&)  In  Louisiana,  the  principle  of  compensation,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
Roman  law,  has  been  adopted ;  and  if  the  owner  evicts  a  bonajide  possessor,  he  has 
his  election  to  pay  him  the  value  of  the  materials  and  workmanship  emplo)'ed 
in  putting  improTements  on  the  property,  or  to  reimburse  him  the  enhanced  Yslue 
which  they  confer  on  it.  Civil  Code,  art.  496 ;  and  until  they  are  reimbursed, 
he  has  a  right  to  retain  the  property.  lb.  3416.  Porter,  J.,  in  Daquin  v.  Coiron, 
8  Martin,  n.  a.  (La.)  608,  61&-620;  Packwood  v.  Richardson,  1  id.  406.  It  is  sUted 
in  Pearce  v.  Franlum.  16  La.  428,  that  by  the  Spanish  law  of  the  Partida,  the  party 
evicted,  whether  he  possessed  in  good  or  bad  faith,  was  not  bound  to  deliver  up  the  prem- 
ises to  the  owner  until  he  was  reimbursed  for  necessary  repairs ;  and  Merlin  (1  R^fper 
toire  de  Jurisprudence,  verbo,  Amelioration)  lays  down  the  same  as  a  settled  rule. 
The  Code  Napoleon,  art.  1683,  declares,  that  if  at  the  time  of  the  eviction  the  prop- 
erty sold  has  risen  in  value,  even  witliout  the  buyer  having  contributed  thereto,  the  seller  is 
bound  to  pay  him,  not  only  the  original  price  and  the  profits,  but  the  amount  of  the 
value  above  the  price  of  the  sale,  even  though  the  event  which  had  quadrupled  the 
value  was  not  and  could  not  be  foreseen.  Toullier,  title  3,  des  Contrats,  n.  236.  This 
was  also  the  law  of  Louisiana,  under  the  code  of  1808.  Succession  of  Dunford,  11 
Rob.  (La.)  ISa 

(c)  Absor  V.  French,  2  Show.  28;  Young's  Case,  1  Ld.  Raym.  725.    This  principle 

^  Ace.  Gibson  o.  Hutchins,  12  La.  An.  546,  overruling  Pearce  tr.  Frantum,  cited  in 
note  (6). 
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So  it  is  lawful  to  raze  houses  to  the  *  ground  to  prevent  *  389 
the  spreading  of  a  conflagration,  (a)  These  are  cases  of 
urgent  necessity,  in  which  no  action  lay  at  common  law  by  the 
individual  who  sustained  the  injury ;  but  private  property  must, 
in  many  other  instances,  yield  to  the  general  interest.  (5)  The 
right  of  eminent  domain,  or  inherent  sovereign  power,  gives  to 
the  legislature  the  control  of  private  property  for  public  uses, 
and  for  public  uses  only,  (c)  Roads  may  be  cut  through  the 
cultivated  lands  of  individuals  without  their  consent;  but  in 
New  York,  and  generally  in  the  other  states,  it  must  be  done  by 
town  officers  of  their  own  appointment,  upon  the  previous  appli- 

does  not  applj  to  the  case  of  a  private  way.  The  right  is  confined  to  public  highways 
out  of  repair.  Taylor  v.  Whitehead,  Doug.  745.  So,  an  entry  upon  another's  land 
may  be  justified  in  cases  of  overruling  necessity,  or  to  recover  property  carried  on 
another's  ground  by  the  force  of  the  elements,  without  the  owner's  &uU,  or  power  to 
prevent  it.  Choke,  J.,  6  Ed.  IV.  7 ;  Domat's  Civil  Law,  b.  2,  tit.  9,  sec.  2,  art.  3,  4. 
See  infra,  668. 

(a)  Dyer,  36,  b ;  2  Bulst.  61,  arg.,  and  several  cases  from  the  Year  Books,  there 
dted  ;  Case  of  the  King's  Prerogative  in  Saltpetre,  12  Co.  13 ;  Mouse's  Case,  12  Co. 
08;  1  Dallas,  363,  M'Kean,  C.  J.;  BuUer,  J.,  in  Governor,  &c.  v.  Mereditli,  4  T.  B. 
797. 

(6)  In  the  city  of  New  York,  by  statute  (2  B.  L.  368),  in  case  a  building  be 
destroyed  by  order  of  the  city  magistracy,  to  stop  a  conflagration,  the  city  must 
indemnify  the  owner,  unless  it  be  a  case  in  which  the  building  would  have  been 
inevitably  destroyed  by  the  fire  if  it  had  not  been  pulled  down  or  blown  up.  Mayor 
of  New  York  v.  Lord,  17  Wendell,  285.  But  tlie  remedy  of  the  owner  is  said  to  be 
limited  to  the  amount  of  the  assessment  made  according  to  the  statute,  and  the  corpora- 
tion of  New  York  is  not  liable  to  an  action  at  common  law  for  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  property  so  destroyed  by  order  of  the  magistracy.  Russell  v.  The  Mayor  of 
New  York,  2  Denio,  461.  The  remedy  under  the  act  does  not  extend  to  allow  a  re- 
coveiy  in  damages  for  merchandise  in  the  building  when  destroyed,  and  being  the 
property  of  a  third  person.     Stone  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.  of  New  York,  26  Wend.  167. 

(c)  Grotius,  b.  1,  c.  1,  sec.  6;  ib.  b.  2,  c.  14,  sec.  7 ;  ib.  b.  3,  c.  19,  sec.  7;  c.  20, 
see.  7 ;  Puff.  b.  8,  c  6,  sec.  7 ;  Bynk.  QusBst.  Jur.  Pub.  b.  2,  c.  16 ;  Vattel,  b.  1,  c.  20, 
sec.  244 ;  Esprit  des  Loix,  iii.  203 ;  Gardner  v.  Village  of  Newburgh,  2  Johns.  Ch.  162; 
Loubville  C.  &  C.  Railroad  v.  Chappell,  1  Rice  (S.  C),  383.  Ce  Domaine  Eminent, 
n'a  lieu  que  dans  une  n^cessit^  de  I'^tat  Pufi*.  par  Barbeyrac,  ib.  Biens  publics  qui 
appartiennent  it  IMtat,  qui  doivent  servir  pour  la  conservation  de  T^tat  s'appellent  le 
Domaine  de  I'Etat. ,  Puff.  ib.  sec.  8.  Here  the  distinction  is  clearly  marked  between 
the  eminent  domain  and  the  public  domain,  or  domain  of  the  gtcUe ;  and  for  the  rights  of 
the  Utter,  as  vested  in  the  United  States,  see  i.  267.  But  M.  Proudhon,  in  his  Traittf 
du  Domaine  Public,  makes  a  material  subdivision  of  this  second  branch  of  domain, 
and  applies  the  public  domain  to  that  kind  of  property  which  the  government  holds  as 
mere  trustee  for  the  use  of  the  public,  such  as  public  highways,  navigable  rivers,  salt 
springs,  &c.,  and  which  are  not,  as  of  course,  alienable ;  and  the  domain  of  the  stafs, 
which  applies  only  to  things  in  wliich  the  state  has  the  same  absolute  property  as  an 
individual  would  have  in  like  cases.    See  the  American  Jurist,  xix.  121. 
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cation  of  twelve  freeholders;  and  the  valae  of  the  lands  and 
amount  of  the  damages  must  be  assessed  by  a  jury,  and  paid  to 
the  owner,  (d)  So  lands  adjoining  the  New  York  canals  were 
made  liable  to  be  assumed  for  the  public  use,  so  far  as  was  neces^ 
sary  for  the  great  object  of  the  canals ;  and  provision  was  made 
for  compensation  to  the  individuals  injured,  by  the  assessment 
and  payment  of  the  damages.  (^)  In  these  and  other  instances 
which  might  be  enumerated,  the  interest  of  the  public  is  deemed 
paramount  to  that  of  any  private  individual ;  and  yet,  even  here« 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  of  most  of  the  states 
of  the  Union,  have  imposed  a  great  and  valuable  check  upon  the 
exercise  of  legislative  power,  by  declaring  that  private  property 
should  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation. 
A  provision  for  compensation  is  a  necessary  attendant  on  the 
due  and  constitutional  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  lawgiver 
to  deprive  an  individual  of  his  property  without  his  consent; 
and  this  principle  in  American  constitutional  jurisprndence  is 
founded  in  natural  equity,  and  is  laid  down  by  jurists  as  an 
acknowledged  principle  of  universal  law.  (/) 

(d)  N.  Y.  Re?i8ed  Statutes,  i.  614,  516. 

(«)  The  damages  maj  be  assessed  in  any  equitable  and  fair  mode,  to  be  pfOYided 
by  law,  without  the  interTention  of  a  jury,  inasmuch  as  trial  by  juiy  is  only  required 
on  Issues  in  fact,  in  civil  and  criminal  cases  in  courts  of  Justice.  Beekman  r.  Sara- 
toga and  Schenectady  Railroad  Co.,  8  Paige,  46;  Bonaparte  o.  C.  ft  A.  Railroad  Co^ 
1  Baldw.  C.  C.  205;  Railroad  Company  v.  DaWs,  2  Dev.  ft  Bait  (N.  C)  451,  464; 
Willyard  v.  Hamilton,  7  Ohio  [pt  2],  116;  LooisTUle  C.  ft  C.  Railroad  n.  Chi^ipeU, 
1  Rice  (S.  C),  883. 

{/)  Grotius,  de  Jure,  6.  ft  P.  b.  8,  c  19,  sec.  7 ;  c.  20,  sec.  7 ;  Puff,  de  Jam  Nat 
et  Gent.  b.  8,  c.  5,  sec.  3,  7 ;  Bynk.  QusBst.  Jur.  Pub.  b.  2,  c.  16;  Vattel,  b.  1,  c.  20, 
■ec.  244;  Heinec.  Elero.  Jur.  et  Nat.  b.  2,  c.  8,  sec.  170l  The  better  opinion  is,  tiial 
the  compensation,  or  offer  of  it,  must  precede  or  be  concurrent  with  the  seirare  and 
entry  upon  private  property  under  the  authority  of  the  state.  The  goTemment  is 
bound,  in  such  cases,  to  proTide  some  tribunal  for  the  assessment  of  the  compensation 
or  indemnity,  before  wltich  each  party  may  meet  and  discuss  their  claims  on  equal 
terms ;  and  if  the  government  proceed  without  taking  these  steps,  their  offloen  and 
agents  may  and  ought  to  be  restrained  by  irvjnnction.  The  process  of  injunction  was 
granted  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Gardner  v.  Village  of  Newburgh,and  it  was  also 
fustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  in  a  like  case.  2  Johns.  Ob.  162.  Hen- 
derson V.  Mayor,  ftc.  of  New  Orleans,  5  La.  416.  The  ClYil  Code  of  Lonkiana, 
art  489,  had  declared  tliat  there  must  be  the  prwiotts  indemnity,  and  so  iiid  the 
Code  Napoleon,  art  546^  and  the  constitutional  charter  of  Louis  XVIII.  The  proTi- 
•ion  in  our  American  constitutions  is  essentially  tlie  same,  though  not  in  the  same 
words  precisely,  and  it  would  seem  to  require  the  same  construction.  Sereral  of 
them  declare  that  priyate  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  withomi  fmU  eoai- 
fmuation  being  made.  The  settled  and  ftandamental  doctrine  Is,  that  government  has 
no  right  to  take  prirato  property  for  public  purposes  without  giving  a  ^'asf  < 
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*  It  undoubtedly  must  rest,  as  a  general  rule,  in  the  wis-   *  340 
dom  of  the  legislature,  to  determine  when  public  uses  re- 

tm;  and  it  leeaM  to  be  necemarily  implied  that  the  indemnity  should,  in  cases  which 
will  admit  of  it,  be  preTionsly  and  equitabiy  ascertained,  and  be  ready  for  reception 
eoQCoirently  in  point  of  time  with  the  actual  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 
This  point  was  ably  discassed  In  Thompson  v.  Grand  Guif  R.  R.  and  Banking  Com- 
ptoy,  3  Howard  (Miss.),  240,  and  the  decision  was,  that  the  compensation  mast  pre- 
cede the  leizare  of  prirate  property  for  public  uses.  This  was  also  the  opinion  of 
ChsDcellor  Walworth,  of  New  York,  in  Lyon  v.  Jerome,  20  Wend.  497.  But  it  is 
not  to  be  understood  that  a  statute  assuming  private  property  for  public  purposes, 
without  compensation,  is  absolutely  void,  so  as  to  render  all  persons  acting  in  execu- 
tioii  of  it  trespassers.  Some  of  the  judicial  dicta  eeem  to  go  that  length,  but  others 
do  Boi  12  Serg.  ft  R.  806,  872 ;  20  Johns.  745.  In  Case  o.  Thompson,  0  Wend.  084, 
it  was  held  that  neither  the  payment  nor  the  assessment  need  precede  the  opening  of 
a  road  orer  the  land  of  an  individual.  Tlie  compensation  may  have  been  provided 
for  without  constituting  part  and  parcel  of  the  act  itself,  and  I  think  the  more  reason- 
sble  and  practicable  construction  to  be,  that  the  statute  would  be  prima  facie  good 
and  biniling,  and  auflScient  to  justify  acts  done  under  it,  until  a  party  was  restrained 
bjr  judicial  process,  founded  on  the  paramount  authority  of  the  constitntion. 

In  Bonaparte  v.  C.  &  A.  Railroad  Co.,  1  Bald.  C.  C.  U.  8.  205,  it  was  held  that  a 
law  taking  piivate  proper^  for  public  use,  without  providing  fbr  compensation,  was 
Dot  void,  for  it  may  be  done  by  a  subsequent  law.  But  the  execution  of  the  law  will 
be  enjoined  until  the  provision  be  made,  and  the  payment  ought  to  be  aimultaneous 
with  the  actual  appropriation  of  the  property.  It  is  admitted  that  even  a  statute 
fraochiie,  as  a  toll  bridge  or  road,  must  yield  to  the  sovereign  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, and  may  be  impaired  or  taken  away,  and  appropriated  to  public  uses  whenever 
the  public  exigencies  reqniro  it,  for  a  franchise  is  fixed  and  determinate  property  ; 
bnt  It  must  be  on  the  condition  of  making  just  compensation  to  the  proprietors.  Even 
if  the  damage  be  merely  conMequential  or  indirect,  as  by  the  creation  of  a  new  and 
rival  franchise  in  a  case  required  by  public  necessities,  the  same  compensation  is  due, 
sad  the  cases  of  Thurston  v,  Hancock,  12  Mass.  220,  and  Callender  v.  Marsh.  1  Pick. 
418,  are  erroneoos,  so  far  as  they  contravene  such  a  palpably  clear  and  just  doctrine. 
If  A.  be  the  owner  of  a  mill,  and  the  legislature  authorise  a  diversion  of  the  water- 
eonrw  which  supplies  it,  whereby  the  mill  is  injured  or  ruined,  is  not  that  a  conse- 
qaential  damage  to  be  paid  for  ?  The  solid  principle  is  too  deeply  rooted  in  law  and 
jnstioe  lo  be  shaken.  Gardner  v.  Village  of  Newborgh,  2  Johns.  Ch.  162 ;  Story,  J., 
in  Chariea  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Peters,  088,  641.  The  just  oompentation 
to  the  owner  for  taking  his  property  for  public  uses,  without  his  consent,  means  the 
actnal  value  of  the  property  in  ihoney,  without  any  deduction  for  estimated  profit  or 
advantages  accruing  to  the  owner  from  the  public  use  of  his  property.  Speculative 
advantages  or  disadvantages,  independent  of  the  intrinsic  value  of  the  property 
from  the  improvement,  are  a  matter  of  set-off  against  each  other,  and  do  not 
affeet  the  dry  claim  for  the  Intrinsic  value  of  the  property  taken.  Jacob  v.  City 
of  Louisville,  0  Dana,  114.  In  Symonds  v.  City  of  Cincinnati,  14  Ohio,  147.  it  was 
adjudged  that  it  was  a  competent  matter  of  defence  in  a  suit  for  compensation 
for  the  value  of  private  property  taken  fbr  public  use,  to  show  the  increased 
benefit  conferred  on  the  owner  by  the  appropriation,  as  a  set-off  against  the  value 
of  the  property  taken.  The  case  was  ably  discussed,  and  Mr.  Justice  Read,  who 
dissented  from  the  decision,  contended  that  the  owner  was  entitled  to  the  value  of 
hk  property  taken  withoat  the  dednction  of  any  reflecting  advantage.    In  Railroad 
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quire  the  assumption  of  private  property ;  but  if  they  should  take 
it  for  a  purpose  not  of  a  public  nature,  as  if  the  legislature  should 

Companj  v.  Dayis,  2  Der.  &  Batt  (N.  C.)  451,  it  was  held  that  payment  of  the  com- 
pensation and  the  assessment  of  the  quantum  might  be  made  subsequently,  and  need 
not  necessarily  precede  the  entry  and  possession  under  the  statute  anthority ;  and 
that  the  legislature  was  not  restricted  to  a  mere  easement  in  the  property,  bat  might 
take  the  entire  interest  of  the  individual,  if  it  deemed  the  public  exigency  to  require 
it ;  and  that  though  a  railroad  company  be  a  priTate  corporation,  and  its  outlays  and 
emoluments  private  property,  yet  the  road  is  a  public  highway  and  for  public  uses, 
and  the  absolute  property  may  be  vested  in  the  company.  The  questions  in  that  esse 
were  ably  discussed  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  C.  J.  Ruffin ;  and  if  the  doctrine  of 
the  court  should  be  deemed  rather  latitudinary  in  respect  to  the  legislative  right  of 
eminent  domain,  it  is  to  be  observed  Uiat  the  constitution  of  North  Carolina  has  no 
express  provision  declaring  that  "  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  uses 
without  just  compensation."  But  though  it  be  not  a  constitutional  principle,  yet  the 
principle  exists  with  stringent  force,  independent  of  any  positive  provision. 

There  is  no  such  provision  in  the  constitution  of  South  Carolina;  and  it  was 
accordingly  held,  after  an  able  discussion,  that  tlie  legislature  liad  a  right  to  cause 
roads  to  be  opened,  and  materials  taken  for  keeping  tliem  in  repair,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner  of  the  private  property,  and  without  making  oompenaatioo. 
Several  of  the  judges  were  not  satisfied  with  the  decision,  as  respected  the  absence 
of  compensation,  and  especially  in  the  delegation  of  such  power  to  the  commission- 
ers of  roads.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Richardson,  in  support  of  tlie  doty  of 
making  compensation,  was  very  elaborate  and  powerful.  The  State  v.  Dawson, 
8  Hill,  100. 

In  ancient  Rome,  such  respect  was  paid  to  the  rights  of  private  property,  that  a 
scheme  of  the  censors,  B.  C.  179,  to  supply  the  city  with  water  by  means  of  an 
aqueduct,  was  defeated  by  the  refusal  of  a  proprietor  to  let  it  be  carried  through  his 
lands ;  and,  at  a  subsequent  period,  the  senate  decreed  that  it  should  be  lawfbl  to 
take  from  the  adjoining  lands  of  individuals  the  materials  requisite  for  the  repairs  of 
aqueducts,  upon  an  estimate  of  the  value  or  damages  to  be  made  by  good  men,  and  doing, 
at  the  same  time,  the  least  possible  injury  to  the  owners.  When  a  private  house  was 
injured  by  a  public  road  or  aqueduct,  the  Emperor  Tiberius  paid  the  damage,  on 
petition  by  the  party  to  the  senate.  Tacit.  Ann.  b.  1,  §  76.  So,  in  London,  by  an 
act  of  Parliament,  as  early  as  1544,  the  corporation  of  the  city  was  invested  with  the 
power  to  enter  upon  and  appropriate  private  property  requisite  for  the  purpose  of 
Bupplying  the  city  with  water ;  but  the  ground  needed  was  to  be  appraised  by  three 
or  four  different  persons  appointed  by  the  lord  chancellor,  and  to  be  paid  for  within 
one  month  after  possession  taken.  See  King's  Memoir  on  the  Croton  Aqueduct, 
with  a  learned  and  very  interesting  Preliminary  Essay,  25,  27,  51. 

The  exercise  of  the  legtsUtive  power  of  eminent  domain  was  learnedly  discussed 
in  tlie  case  of  Bloodgood  v.  M.  &  H.  Railroad  Company,  14  Wend.  51 ;  a.  c.  18  id. 
1,  50;  and  it  was  held  by  the  court,  in  the  last  resort  on  error,  that  the  legislature 
might  authorize  railroad  companies  to  enter  upon  and  appropriate  private  property 
in  land  for  the  use  of  the  road,  so  far  as  it  became  indispensably  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  the  road ;  provided,  provision  be  made  in  the  act  for  the  assessment  and 
payment  to  the  owner  of  the  damages  incurred.  If  the  provision  was  made,  it  was 
held  to  be  sufficient,  and  that  the  damages  need  not  be  actually  ascertained  and  paid 
previous  to  the  entry  and  appropriation  of  the  property.  See  also  Fletcher  v.  The 
Auburn  &  Sy.  R.  R.,  25  Wend.  462,  464.    This  is  the  construction  given  to  English 
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take  the  property  of  A.  and  give  it  to  B.,  or  if  they  should  vacate 
a  grant  of  property,  or  of  a  franchise,  under  the  pretext  of  some 

statutes  in  like  cases,  and  frequently,  as  Lord  Denman  obserred,  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation cannot  be  ascertained  until  the  work  is  done.  Lister  u,  Lobley,  7  Ad.  & 
£1. 124.  But  in  Doe  v.  Georgia  R.  R.  &  B.  Com.,  1  Kelly,  524,  it  was  held  that  the 
iUU  to  the  property  assumed  for  the  road  did  not  pass  from  the  original  owner  until 
the  prescribed  compensation  was  actually  made.  And  in  some  of  the  railway  acts  in 
England,  the  company  is  prohibited  from  entering  on  the  land  without  consent,  until 
the  ascertained  compensation  is  paid  or  tendered.  So  in  Mississippi,  the  damages 
for  land  taken  for  a  railroad  must  first  be  paid,  before  the  right  to  the  use  of  it 
becomes  rested.  Stewart  v.  R.  R.  Company,  7  Sm.  &  M.  608.  It  rests  with  the 
legislature  to  judge  of  the  cases  which  require  the  operation  of  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  and  it  may  be  applied  to  the  case  of  roads,  turnpikes,  railways,  canals, 
ferries,  bridges,  ftc.,  provided  there  be,  in  the  assumption  of  the  property,  evident 
utility  and  reasonable  accommodation  as  respects  the  public.  Cottrill  u.  My  rick, 
SFalrf.  222;  Dyer  v.  The  Tuscaloosa  Bridge  Company,  2  Porter,  296;  Harding  v. 
Goodlett,  8  Yerg.  41;  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  18  Wend.  14,  15.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Boston  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Boston  and  Worcester  Rail- 
road Co.,  January,  1840,  28  Pick.  S60,  held  that  the  right  of  eminent  domain  might 
be  exercised  in  the  cases  of  franchise  as  well  as  of  personal  property,  in  proper  cases, 
and  on  making  due  compensation.  There  is  no  doubt  of  it.  Property  in  a  franchise 
is  not  more  sacred  than  private  property  in  land  under  a  patent,  and  the  principle 
was  declared  in  the  case  of  Bonaparte,  above  mentioned.  The  doctrine  of  the  cases 
in  14  and  18  Wendell  appears  to  settle  the  principle  of  constitutional  law  upon  a 
reasonable  and  practicable  foundation.  See,  also,  the  strong  and  clear  case  of  The 
LouisvUle  C.  &  C.  Railroad  Co.  v,  Chappell,  Rice  (S.  C),  383,  and  of  Backus  v. 
I^banon,  11  N.  H.  19,  to  the  same  point.  But  a  statute  incorporating  a  company  to 
take  private  property  without  consent  of  the  owner,  for  the  construction  of  a  bridge, 
md  making  no  provision  for  his  indemnily,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  Thatcher  v. 
Dartmouth  Bridge  Co.,  18  Pick.  501,  and  in  the  case  of  Sinnickson  v.  Johnsons, 
2  Har.  (N.  J.)  129,  the  erection  of  a  dam  across  a  navigable  water  by  an  individual, 
under  the  authority  of  a  statute  providing  no  remedy  to  the  owner  of  a  meadow 
overflowed  by  means  of  a  dam.  was  held  to  be  an  injury  for  which  the  owner  had 
his  remedy  by  action  for  damages.  And  in  Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill,  140,  it  was  held 
that  the  private  property  could  not  be  taken,  nor  a  private  road  established  for 
private  use,  not  even  by  a  legislative  act,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  and  that 
any  statute  doing  it  was  unconstitutional.  It  can  only  be  taken  by  statute  for  puhlic 
uses,  and  not  even  then  without  just  compensation  to  the  owner.  C.  J.  Nelson  dis- 
sented, on  the  ground  that  the  laying  out  private  roads  over  the  lands  of  others,  to 
accommodate  one  or  more  individuals,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  was 
within  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  justified  by  that  principle  and  by  imme- 
morial usage.  I  apprehend  that  the  decision  of  the  court  was  founded  on  just  prin- 
ciples, and  that  taking  private  property  for  private  uses,  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  is  an  abuse  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  contrary  to  fundamental  and 
constitutional  doctrine  in  the  English  and  American  law.  See  antCf  13,  and  note  (6), 
ib.,  and  the  cases  supra  in  this  note,  and  see  the  subsequent  note  (a).  The  revised 
constitution  of  New  York,  of  1846,  has  settled  this  question  differently,  for  it  declares 
that  private  roads  may  be  opened  in  the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law,  but  the 
person  to  be  benefited  roust  first  pay.  the  damages  to  be  assessed.    Art.  1,  §  7. 

The  principle  of  not  taking  private  property  for  public  uses,  without  due  com- 
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publio  use  or  Bervioe,  such  cases  would  be  gross  abases  of  their 
discretion,  and  fraudulent  attacks  on  private  right,  and  the  law 
would  be  clearly  unconstitutional  and  void,  (a)  ^  y^    Real  prop- 

pensation  to  the  owner,  baa  become  an  acknowledged  one  in  the  Scotch  law,  and  it 
to  be  found  in  the  British  statute  of  1  &  2  Wm.  IV.  c.  43,  relative  to  roads  and  liigh* 
wajs.    Bell's  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  173, 174. 

(a)  Wilkinson  v.  Leland,  2  Peters.  663;  Harding  v.  Goodtett,  8  Yerg.  41;  Cue  of 
Albany  Street,  11  Wend.  149;  In  the  matter  of  John  and  Cherry  Streets,  in  Nev 
York,  19  id.  059 ;  C.  J.  Parker,  in  Uice  v.  Parkman,  16  Mass.  830;  Norman  v.  Heist, 

1  PvUic  U$e9,  —  (a)  It  has  been  said  that 


whether  the  object  for  which  property  is 
taken  or  a  Ux  imposed  is  a  public  use 
must  be  determined  by  the  judiciary, 
making,  of  coarse,  all  reasonable  pre- 
sumptions  in  favor  of  legisUtive  acts. 
Talbot  0.  Hudson.  16  Gray,  417;  opinion 
.of  Cooley,  J.,  People  v.  Salem,  20  Mich. 
462;  Sadler  v.  Langham,  34  Ala.  311, 
821;  Horton  v.  Squankum,  &c.  Co.,  8 
Am.  Law  Reg.  n.  s.  179;  Bankhead  v. 
Brown,  25  Iowa,  540;  (Matter  of  Deans- 
TiileCemeteryAssn.,  66K.Y.  669.]  But 
it  has  also  been  laid  down,  and  it  would 
seem  to  be  the  better  doctrine,  that  on 
such  questions  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 


except,  perhaps,  where  its  action  is  deariv 
evasive,  or  where  there  is  a  palpable 
usurpation  of  authority.  Cooley,  Comt. 
Lim.  c.  1, 1st  ed.  129;  note  to  Peoples 
Salem,  ft  Am.  Law  Her.  148  a  teq,; 
Speer  r.  Blairsville,  60  Penn.  St  160; 
Olmstead  v.  Camp,  83  Conn.  68*2,  6S2; 
Comm.  V.  Breed,  4  Pick.  460,  463;  Tide- 
water Co.  V.  Coster,  8  C.  E.  Green  (N. 
J.),  618,  621,  622;  cf.  67,  68.  Judge 
Cooley,  in  c  16  (Eminent  Domain), 
688,  refers  to  the  settled  practice  of  free 
governments  as  the  test.  Perhaps  it  is 
on  this  ground  that  the  mill  acts  hate 
been  sustained  in  so  many  states,  r'  Olm- 
stead V.  Camp,  83  Conn.  682,  552.    See 


Uture  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  courts,  *  Ash  v.  Cummings,  50  N.  H.  691 ;  Dorgan 


y^  Property  taken  for  one  use  cannot 
be  used  for  another  purpose  without 
authority  from  the  legislature.  Evergreen 
Cemetery  Assn.  v.  New  Haven,  48  Conn. 
284 ;  Hoggatt  r.  Railroad  Co.,  34  La.  An. 
624.  See  L.  S.  &  M.  S.  Ry.  Co.  p.  C.  & 
W.  L  R.  R.  Co.,  97  HI.  506 ;  Matter  of 
Rochester  Water  Comrs.,  66  N.  Y.  413. 

On  the  same  principle  an  additional 
servitude  beyond  that  originally  contem- 
plated in  the  taking  of  a  street  cannot  be 
imposed  without  additional  compensation. 
Thus,  while  a  city  may  allow  a  street  to 
be  used  for  a  street  railway,  Atty.  Gen. 
V.  Met.  R.  R.  Co.,  125  Mass.  615;  Hiss  v. 
Baltimore,  dc  R.  R.  Co.,  52  Md.  242  (but 


see  Craig  v,  Rochester,  Ac.  R.  R.  Co.,  SO 
N.  Y.  404),  it  cannot  allow  it  to  be  used 
for  a  steam  railway.  Railway  Co.  v.  I^aw- 
rence,  38  Ohio  St.  41 ;  Perry  p.  N.  0.,  4c 
Ry .  Co.,  55  Ala.  413 ;  nor  for  a  railwav  for 
carriage  of  freight  between  the  tenninal 
points  only,  Carl!  v.  Stillwater  R.  Ii.Co.,28 
Minn.  873 ;  nor  for  other  purposes  liaring 
no  connection  with  its  use  as  a  street, 
City  of  Morrison  o.  Hinkaon,  87  lU.  587. 
As  to  whether  the  erection  of  tele- 
graph lines  and  poles  on  a  street  amounts 
to  a  taking  of  private  property,  queiy. 
That  it  does  not,  see  Pierce  «.  Drew 
( Mass.,  1884),  17  Rep.  306.  Contra,  Board 
of  Trade  TeL  Co.  v.  Bamett  (111^  Oct 


x^  In  Lowell  v.  City  of  Boston,  111 
Mass.  464,  it  is  maintained  by  the  court 
that  the  mill  acts  are  not  exercises  of  the 
power  of  eminent  domain,  but  of  the  oon- 
■tltiitional  power  to  reguUte  the  use  of 
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erty,  and  the  rights  and  privileges  of  private  corporate  bodies, 
are  all  held  by  grant  or  charter  from  government,  and  it  would 

5  Watts  &  S.  ITl ;  Varick  v.  Paige,  6  Paige,  146, 147, 159, 100,  s.  p.  The  opinion 
of  the  Tioe-elumceUor  in  the  laat  case  contained  a  apirited  vindication  of  the  constitu- 
tional sanctitj  of  private  property,  against  the  abuses  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 
See,  also,  the  able  and  elaborate  opinion  of  Chancellor  Bibb,  of  the  Louisville  Chancery 
Court  in  Kentucky,  in  the  case  of  Applegate  and  Others  v.  Lexington  and  Oliio  Rail- 
road Company,  decided  in  November,  1888,  in  which  case  an  injunction  was  granted 
after  argument,  enjoining  the  defendants  from  running  cars  and  carriages,  by  steam 


9.  Boeton,  12  AUen,  223,  23a  But  see 
Sadler  v.  Laagliam,  34  Ala.  311 ;  Tyler 
V.  Beacher,  44  Yt.  648.  One  or  two 
other  examples  are  given  of  purposes 
for  wbidi  tlie  courts  have  aapported  the 
exereiae  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 
^-The  nee  of  the  government  of  tlie 
United  States.  Reddall  v.  Bryan,  14 
Md.  444;  Burt  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co., 
106  Maes.  866;  eontra,  Tronsbley  v.  Hum- 
phrey, 28  Mich.  471.  — The  beneat  of 
a  navigable  canal  outside  the  state,  and 
belonging  to  a  foreign  corporation.  Blat- 
ter of  Townsend,  89  N.  Y.  171.  — The 
partial  taking  down  of  a  dam  to  relieve 
certain  meadows  from  ilowage.  Talbot 
V.  Hudson,  sirpro.  —  Supplying  a  village 
with  pure  water.  Lumbard  v.  Steams,  4 
Cush.  60.  —  Sewers  for  cities.  Hildreth  v. 
Lowell^  11  Gray,  345. — Draining  swamps. 


Anderson  v.  Kerns  Draining  Co.,  14  Ind. 
199.  — Abating  a  nuisance.  Dingley  v. 
City  of  Boston,  100  Mass.  644.— Levees. 
Michoff  V.  CarioUton,  12  La.  An.  185.— 
Schoolhouaes.  Williams  v.  School  Dit- 
triot  6  in  Newfane,  38  Vt.  271.  So,  a 
betterment  act  was  held  constitutional 
which  assessed  part  of  tlie  cost  of  a 
street  in  a  city  on  the  abutters,  and  gave 
the  owners  of  estetee  of  which  parts 
were  taken  the  option  to  snrrender  the 
whole  to  the  city,  and  to  receive  the  value 
estimated  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen. 
Dorgan  v.  Boston,  12  Allen,  228, 242.  See 
the  cases  cited  in  the  arguments.  Cf. 
Coster  V.  Tide  Water  Co.,  3  C.  E.  Green 
(N.J,),  54,  518;  Embury  i?.  Conner,  8 
N.  Y.  611. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  private  way  for 
private  purposes  only  cannot  constitu- 


1883),  17  Rep.  440;  Dusenbuiy  v.  Mut 
Tel.  Co.,  11  Abb.  N.  C.  440;  Southwest- 
em  R.  R.  Co.  9.  Southwestern,  &cTel.  Co., 
46Ga.48.    See  post,  ill.  432,  n.  1. 

The  question  of  what  is  a  public  use  is 
for  the  eourtsb  but  the  question  whether 
the  necessity  for  the  taking  exists  is  for 
the  legislature.  Matter  of  Deansville 
Cemeteiy  Assn.,  66  N.  Y.  669.  As  to 
what  uses  are  aufficiently  public  to  jus- 
tify the  exercise  of  this  right,  see  further. 
Loan  Association  o.  Topeka,  20  Wall. 
655  (taxation);  Lowell  v,  Boston,  111 
464;  scatter  of  Deansville,  &c. 
66  N.  Y.  669;  St  Helena  Water 
Ceu  ■.  Forbea,  62  Cal.  182.  As  to  what 
c«iialitates  a  taking,  see  Lowell  v.  Bos- 
ton, SMpv;  Traaspertation  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
»  U.  S.  686.     The  right  existo  ia  the 


United  States,  but  not  in  the  stote,  to 
take  for  the  benefit  of  the  United  States. 
United  States  v.  Jones,  109  U.  8.  513; 
Kohl  r.  United  States,  91  U.  S.  867; 
Darlington  r.  United  States,  82  Penn. 
St.  382.  Comp.  Burt  o.  MerdianU'  Ins. 
Co.,  106  Mass.  366.  See  further,  Or- 
merod  v.  N.  Y.,  Ac.  By.  Co.,  13  Fed. 
Rep.  37a 

In  some  states  it  is  provided  that  pri- 
vate property  shall  not  be  taken  or  dam- 
aged for  public  use  without  compensation. 
Johnson  v.  Parkersburg,  16  W.  Ya.  402 ; 
aty  of  Elgin  O.Eaton,  88  m.  636.  Corpo- 
rate franchises  are  subject  to  the  exereiae 
of  the  power,  /n  r«  Towanda  Bridge  Co., 
01  Penn.  St.  216;  Met.  City  Ry.Co.  v.  C. W. 
D.  Ry.  Co.,  87  IlL  317 ;  L.  S.  A  M.  S.  Ry. 
Go.  9.  a  &  W.  L  R.  R.  Co.,  07  lU.  606. 
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be  a  violation  of  contract,  and  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  to  interfere  with  private  property,  except 
under  the  limitations  which  have  been  mentioned. 

But  though  property  be  thus  protected,  it  is  still  to  be  under- 

or  otherwise,  upon  their  railroad  along  the  main  street  in  the  city  of  LouisTille.  It 
was  adjudged  to  he  a  common  nuisance,  witii  special  damage,  a  pmrpresture  amoanting 
to  a  nuisance,  and  a  disturbance  of  easements  annexed  by  grant  to  private  estates,  and 
of  privileges  secured  by  statute ;  and  that  the  right  of  eminent  domain  did  not  author- 
ize the  legislature  to  delegate  to  any  private  person  or  company  the  lawful  power  of 
disturbing  private  right  and  property  for  their  own  use  and  emolument  But  this 
decree  was  afterwards  reviewed  in  the  Kentucky  Court  of  Appeals,  and  modified,  und 
the  injunction  against  the  running  of  cars  on  the  railway  on  Main  Street,  in  the  city 
of  LouisviUe,  by  the  Lexington  and  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  dissolved.  The  Court 
of  Appeals,  in  the  strong  opinion  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Robertson,  declared  that, 
upon  the  facts  in  the  case,  the  running  of  raihroad  cars,  by  horses  or  steam,  through 
the  street,  was  not  a  nuisance,  but  conducive  to  the  public  interest  and  prosperity  of 
Louisville ;  that  the  legislature  could  constitutionally  exert  her  eminent  domain,  in 
taking  private  property  for  public  use,  through  the  instrumentality  of  a  railrosd  com- 
pany ;  that  private  corporations,  establishing  turnpikes  and  railroads,  may,  in  this 
respect,  be  deemed  public  agents,  and  may  take  private  property  for  public  uses,  on 
making  just  compensation ;  that  no  compensation  was  requisite  in  this  case,  as  the 
street  was  dedicated  to  public  uses,  and  the  railroad,  with  locomotive  steam  csn,  wai 
no  nuisance  or  purpresture,  not  inconsistent  with  the  object  of  the  street,  which  wai 
otherwise  in  full  use  as  a  public  highway ;  that  though  the  grant  from  the  corpora- 
tion, of  the  privilege  of  making  a  railway  through  the  street,  might  be  productiye  of 
some  inconvenience,  it  was  greatly  overbalanced  by  the  public  benefit  resulting  from 
the  use  of  the  rail  cars.  Lexington  and  Ohio  Railroad  v.  Applegate,  8  Dana,  289, 
Case  of  Philadelphia  and  Trenton  Railroad  Company,  6  Wharton,  25,  a.  p.  But  io 
Cooper  V.  Alden,  Harr.  Ch.  (Mich.)  72,  an  injunction  to  stop  a  railroad  through  a 
street  in  the  city  of  Detroit  was  granted.  The  rule  for  or  against  such  a  right  niar 
be  governed  by  the  circumstances  and  sound  discretion  of  the  case.  In  the  esse  of 
The  Hudson  and  Delaware  Canal  Co.  v,  N.  T.  and  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  0  Paige,  323,  the 
remedy  in  chancery  by  injunction  was  admitted,  if  the  construction  of  a  railroad 
would  work  imminent  danger  to  the  works  of  a  canal  company  previously  and  law- 
fully constructed,  and  to  the  use  of  them. 

tionally  be  established  over  the  land  of  Ac.,  Memphis  Freight  Co.  v.  Memphii, 

another  against  his  consent    Supra,  839,  4  Coldw.  419. 

B-  (/) ;  Nesbitt  V.  Trumbo,  89  111.   110;  (6)  On  the  question  of  what  amounts 

Crear  o.  Crossly,  40  III.  175 ;  Dickey  t*.  to  taking  a  man's  property,  a  serious  in- 

Tennison,  27  Mo.  878 ;  Sadler  v.  Lang-  terruption  to  its  common  and  necessary 

ham,  34  Ala.  811 ;  Bankhead  v.  Brown,  use  has  been  held  to  be  so  in  many  in- 

26  Iowa,  640;  contra,  Pocopson  Road,  16  stances.   See  Pumpelly  o.  Green  Bay  Co.. 

Penn.  St.  15.    Nor  can  land  be  taken  for  18  Wall.  166;  Eaton  r.  B.,  C.  &  M.  B.  B., 

private  drains,  Reves  v.  Wood  County,  51  N.  H.  604.    In  the  latter  case  sll  the 

8  Ohio  St.  888 ;  nor  for  the  manufacture  authorities  are  elaborately  reviewed  by 

of  cars  by  a  railroad  company,  Eldridge  Smith,  J.  But  compare  West  Branch  ft  S- 

p.  Smith,  84  Vt  484 ;  cf  Lance's  Appeal,  Canal  Co.  v.  Mulliner,  68  Penn.  867;  Bel- 

56  Penn.  St  16;  nor  for  a  freight  com-  linger  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  28  N.  T.  42.  See, 

pany  for  loading  and  unloading  freight,  fiirther,  two  articles,  19  Law  Rep.  211, 801 
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stood  that  the  lawgiver  has  a  right  to  prescribe  the  mode  and 
manner  of  using  it,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  the 
abuse  of  the  right,  to  the  injury  or  annoyance  of  others,  or  of  the 
public.  The  government  may,  by  general  regulations,  interdict 
such  uses  of  property  as  would  create  nuisances,  and  become 
dangerous  to  the  lives,  or  health,  or  peace,  or  comfort  of  the  citi- 
zens. Unwholesome  trades,  slaughter-houses,  operations  offensive 
to  the  senses,  the  deposit  of  powder,  the  application  of  steam- 
power  to  propel  cars,  the  building  with  combustible  materials, 
and  the  burial  of  the  dead,  may  all  be  interdicted  by  law,  in  the 
midst  of  dense  masses  of'  population,  on  the  general  and  rational 
principle,  that  every  person  ought  so  to  use  his  property  as  not  to 
injure  bis  neighbors,  and  that  private  interests  must  be  made 
subservient  to  the  general  interests  of  the  community.  (6)  ^ 

{h)  Pair.  b.  8,  c.  6.  sec.  3 ;  Vattel,  b.  .1,  c.  20,  sec.  246,  256 ;  Cowp.  269 ;  Com. 
Dig.  tit.  By-Laws  [B.] ;   Willes,  888;  Coates  v.  The  Corporation  of  New  York, 

*  Police  Power,  —  This  power  of  the  Are  communicated  by  an  engine,  Lyman 
goremment  is  now  called  the  police 
power,  and  is  discussed  at  length  in  c.  16 
of  Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations. 
See  Thorpe  .p.  Rutland  &  Burlington 
B.  R.,  27  Yt.  140.  But  acts  which  can 
only  be  justified  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  police  regulations,  must  be  so  clearly 
necessary  to  the  safety,  comfort,  oi*  well- 
being  of  society,  or  so  imperatiTely  re- 
quired by  the  public  necessity,  that  they 
mutt  be  taken  to  be  impliedly  excepted 
from  the  words  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
hibition. People  V.  Jackson  &  M.  Plank 
R.  Co.,  9  Mich.  285,  807  ;  State  v.  Noyes, 
47  Me.  189.  To  this  extent  new  duties 
or  liabilities  may  be  imposed  on  corpora- 
tion^,  although  not  mentioned  in  their 
charters ;  such  as  to  fence  a  railroad,  27 
Vt.  140;  New  Albany  &  Salem  R.  R.  v. 
Tilton,  12  Ind.  3 ;  Ohio  &  Miss.  R.  R.  v. 
McClelland,  25  III.  140;  or  a  liability  for 


V.  Boston  &  Worcester  R.R.,  4  Cush.  288 ; 
or  a  liability  for  negligently  causing 
death,  S.  W.  R.  R.  v.  Paulk,  24  Ga.  856 ; 
Boston,  Concord,  &  M.  R.  R.  t;.  State,  32 
N.  H.  215.  The  most  remarkable  cases 
as  to  the  exercise  of  this  power  are  those 
arising  out  of  the  liquor  laws.  Such  laws 
do  not  interfere  with  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  commerce,  if  they  pro- 
hibit the  sale  of  imported  liquor  only, 
when  it  has  passed  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  importer,  or  when  the  original  pack- 
ages have  been  broken  up  by  him,  see 
i.  489,  n.  1 ;  nor  will  they  be  held  invalid 
so  far  as  they  tend  to  prevent  the  per- 
formance of  existing  contracts,  People  v. 
Hawley,  8  Mich.  830;  Reynolds  v.  Geary, 
26  Conn.  179;  nor  as  depriving  persons 
of  liberty  or  property.  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Excise  v.  Barrie,  34  N.  Y.  657  ; 
Blair  v.  Forehand,  100  Mass.  136.  x^ 


x^  The  police  power  cannot  be  bar- 
gained away  by  the  legislature,  and  cor- 
porations as  well  as  individuals  are  subject 
to  it.  Hence  the  right  to  manufacture 
liquor  may  be  taken  away  from  a  cor- 
poration formed  for  the  purpose  of  such 
manufacture.    Beer  Co.  v.  Massachusetts, 


97  U.  S.  25.  For  further  cases,  see  supra, 
489,  n. y',419,  n.  1  and  notes;  Sawyer  v. 
Davis  (Mass.,  1884),  17  Rep. 803 ;  Bass  v. 
The  State,  84  La.  An.  494 ;  State  v.  Cas- 
sidy,  22  Minn.  312 ;  Lake  View  v.  Rose 
Hill  Cemetery  Co.,  70  HI.  191 ;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Fuller,  17  Wall.  560. 
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7  Cowen,  666 ;  The  State  v.  Tupper,  Dudley,  Law  &  £q.  (S.  C.)  186.  In  the  cut 
of  Tanner  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Albion,  6  Uill  (N.  T.),  121,  it  was  held 
that  a  bowling  alley  kept  for  gain  or  hire  in  the  Tillage  was  a  nuisance  at  common 
law,  and  erections  of  erery  kind,  adapted  to  sports  or  amosements,  havmg  no  nsefU 
end,  and  notoriously  fitted  up  and  continued  in  order  to  make  a  profit  for  the  owner, 
were  nuisances.  They  were  temptations  to  idleness  and  dissipation,  and  apt  to  draw 
together  great  numbers  of  disorderly  persons.-  The  obsenrations  of  the  court  were 
exceedingly  stringent,  but  wholesome,  and  the  doctrine  and  cases  of  1  Hawk.  P.  C. 
c.  S2,  §  6;  Hall's  Case,  1  Mod.  76 ;  2  Keb.  846 ;  Rex  r.  Dixon,  10  Mod.  835;  Rexa 
Higginson,  2  Burr.  1232 ;  Rex  v.  Moore,  8  B.  &  Ad.  184;  Nolin  v.  M.  and  Aid.  of 
Franklin,  4  Yerg.  1G3,  were  referred  to  with  approbation.  So  if  a  milMam  be  s 
nuisance,  it  may  be  restrained  by  injunction.  8  Ired.  £q.  (N.  C.)  301.  [So  as  to  a 
cattle  station.  Truman  v.  London,  &c.  Ry.  Co.,  26  Ch.  D.  423.]  But  a  person  may 
not  enter  upon  another's  land  to  abate  a  nuisance,  without  a  prerions  notice  or 
request  to  the  owner  of  the  land,  excq>t  under  special  circumstanoes.  Jones  v. 
Williams,  11  M.  &  W.  176.  As  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
constitutions  of  several  of  the  states,  in  terms  more  or  less  comprehensfve,  dedin 
tl)e  right  of  the  people  to  keep  and  bear  arms,  it  has  been  a  subject  of  grave  discus- 
aion,  in  some  of  the  state  courts,  whether  a  statute  prohibiting  persons,  when  not  on 
a  journey,  or  as  travellers,  from  wearing  or  carrying  amctaled  weapons,  be  constitntioDsL 
There  has  been  a  great  difference  of  opinion  on  the  question.  In  Kentucky,  Ten- 
nessee, and  Mississippi,  the  decisions  are  understood  to  be  against  the  validity  of  the 
prohibition,  whereas  in  Indiana,  Alabama,  and  Arkansas,  they  are  in  favor  of  it 
(Bliss  V.  The  Commonwealth,  2  Littell,  90 ;  The  State  v.  Reid,  1  Ala.  (k.8.)812; 
The  State  v.  Mitchell,  3  Blackf.  229 ;  The  State  v.  Buzzard,  4  Ark.  18.)  In  Tennes- 
see there  is  a  statute  law  of  a  penal  character  against  wearing  the  bowie-knife,  but 
none  against  carrying  firearms.  The  statute  in  Georgia  is  broader  and  more  ezten- 
siTe.  Hotchkiss's  Code  of  Laws,  789.  But  in  Georgia  the  statute  prohibition  bsi 
been  adjudged  to  be  Talid  so  far  as  it  goes  to  suppress  the  wearing  <^  arms  mr^ 
but  unconstitutional  so  far  as  it  prohibits  the  bearing  or  carrying  arms  optn^.  Nnaa 
V.  State  of  Georgia,  1  Kelly,  243.  As  the  practice  of  carrying  concealed  weapon 
baa  been  often  so  atrociously  abused,  it  would  be  very  desirable,  on  principles  of 
public  policy,  that  the  respective  legislatnrea  should  have  the  competent  power  to 
eecure  the  public  peace,  and  guard  against  penooal  Tiolenoe  by  such  a  precaationsiy 
provision. 
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LECTURE  XXXV. 

OF  THE  NATURE  AND  TABIOUS  KINDS  OF  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

Pebsonal  property  usually  consists  of  things  temporary  and 
movablet  but  includes  all  subjects  of  property  not  of  a  freehold 
nature,  nor  descendible  to  the  heirs  at  law.  (a) 

The  division  of  property  into  real  and  personal,  or  movable  and 
immovable,  is  too  obvious  not  to  have  existed  in  every  system  of 
municipal  law.  Except,  however,  in  the  term  of  prescription,  the 
civil  law  scarcely  made  any  difference  in  the  regulation  of  real 
and  personal  property.  But  the  jurisprudence  of  the  middle  ages 
was  almost  entirely  occupied  with  the  government  of  real  estates, 
which  were  the  great  source  of  political  power,  and  the  founda- 

(a)  It  inclades  not  only  everything  movable  and  tangible  which  can  be  the  subject 
of  property,  but  may  include  things  quasi-movable,  as  tenants'  fixtures,  and  quasi- 
tangible,  as  chosea  in  action.  Spontaneous  productions  and  fruits  of  the  earth  while 
ungathered,  are  considered  as  belonging  to  the  freehold,  and  descend  to  the  heir. 
Com.  Dig.  tit.  Biens,  H.  3 ;  but  they  are  liable  to  distress  for  rent  and  on  execution  aa 
chattels.  See  infra,  iii.  477, 479.  Tlie  products  of  annual  planting  and  cultivation,  or 
Wnefrucbu  industria,  as,  for  instance,  a  growing  crop,  are  also  so  far  deemed  personal 
property  that  they  may  be  distrained  or  sold  by  the  owner,  or  taken  on  execution  as 
such.  Craddock  v.  Riddlesbarger,  2  Dana  (Ky.),  206,  207.  Vide  infra,  iv.  4(57,  46S, 
as  to  tlie  rule  on  that  subject  between  vendor  and  vendee.  Shares  in  bank  and 
other  corporations,  with  a  capital  apportioned  in  shares  assignable  for  public  accom- 
modation, but  holding  real  estate,  are,  nevertheless,  personal  property,  and  this 
is  the  general  doctrine  of  American  law.  Hilliard's  Abr.  c.  1,  sec.  18 ;  and  cases  in 
Hassaclmsetts,  Rhode  Island,  North  Carolina,  and  Ohio,  are  cited  to  show  it.  They 
were  so  made  by  statute  in  Connecticut,  in  1818,  though  in  Kentucky  they  have  been 
adjudged  to  be  real  estate,  as,  see  infra,  iii.  459,  n.  And  so  they  were  in  Connecticut, 
prior  to  the  statute  of  that  state,  as,  see  Welles  v.  Cowles,  2  Conn.  667.  In  England, 
shares  in  compimies  acting  on  land  exclusively,  as  railroad,  canal,  and  turnpike 
companies,  are  held  to  be  real  estate.  Drybutter  v.  Bartholomew,  2  P.  AVms.  127; 
Buckeridge  r.  Ingram,  2  Ves.  Jr.  652.  In  this  last  case  the  vexed  question  was 
elaborately  discussed,  whether  such  an  interest  was  real  or  personal  estate.  Shares 
in  canals  and  railroads  are  said  to  be  generally,  though  not  always,  personal  property, 
and  they  are  in  England  made  personal  by  sevenil  acts  of  Parliament.  Willinms 
on  the  Principles  of  Real  Property,  int.  ch.  The  American  doctrine  is  the  most 
convenient;  and  corporations  of  the  nature  alluded  to  are  generally  created  with 
a  declaration,  in  the  charter,  tliat  the  shares  are  to  be  regarded  as  personal  estate. 
TOL  11.— 80  [466] 
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tion  of  feudal  grandeur.     In  consequence  of  this  policy,  a 

*  841   technical  and  very  artificial  *  system  was  erected,  upon 

which  the  several  gradations  of  title  to  land  depended. 
Chattels  were  rarely  an  object  of  notice,  either  in  the  treatises  or 
reports  of  the  times,  prior  to  the  reign  of  Henry  VI.  (a)  They 
continued  in  a  state  of  insignificance  until  the  revival  of  trade 
and  manufactures,  the  decline  of  the  feudal  tenures,  and  the 
increase  of  industry,  wealth,  and  refinement  had  contributed  to 
fix  the  a£Pections  upon  personal  property,  and  to  render  the  ac- 
quisition of  it  an  object  of  growing  solicitude.     It  became,  of 

oourse,  a  subject  of  interesting  discussion  in  the  courts  of 

*  842  justice ;  and  being  less  complicated  in  *  its  tenure,  and 

rising  under  the  influence  of  a  liberal  commerce  and  tnore 
enlightened  maxims,  it  was  regulated  by  principles  of  greater 
simplicity  and  more  accurate  justice.  By  a  singular  revolution 
in  the  history  of  property  and  manners,  the  law  of  chattels,  once 
flo  unimportant,  has  grown  into  a  system  which,  by  its  magnitude, 
overshadows,  in  a  very  considerable  degree,  the  learning  of  real 
estates. 

1.  Chattels  Real,  and  Fiztnres.  —  Chattel  is  a  very  comprehensive 
term  in  our  law,  and  includes  every  species  of  property  which 
is  not  real  estate  or  a  freehold.  The  most  leading  division  of 
personal  property  is  into  chattels  real  and  chattels  personal. 
Chattels  real  are  interests  annexed  to  or  concerning  the  realty, 
as  a  lease  for  years  of  land  ;  and  the  duration  of  the  term  of  the 
lease  is  immaterial,  provided  it  be  fixed  and  determinate,  and 
there  be  a  reversion  or  remainder  in  fee  in  some  other  person,  (a) 
It  is  only  personal  estate  if  it  be  for  a  thousand  years,  (i)  Fall- 
ing below  the  character  and  dignity  of  a  freehold,  it  is  regarded 
as  a  chattel  interest,  and  is  governed  and  descendible  in  the 
same  manner.  It  does  not  attend  the  inheritance,  for,  in  that 
case,  it  would  partake  of  the  quality  of  an  estate  in  fee. 

There  are,  also,  many  chattels,  which,  though  they  be  even  of 
a  movable  nature,  yet  being  necessarily  attached  to  the  freehold 
and  contributing  to  its  value  and  enjoyment,  go  along  with  it  in 
the  same  path  of  descent  or  alienation.  This  is  the  case  with  the 
deeds  and  other  papers  which  constitute  the  muniments  of  title 

ia)  HeeTes's  History  of  the  English  Law,  iii.  16,  869. 
ia)  Co.  Litt  118,  b ;  2  Rl.  Comm  886. 

(fr)  Co.  Litt  46,  fi ;  Case  of  Gay,  6  Mass.  419;  Brewster  v.  Hill,  1  N.  H.  850 
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to  tbe  iiiheritance ;  (c)  and  also  with  shelves  and  family  pictures 
in  a  house,  and  the  posts  and  rails  of  enclosures,  (d)  So,  also, 
it  is  understood  that  pigeons  in  a  pigeon  house,  deer  in  a 
park,  and  fish  in  an  artificial  pond,  go  with  *  the  inheri-  *  848 
tance  as  heirlooms  to  the  heir,  (a)  But  Jieirlooms  are  a 
class  of  property  distinct  from  fixtures  ;  and  in  modem  times,  for 
the  encouragement  of  trade  and  manufactures,  and  as  between 
landlord  and  tenant,  many  things  are  now  treated  as  personal 
property  which  seem,  in  a  very  considerable  degree,  to  be  attached 
to  the  freehold.  The  law  of  fixtures  is  in  derogation  of  the 
original  rule  of  the  common  law,  which  subjected  everything 
affixed  to  the  freehold  to  the  law  governing  the  freehold ;  and  it 
bas  grown  up  into  a  system  of  judicial  legislation,  so  as  almost  to 
render  the  right  of  removal  of  fixtures  a  general  rule,  instead  of 
being  an  exception.  The  general  rule,  which  appears  to  be  th^ 
result  of  the  cases,  is,  that  things  which  the  tenant  has  affixed  to 
the  freehold  for  the  pui*pose  of  trade  or  manufactures,  may  be 
removed,  when  the  removal  is  not  contrary  to  any  prevailing 
usage,  or  does  not  cause  any  material  injury  to  the  estate,  and 
which  can  be  removed  without  losing  their  essential  character  or 
value  as  personal  chattels.  (6)  ^  ^     The  character  of  the  prop*- 

(c)  Lord  Coke  said  that  charters,  or  muniments  of  title,  might  be  entailed.  Co. 
Litt  20,  a.  In  the  Scotcli  law,  a  jewel  or  a  picture  may  be  entailed.  2  Bell's  Oomm.  2. 
Heritable  bonds  and  ground  rents  follow  the  freehold.  2  id.  3.  The  tenant  for 
life  it  prima  fade  entitled  to  retain  the  custody  of  the  title-deeds,  and  the  remaindeiv 
man  is  not  entitled  to  caU  them  out,  except  for  some  specific  purpose.  Shaw  v.  Shaw, 
12 Price  (Exch),  168. 

[d)  Herlakenden's  Case,  4  Co.  62;  Cooke*s  Case,  Moore,  177,  pi.  S16;  Liford's 
Caw,  11  Co.  60,  b. 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  8,  a.  ' 

{b)  Trappes  v.  Barter,  3  Tyrwhitt,  003;  Cook  v.  Champlain  T.  Co.,  1  Denio,  92. 

1  Fixtures,  —  (a)  Annexation  to  Freehold,  of  annexation  to  the  soil  or  fabric,  that  is, 

—  In  HeUawell  v.  Eastwood,  6  Exch.  295,  whether  it  can  easily  be  removed,  integre, 

812,  Baron  Parke  says  that  whether  a  talve,  et  commode^  without  injury  to  itself 

chattel  when  fixed  is  parcel  of  the  free-  or  to  the  fabric  of  the  building;  and  in 

hold  is  a  question  pf  fact,  in  determining  the  next  place,  whether  it  was  for  the 

which  it  is  important  to  consider  the  mode  permanent  and  substantial  improvement 

y^  Fixtures,  —  The  term  fixtures  has  in  their  nature  are  only  evidentiary,  have 

been  used  in  different  senses.    Brown's  led  to  some  confusion  on  the  subject.   In 

Law  of  Fixtures  (4th  ed.),  c.  1.     The  the  broadest  sense  of  the  term,  all  that  is 

failure  to  distinguish  carefully  in  what  legally  necessary  is  that  the  article  shall 

sense  it  is  used  in  a  given  case,  together  be  so  annexed  to  the  A'eeiiold  tliat  it  may 

with  the  tendency  of  the  courts  to  lay  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  it.    On  the  other 

down  rules  of  law  based  on  facts  which  hand,  if  the  personalty  is  so  amiexed  al 
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ertj^  whether  personal  or  real,  in  respect  to  fixtures,  is  governed 
veiy  much  by  the  intention  of  the  owner,  and  the  purposes  to 


of  the  freeholdp  or  merely  for  a  temporary 
purpose,  or  the  more  complete  enjoyment 
and  ute  of  it  at  a  chattel.  In  this  case 
it  was  lield  that  males,  used  for  spinning 
cotton,  and  fixed  to  the  floor  by  screws, 
or  let  into  stone  and  secured  by  molten 
lead,  in  order  to  make  tliem  steadier, 
were  didraintAfe  for  rent  as  chattels ;  and, 
on  tlie  other  hand,  in  Turner  v.  Cameron, 
L.  R  6  Q.  B.  806,  818,  that  railways  con- 
structed for  the  better  working  of  a  coal- 
mine, by  spreading  ballast  on  the  ground 
and  imbedding  in  it  sleepers  to  which  the 
rails  were  spiked,  tlie  whole  being  only 


remoYable  by  the  use  of  considemble 
violence,  were  not  so.  See  StrickUind  0. 
Parker,  64  Me.  268.  Heltawell  v.  Erst^ 
wood  seemed  to  be  approved  in  Tamer  0. 
Cameron,  and  also  in  Waterfall  v.  Peni- 
stone,  0  El.  &  Bl.  876 ;  Parsons  r.  Hind, 
14  W.  U.  860.  Compare  the  language  of 
Hill  V.  Sewald,  58  Penn.  St.  271 ;  Nortliera 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Cnnton  Co.,  80  Md.  847, 354. 
where  a  trade  fixture  is  spoken  of  as  if 
it  were  personalty  out  and  out. 

{(»)  Questions  0/ Annexation  and  Right  to 
remove  are  distinct.  —  In  Holland  0.  Hodg- 
son, 41  L.  J.  H.  B.  C.  P.  146;  L.  R.  7 


entirely  to  lose  its  identity,  it  becomes 
realty  as  a  matter  of  law.  Between 
tliese  extremes  the  question  is  one  of 
intention,  and  diflers  largely  according 
to  the  manner  in  which,  and  the  par- 
tics  between  whom,  it  arises.  Thus  In 
the  case  of  persons  claiming  as  volnn- 
leers,  the  lest  is  simply  whether  the  inten- 
tion of  the  party  making  the  annexation, 
as  shown  by  any  relerant  testimony,  was 
to  constitute  the  article  a  part  of  the 
realty.  Such  is  the  case  of  heir,  executor, 
or  devisee.  The  test  would  seem  to 
be  the  same  where  the  question  arises  as 
to  whether  an  action  for  injury  to  the 
article  should  be  in  trespass  to  realty  or 
to  personalty. 

In  the  case  of  one  claiming  by  convey- 
ance, the  test  is  the  same  intent  as  mani- 
fested by  the  acts  and  circumstances  of 
which  he  was  bound  to  take  notice.  Such 
is  the  case  of  mortgagee  or  vendee. 
Hubboll  V.  East  Cambridge,  &c.  Bank, 
182  Mass.  447. 

The  question  as  between  landlord  and 
tenant  usually  is  as  to  the  right  to  re- 
move articles  which  have  been  annexed. 
Wiiether  this  right  exists  depends  either 
upon  wlietlier  tliere  lias  been  an  intent 
manifested  to  make  tlie  articles  permor 
fieatfy  a  part  of  the  realty,  or  whether  the 
articles  lia?e  been,  in  finct,  so  annexed 
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tliat  they  cannot  be  removed  without 
substantial  injury  to  the  realty. 

The  following  considerations,  among 
others,  are  important  in  determining  the 
intent  with  which  an  article  is  annexed 
to  the  freehold:  (1.)  The  relation  to  tlie 
land  of  the  one  annexing  it.  An  owner, 
or  one  standing  in  substantially  the  pou- 
tion  of  an  owner,  is  much  more  likely  to 
intend  a  permanent  annexation  than  s 
lessee.  Menx  i^.  Jacobs,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  481 ; 
Lapham  v.  Norton,  71  Me.  83;  Towne  0. 
Fiske,  127  Mass.  125.  (2.)  Thechsracter 
of  the  annexation,  t.  «.,  whether  firmly  or 
only  slightly  attached.  (3.)  AdapUbilitj 
to  permanent  use  on  the  land.  Whether 
an  article  is  more  or  less  peculiarly  fitted 
to  be  used  on  the  land  in  question  evi- 
dently furnishes  a  strong  test  of  the  in- 
tent with  which  it  is  annexed.  Rahwa/ 
Savings  Inst.  v.  Irving  St.  Church,  infra. 
This  principle  embraces  the  doctrine  of 
trade  fixtures,  such  fixtures  being  fitted 
to  be  used  wherever  the  trade  may  be 
carried  on.  Cubbins  r.  Ayers,  4  Lea, 
829.  Subject  to  the  qualification  that 
there  must  be  sufllcient  annexation  to 
make  it  possible  to  look  upon  the  article 
as  a  part  of  the  realty,  the  question  is  one 
of  intention,  to  be  determined  by  a  con- 
sideration of  the  above  and  all  tlie  other 
circumstances.     Hutchins  v.  Masterson, 
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which  the  erection  was  to  be  applied.   Thus,  things  set  up  by  a  les- 
8ee«  in  relation  to  his  trade,  as  vats,  coppers,  tables,  and  parti tionsi 


C.  P.  328,  Blackburn,  J.,  delivering  the 
opinion  or  the  Excheqaer  Chamber,  again 
approTed  of  Baron  Parke's  general  state- 
ment of  principles,  but  explained  that 
tenant  or  trade  fixtures  are  part  of  the  loTid, 
tliougli  liable  to  be  severed,  and  seemed 
to  be  of  opinion  tliat  the  mules,  &c.,  in 
Hellawell  v,  Eastwood,  were,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  part  of  the  land.  The  question 
what  annexation  will  make  a  thing  part 
of  the  land  was  said  to  depend  on  the 
circumstances  of  each  c^ise,  and  mainly 
on  two  circamstances  as  indicating  the* 
intention,  viz.,  the  degree  of  annexation, 
and  the  object  of  the  annexation ;  and  the 
reason  wliy  the  tenant  is  allowed  to  sever 
his  trade  fixtures  was  thought  to  be  that 
suggested  by  Wood,  V.  C,  in  Boyd  v.  Shor- 
rock.  37  L  J.  v,  8.  Ch.  144;  L.  R.  6  Eq.  72, 


78,  that  the  tenant  indicates  by  the  mode 
in  which  he  puts  tliem  up  that  be  regards 
them  as  attached  to  the  property  during 
his  interest  in  the  property.  Other  cases 
in  which  the  intent  as  indicated  by  the  ob- 
jects of  the  annexation  has  been  referred 
to  as  an  important  circumstance  are  Wall 
V.  Hinds,  4  Gray,  256, 271 ;  Bliss  v,  Whit- 
ney, 9  Allen,  114, 115;  Parsons  v.  Cope- 
land,  38  Me.  537, 546 ;  Hill  v.  Wen^worth, 
28  Vt  428;  Capen  o.  Peckliam,  86  Conn. 
88;  Teaff  v.  Hewitt,  1  Ohio  St.  511 ;  Hill 
V.  Sewald,  53  Penn.  St.  271 ;  Perkins  v. 
Swank,  43  Miss.  840,  362 ;  Lancaster  v. 
Eve,  5  C.  B.  K.  8.  717,  728,  cited  in  Par^ 
sons  V.  Hind,  14  W.  R.  860. 

It  was  also  observed  in  an  earlier  Eng- 
lish case  that  the  exception  in  favor  of 
trade  is  not  that  chattels  de  facto  attached 


46  Tex.  561 :  Hubbell  v.  East  Cambridge, 
&C.  Bank,  132  Mass.  447 ;  8.  o.  42  Am.  R. 
446;  Allen  p.  Mooney,  180  Mass.  155; 
Towne  v.  Fiske,  127  Mass.  125 ;  Rah  way 
Savings  Inst.  p.  Irving  St.  Church,  86  N.  J. 
Eq.  61,  and  note ;  Corcoran  v.  Webster,  50 
Wis.  125.  But  comp.  Green  u.  Phillips,  26 
Gratt.  752 ;  Lyle  v.  Palmer,  42  Mich.  814 ; 
McKeage  p.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  81  N.  Y.  88. 

The  question  was  left  to  the  jury  in 
Leonard  p.  Stickney,  181  Mass.  541.  The 
case  of  machinery  has  been  treated  as 
though  it  were  a  case  by  itself,  but  is 
properly  governed  by  an  application  of 
the  foregoing  principles.  Hendy  p.  Din- 
kerhofl,  57  Cal.  3;  Thomas  p.  Davis,  76 
Mo.  72 ;  Hamilton  p.  Huntley,  78  Ind.  521 ; 
Stillman  p.  Flenniken,  68  Iowa,  460 ;  Hub- 
boll  p.  EaM  Cambridge,  &c.  Bank,  supra ; 
Ottumwa  Woollen  Mills  p.  Hawley,  44 
Iowa.  57 ;  8.  c.  24  Am.  R.  719,  and  note. 
Articles  annexed  to  the  realty  by  a  mort- 
gagor, with  intent  that  they  shall  become 
part  of  the  realty,  become  subject  to  tlie 
mortgage.  Wight  p.  Gray,  78  Me.  297 ; 
Smi:h  Paper  Co.  p.  Servin.  180  Mass.  511. 
But  see  Clore  p.  Lambert,  78  Ky.  224. 


It  has  been  said  that  the  right  after 
default  to  remove  articles  annexed  by 
one  in  possession  under  a  contract  to  pur- 
chase, depends  upon  who  committed  the 
default.  Hinckley,  &c.  Co.  p.  Black,  70 
Me.  473 ;  Rines  v.  Bachelder,  62  Me.  95. 
See  Towne  v.  Fiske,  127  Mass.  125. 

The  tendency  seems  to  be  to  hold  that 
there  is  no  right  to  remove  beyond  the 
term,  except  where,  in  legal  efiect,  the 
terra  is  extended,  or  where  the  term  cornea 
to  an  end  in  a  way  the  tenant  could  not 
reasonably  anticipate.  It  is  said  there  is 
no  such  right  after  a  surrender.  Ex  parte 
Stephens,  7  Ch.  D.  127 ;  Ex  parte  Brook, 
10  Ch.  D.  100 ;  Watriss  p.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
124  Mass.  571.  See  Saint  p.  Pilley,  10 
L.  R.  Ex.  137;  Torrey  p.  Burnett,  38 
N.  J.  L.  457.  The  right  to  remove  con- 
tinues under  a  renewal  of  a  lease.  Kerr 
p.  Kingsbury,  89  Mich.  160.  But  see 
Watriss  u.  First  Nat.  Bank,  124  Mass.  571. 

See  further  on  subject,  Fratt  p.  Whit- 
tier,  58  Cal.  126;  Central  Branch  R.  R. 
Co.  P.  Fritz,  23  Kans.  430;  Jenkins  p. 
McCurdy,  48  Wis.  628;  Arnold  p.  Crow- 
der,  81  111.  56. 
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belonging  to  a  soap  boiler,  (<?)  may  be  removed  during  the  term. 
The  tenant  may  take  away  chimney-pieces,  and  even  wainscot,  if 

(c)  Poole'8  Case,  1  Salk.  868.  Kettles  and  boilen  in  a  tannery,  and  stilli  Id  a 
distillery,  are  not  fixtures,  but  personal  property.  1  Mo.  608 ;  8  id.  207.  On  the 
other  hand,  iron  sal^pans  in  salt-works  erected  by  the  tenant,  and  the  pans  resting 
on  brick-work,  are  not  allowed  to  be  removed,  as  being  parcel  of  the  works  to  be  left 
in  good  repair.    Mansfield  v.  Blackbume,  6  Bing.  426. 


to  land  for  purposes  of  trade  are  regarded 
as  never  affixed  to  the  freehold,  but  that, 
although  affixed,  they  are  capable  of  being 
removed  by  the  tenant  within  the  term 
(or  perhaps  within  a  reasonable  time  af- 
ter its  termination).  Gibson  v.  Hammer- 
smith R.  Co.,  82  L.  J.  Ch.  837,  342.  It 
may  properly  be  mentioned  in  this  con- 
nection that  the  holder  of  a  recorded 
chattel  mortgage  who  consented  to  the 
chattels  being  affixed  to  the  freehold  has 
been  postponed  to  a  party  without  notice, 
to  whom  a  subsequent  mortgage  of  the 
land  was  executed  while  the  chattels 
were  so  annexed.  Brennan  v,  Whittaker, 
15  Ohio  8t  446.  But  see  Ford  v.  Cobb, 
20  N.  Y.  844.  The  limits  of  the  exception 
seem  also  to  confirm  the  English  distinc- 
tion. See  further.  Woodruff  &  Beach 
Iron  Works  v,  Adams,  87  Conn.  288. 

(c)  Who  hace  the  Bighi  to  remove,  frc.  — 
The  right  to  remove  is  not  universal. 
For  if  cliattels  are  attached  to  the  free- 
hold by  the  owner  of  the  fee,  even  very 
•lightly,  and  although  only  for  their  more 
convenient  use  and  for  purposes  of  trade, 
they  will  pass  under  either  a  previous 
or  subsequent  sale  or  mortgage,  or  levy 
upon  the  land,  and  to  his  heir  rather  than 
to  his  executor.  Holland  v.  Hodgson, 
supra;  Climie  v.  Wood,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  257; 
L.  R.  4  Ex.  328;  Cull  wick  v.  Swindell, 
L.  R.  3  £q.  249 ;  Longbottom  v.  Berry, 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  123;  Ex  parte  Astbury,  In 
we  Richards,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  680;  Mather  t;. 
Fraser,  2  K.  ft  J.  536 ;  Walmsley  r.  Milne, 
7  C.  B.  N.  a.  115;  Fisher  v.  Dixon,  12  CI. 
&  F.  312,  328;  Strickland  v.  Parker,  64 
Me.  263;  Tuttle  v.  Robinson,  88  N.  H. 
104;  Smith  o.  Price.  39  111.  28.  And 
the  same  principles  are  applied  between 
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mortgagor  and  mortgagee  of  a  leasehold, 
In  re  Richards,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  630,  637;  lee 
Boyd  V.  Shorrock,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  72,  78; 
and  between  tlie  obligee  of  a  bond  to 
convey,  who  has  entered  and  erected 
structures,  and  the  obligor,  after  hresch 
of  the  bond,  McLaughlin  v.  Nash,  14 
Allen,  186.  See  Lynde  v.  Rowe,  12  Al- 
len, 100;  Ritchmyer  v.  Morss,  3  Koj-es. 
849.  Cases  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  a  colossal  statue,  resting  on  but  not 
attached  to  a  permanent  pedestal,  psssed 
to  a  mortgagee.  Snedeker  v.  Wsrring,  % 
Kern.  170  (spproved  in  Wadleigh  v.  Jsn- 
vrin,  41  N.  H.  608,  517;  Strickland  p. 
Parker,  54  Me.  268, 266).  See  D'Ejncoart 
V.  Gregory,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  382,  a  question  be- 
tween tenant  for  life  and  reroaindermsu. 
The  test  was  said  to  be  whether  the  sut- 
ues  formed  part  of  an  architectural  de- 
sign. See  also  Rogers  v.  Crow,  40  Mo.  91. 
In  like  manner  chattels  not  annexed,  but 
which  belong  to  a  machine  as  part  of  it, 
will  pass.  Ex  parte  Astbury,  /n  re  Kicb- 
ards,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  680,  685;  Metropolitan 
Counties  Society  v.  Brown,  26  Beav.  454. 
The  rolling-stock  of  a  railway  was  held 
to,  in  Palmer  v.  Forbea,  23  III.  801; 
Farmers*  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Hendrickson, 
26  Barb.  484;  State  v.  Northern  Centnd 
R.  Co.,  18  Md.  193,  21&  See  2  Wall 
645.  Cimtra,  Bement  v.  Plattaburgli  A 
Montreal  R.  R.  47  Barb.  104;  Stevens  s. 
Buffalo  &  N.  Y.  R.  R.,  31  Barb.  600; 
Beardsley  v.  Ontario  Bank,  ib.  619.  A 
building  temporarily  placed  on  blocks  or 
boards  lying  on  the  surface  of  the  ground 
is  a  mere  chattel,  and  does  not  pass  bj  a 
sale  of  the  land  unless  a  contrary  intent 
is  manifested.  Brown  v.  LUlie»  6  Nev. 
244.    See  WUtshear  v.  Cottreil,  1  El.  & 
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put  up  by  himself ;  ((2)  or  a  cider  mill  and  press  erected  by  him 
on  the  land,  (e)  or  a  pump  erected  by  him,  if  removable  without 
material  injury  to  the  freehold.  (/)  So,  a  building  resting  upon 
blocks,  and  not  let  into  the  soil,  has  been  held  a  mere  chattel.  (^) 
A  post  windmill,  erected  by  the  tenant,  (A)  and  machinery  for 
spinuing  and  carding,  though  nailed  to  the  floor,  (t)  and  copper 
stills,  and  distillery  apparatus,  and  potash  kettles,  though 
*  fixed  or  set  on  arches,  (a)  are  held  to  be  pei'sonal  prop*  *  844 
erty.  On  the  other  hand,  iron  stoves,  fixed  to  the  brick- 
^'ork  of  the  chimneys  of  a  house,  have  been  adjudged  to  pass 
with  the  house,  as  part  of  the  freehold,  in  a  case  where  the  house 
was  set  off  on  execution  to  a  creditor,  (h)  But  in  another  oasQ, 
in  the  same  court,  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  poa- 
sessor,  on  the  termination  of  that  relation,  was  allowed  to  takp 
down  and  carry  away  buildings  erected  by  him  on  the  land,  and 
standing  on  posts,  and  not  so  connected  with  the  soil  but  that 

(</)  Ex  parte  Qnincy,  1  Atk.  477. 

(e)  Holiiiea  v.  Tremper,  20  Johns.  20. 

ij  )  Grymes  v.  Boweren,  4  Moore  &  P.  148 ;  6  BiDg.  437. 

(g)  Vaylor  v.  CoHinge,  1  Tteunt.  21. 

(A)  The  King  v.  Londonthorpe,  6  T.  R.  877 ;  see  also  The  ffing  v.  InhabiUntt  of 
Otley,  1  B.  a  Ad  161.  In  Maine,  this  notion  of  movable  fixtures  was  carried  so  fajr 
as  to  allow  an  action  of  trover  for  a  sawmill  built  by  A.  on  the  land  of  B.,  whh  bis 
consent,  when  occupation  was  refused.  Russell  v.  Richards,  1  Fairf .  429 ;  Taplej  f . 
Smith,  18  Me.  12.  s.  p.  So.  in  Ehgland,  a  wooden  bam,  erected  on  a  foundation  of 
brick  and  stone,  id  not  a  fixture,  and  may  be  removed  by  the  tenant,  and  trover  will 
lie  for  it.    Wansbrongh  v.  Maton,  4  Ad.  &  £1.  884. 

(i)  Cresson  v.  Stout.  17  Johns.  110;  Tobias  v.  Francis,  8  Vt.  425;  Taffe  o.  Wai^ 
nleK  3  Blackf.  (Ind.)  111. 

(a)  Reynolds  v,  Shuler,  6  Cowen,  828;  Raymond  v.  White,  7  id.  819;  Wetherbee 
r.  Foster,  6  Vt.  136. 

{b)  Goddard  v.  Chase,  7  Mass.  482. 

BI.  674,  689 :  Hinckley  v.  Baxter,  13  tares  is  sometimes  extended  to  agrieul- 
Ailen,  139;  Uuiland  r.  Hodgson,  supra,  tural  fixtures  by  statute,  St.  14  &  16  Vict. 
But  a  bam  standing  on  stone  piers  has  c  26,  §  3 ;  and  in  this  country  without  it. 
been  thought  to  pass,  Landon  v,  Piatt,  See  Ilarkness  v.  Sears,  26  Ala.  493 ;  Du- 
al Conn.  617;  although  a  tenant  has  been  bois  v.  Kelly,  10  Barb.  406;  Perkins  v, 
allowed  to  remove  an  icehouse  about  Swank,  48  Miss.  349,  362. 
eqoally  attached  to  the  soil,  Antoni  v.  A  tenant  has  been  held  entitled  to 
Belknap.  102  Mass.  193.  See  Perkins  v.  remove  the  manure  from  pens  in  which 
Swank,  43  Miss.  849  So  timber  trees,  great  herds  of  cattle  were  kept  for  the 
eut  down  and  lying  whefe  they  grew,  use  of  the  army.  Gallagher  v.  Shipley, 
pass  by  a  conveyance  of  the  land.  Brack-  24  Md.  418.  See  Plumer  v.  Plumer,  SO 
ett  V.  Godilard,  64  Me.  809.  N.  H.  668,  669. 


The  exception  in  fiivor  of  trade  fix- 
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the}'  coald  be  remoYed  without  prejudice  to  it.  (<?)  The  tenant 
may  also  remove  articles  put  up  at  his  own  expense  for  ornameut 
or  domestic  convenience,  unless  they  be  permanent  additions  to 
the  estate  and  so  united  to  the  house  as  materially  to  impair  it, 
if  removed,  and  when  the  removal  would  amount  to  a  waste. 
The  right  of  removal  will  depend  upon  the  mode  of  annexation 
of  the  article,  and  the  effect  which  the  removal  would  have  upon 
the  premises.  (e2) 

Questions  respecting  the  right  to  what  are  ordinarily 
*  845  called  fixtures,  or  articles  of  a  personal  nature  affixed  to  *  the 
freehold,  (a)  principally  arise  between  three  classes  of  pe^ 
sons :  1.  Between  heir  and  executor ;  and  there  the  rule  obtains 
with  the  most  rigor  in  favor  of  the  inheritance,  and  against  the 
right  to  consider  as  a  personal  chattel  anything  which  has  been 

(c)  Taylor  v.  Townsend,  8  Mass.  411.  But  fixtures  erected  by  the  mortgagor  are 
annexed  to  the  freehold,  and  cannot  be  removed  until  the  debt  be  paid.  Butler  v. 
Paige,  7  Mete.  40. 

(d)  Buckland  v.  Butterfleld,  2  Brod.  &  B.  54.  In  Barge's  Comm.  on  Colonial  and 
Foreign  Laws,  ii.  6-81,  the  rules  respecting  fixtures,  not  only  in  the  English  law, hot 
in  the  civil  law  and  the  codes  of  other  nations,  are  collected.  See  also  Treatise  on 
Fixtures,  by  Amos  &  Femrd,  c.  2,  sec.  8,  4.  This  valuable  treatise  has  collected  the 
numerous  cases  on  the  subjVct  of  fixtures,  and  traced  and  stated  the  subtle  distinc- 
tions arising  therein,  with  clearness  and  accuracy.  Under  the  head  of  ornamental 
fixtures,  hangings,  tapestry,  and  pier-glasses,  marble  or  other  ornamental  chimney- 
pieces,  marble  slabs,  window-blinds,  and  wainscots  fastened  with  screws,  have  been 
included ;  and,  under  the  head  of  articles  put  up  by  the  tenant  for  domestic  use  and 
convenience,  and  allowed  to  be  removed  during  the  term,  are  enumerated  grates, 
stoves,  iron  backs  to  chimneys,  fixed  tables,  furnaces,  coppers,  coflee-mills,  malt- 
mills,  jacks,  cupboards,  iron  ovens,  &c.  Id.  In  the  case  of  Blood  v.  Richardson,  in 
the  New  York  Superior  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  1831,  the  tenant  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  remove  a  grate  and  other  fixtures  put  up  by  him  for  his  own  accommoda- 
tion ;  and  in  GafiScld  v.  Hapgof  d.  17  Pick.  192,  a  fire  frame  fixed  in  the  fireplace  was 
held  to  be  a  fixture  removable  by  the  tenant  during  the  term.  The  law  of  fixtures, 
in  its  application  to  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  partakes  of  the  liberal  and 
commercial  spirit  of  the  times. 

{n)  It  was  said  by  the  Barons,  in  Sheen  v,  Rickie,  Best's  Exch.  Rep.  East.  Term, 
1839  [8.  c.  5  M.  &  W.  1761,  that  fixtures  do  not  necessarily  mean  things  afllxed  to 
the  freehold.  It  only  means  something  fixed  to  another,  and  which  the  tenant  has 
the  power  of  removing.  But  I  apprehend  that  the  ordinary  meaning  is  the  appropri- 
ate and  legal  meaning,  and  which  is,  things  fixed  in  a  greater  or  ieu  degree  to  the  realty. 
It  is  clearly  settled,  said  Baron  Parke,  in  Minshall  v.  Lloyd,  2  M.  &  W.  459,  that  every- 
thing substantially  and  permanently  afiSxed  to  the  soil  is  in  law  a  fixture.  The 
principal  thing  must  not  be  destroyed  by  the  accessory,  nor  a  serious  injury  inflicted 
to  some  important  building,  unless  the  building  itself  be  only  an  accessory  to  the 
fixture,  as  an  engine-house,  to  cover  it  The  principle  seems  to  be,  that  the  fixture 
must  be  adapted  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  realty,  and  more  or  less  annexed  to  it 
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ai&xed  to  the  freehold.  (5)  2.  Between  the  executor  of  the  ten- 
ant for  life,  and  the  remainderman  or  reversioner;  and  here 
the  right  to  fixtures  is  considered  more  favorably  for  the  exec- 
utors. 3.  Between  landlord  and  tenant ;  and  here  the  claim  to 
have  articles  considered  as  personal  property  is  received  with  the 
greatest  latitude  and  indulgence.  4.  There  is  an  exception  of  a 
broader  extent  in  respect  to  fixtures  erected  for  the  purposes  of 
trade,  and  the  origin  of  it  may  be  traced  back  to  the  dawnings 
of  modern  art  and  science,  (c)  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Elwe9  v. 
Maw^  (dy  went  through  all  the  cases  from  the  time  of  the  Year 
Books,  and  the  court  concluded  that  there  was  a  distinction 
between  annexations  to  the  freeliold  for  the  purposes  of  trade  or 
manufacture,  and  those  made  for  the  purposes  of  agriculture; 
and  the  right  of  the  tenant  to  remove  was  strong  in  the  one  case 
and  not  in  the  other.  It  was  held  that  an  agricultural  tenant  who 
had  erected,  for  the  convenient  occupation  of  his  farm,  several 
buildings,  was  not  entitled  to  remove  them.  Had  the  erections 
been  made  for  the  benefit  of  trade  or  manufactures,  there  would 
seem  to  have  been  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  removal.  The  strict 
rule  as  to  fixtures,  that  applies  between  heir  and  executor, 
*  applies  equally  as  between  vendor  and  vendee,  and  mort-  *  346 
gagor  and  mortgagee ;  and  growing  crops,  manure  lying 
upon  the  land.,  and  fixtures  erected  by  the  vendor  for  the  purpose 
of  trade  and  manufactures,  as  potash  kettles  for  manufacturing 
ashes,  pass  to  the  vendee  of  the  land,  (a)     Fixtures  go  along 

[h)  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  83,  sec.  6,  7,  8,  declare  that  tl  ing«  annexed 
to  the  freehold,  or  to  any  building  for  the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture,  and  not 
fixed  into  the  wall  of  the  house,  so  as  to  be  essential  to  its  support,  go  to  the  execu- 
tor as  assets;  and  that  all  other  things  annexed  to  the  freehold  descend  to  the  heir 
or  devisee.  The  Chancellor,  in  House  v.  House,  10  Paige,  103,  supposed  the  legisla- 
ture here  intended  to  put  the  executor  or  administrator  upon  the  same  footing  with 
a  tenant  as  to  the  right  to  fixtures. 

(c)  20  Hen.  VII.  13,  a  and  b,  pi.  24.  The  exception  in  that  case  was  allowed  in 
favor  of  a  baker  and  a  dyer  affixing  furnaces  or  vats,  or  vessels  pur  occu}ner  son  occu- 
potion.  But  the  exception  in  favor  of  such  trades  was  almost  too  liberal  for  the  nge  ; 
and  we  find,  In  the  following  year,  21  Hen.  VII.  27,  it  was  narrowed  to  things  fixed 
to  the  ground,  and  not  to  the  walls  of  the  principal  building. 

{d)  3  East,  88.  The  notes  attached  to  this  case,  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases  in  Law 
Library,  h.  s.  xxviii.,  are  valuable. 

(a)  Spencer,  C.  J.,  in  Holmes  v.  Tremper,  20  Johns.  30 ;  Hare  v.  Horton,  2  Nev.  & 
Mann.  428;  Miller  v.  Plumb,  6  Cowen,  665;  Kirwan  v.  Latour,  1  Harr.  &  J.  289; 
Kittredge  v.  Woods,  3  N.  H.  503;  Despatch  Line  of  Packets  v.  Bellamy  Man.  Co., 
12  N.  H.  205;  Oves  v.  Oglesby,  7  Watts,  106  ;  Union  Bank  v,  Emerson,  15  Mass.  159. 
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with  the  premises  to  a  lessee,  if  no  reservation  be  made  at  the 
time  of  the  contract ;  (b)  and  the  tenant  must  remove  fixtures 
put  up  by  him  before  he  quits  the  possession  on  the  expiration 
of  his  lease,  (c)  If  not  removed  during  the  term,  they  become 
the  property  of  the  landlord,  (d)  * 

It  has  been  strongly  questioned  by  high  authority,  (e)  whether 
erections  for  agricultui*al  purposes  ought  not,  in  this  coimtry,  to 
receive  the  same  protection  in  favor  of  the  tenant  as  those  fix- 
tures made  for  the  purposes  of  tnide,  manufactures,  or  domestic 
convenience.  They  may  be  necessary  for  the  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment of  the  estate,  and  the  protection  of  its  produce ;  and  public 
policy,  and  the  interests  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  are  equally  pro- 
moted by  encouragement  given  to  the  tenant  to  cultivate  and 

Though  fructuM  induttriales  pass  from  the  intestate  to  his  personal  representatires, 
yet,  under  a  devise  or  conveyance  of  land,  they  pass  to  the  devisee  or  vendee.  Tlie 
main  mill-wiieel  and  gearing  of  a  factory,  and  nerestarif  to  iu  operation^  are  held  to  be 
fixtures  and  real  estate,  in  favor  of  the  right  of  dower  as  against  the  heir.  Powell  r. 
Monson  and  Brimfleid  Manufacturing  Company,  3  Mason.  469.  Such  machinery 
will  also  pass  to  the  vendee  as  ngainst  the  vendor.  Farrar  v.  Stackpole,  0  Greenl. 
164.  So,  manufacturing  ipachinery  and  fixtures  will  pass  to  a  mortgagee,  ss  part 
and  parcel  of  the  inheritance,  in  like  manner  as  they  pass  to  a  vendee.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  in  Ryall  u.  Rolle,  1  Atk.  176;  Union  Bank  v.  Emerson,  16  Mass.  169;  Amoi 
&  Ferard  on  Fixtures,  189,  191 ;  Voorhis  v.  Freeman,  8  Watts  &  S.  116 ;  Despatch 
Line  of  Packets  v.  Bellamy  Manuf.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  206.  They  are  parcel  of  the  in- 
heritance. Farrant  r.  Thompson,  6  B.  &  Aid.  826.  But  in  Swift  v.  Thompson, 
9  Conn  63,  machinery  in  a  cotton  factory  attached  to  the  building,  so  far  as  to  keep 
the  machinery  steady,  and  which  could  be  removed  without  injury  to  the  Suilding 
or  the  machinery,  was  held  to  be  personal  property,  as  respects  creditors  and  pur- 
chasers. The  case  of  Gale  v.  Ward,  14  Mass.  362,  went  also  to  the  f^me  point 
Fixtures  made  by  a  mortgagor  after  the  mortgage  become  part  of  the  realty  as  be- 
tween him  and  the  mortgagee,  and  cannot  be  removed.  It  might  be  otherwise  io  the 
case  of  landlord  and  tenant.  The  mortgagor  makes  such  improvemenca  as  owner, 
for  the  permanent  benefit  of  the  estate.  Winslow  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.,  i  Mctc. 
806. 

{b)  Colegrave  v.  Dias  Santos,  2  B.  &  a  76. 

(c)  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in  Lee  v.  Risdon,  7  Taunt.  188;  Ex  parte  Quincy,  1  Atk.  477; 
2  B.  &  C,  $iipra ;  Poole's  Case,  1  Salk.  368 :  Penton  r.  Uobart,  2  East,  88 ;  White  ff. 
Arndt,  1  Wharton,  91 ;  2  M.  &  W.  460,  a.  v. 

(d)  Lyde  r.  KusscH.  1  B.  &  Ad.  394.  The  Frendi  law  coincides  with  the  English 
in  respect  to  fixtures  made  for  embellishment.  Tlie  tenant  may  remove  them,  pro- 
vided they  can  be  removed  without  being  destroyed,  and  without  deteriorating  tiie 
premises.    Lois  des  Batimens,  par  Le  Page,  ii.  190,  206b 

(e)  Van  Ness  v.  Pacard,  2  Peters,  137. 

1  Leader  r.  Homewood,  6  C.  B.  n.  b.  the  lease  is  d(  tennined  by  the  landlord's 
646;  Overton  v.  Williston,  81  Penn.  St.  re-entry  for  breach  of  condition.  Pogh 
166.    Neither  can  they  be  removed  after    v.  Arton,  L.  B.  8  Eq.  626. 
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improve  the  estate.  In  Whiting  v.  Brastow,  (f)  the  agri* 
cultural  tenant  received  *a  liberal  application  of  the  •347 
exception  in  favor  of  the  removal  of  fixtures.  He  was 
allowed  to  remove  from  the  freehold  all  such  improvements  as 
were  made  by  him,  the  removal  of  which  would  not  injure  the 
premises,  or  put  them  in  a  worse  plight  than  they  were  in  when 
he  took  possession.  The  case  of  Holmes  v.  Tremper  (a)  may  also 
be  referred  to  as  containing  a  just  and  enlarged  view  of  the  sub- 
ject; and  the  tenant  was  allowed  to  remove  a  cider  mill  and 
press  erected  for  his  own  use.  But  the  same  policy  of  encourag- 
ing and  protecting  agricultural  improvements  will  not  permit  the 
outgoing  tenant  to  remove  the  manure  which  has  accumulated 
upon  a  farm  during  the  course  of  his  term,  (i) 

The  civil  law  was  much  more  natural  and  much  less  compli^ 
Gated  in  the  discrimination  of  things  than  the  common  law.  It 
divided  them  into  the  obvious  and  universal  distinction  of  things 
movable  and  immovable,  or  things  tangible  and  intangible.  The 
movable  goods  of  the  civil  law  were,  strictly  speaking,  the  chat- 
tels personal  of  the  common  law.     Whatever  was  fixed  to  the 

(/)  4  Pick.  810. 

(a)  20Jolm8.29. 

(6)  Lassell  v.  Reed,  6  Greenl.  222 :  Middlebrook  v.  Corwin,  16  Wend.  169 ;  Daniels 
V.  Pond,  21  Pick.  867.  It  would  seem  to  be  the  law  in  England  for  the  outgoing 
tenant  to  sell  or  take  away  the  manure.  Roberts  v.  Barker,  1  Cr.  &  M.  809 ;  Gib- 
bons on  Dilapidations,  76.  But  a  special  usage  sometimes  obliges  the  offgoing  tenant 
to  leaTe  the  manure  upon  the  land.  In  North  Carolina,  the  outgoing  tenant,  when 
there  is  no  custom  or  covenant  to  the  contrary,  has  a  right  to  the  manure  made  by 
him  on  tlie  farm,  prorided  he  takes  it  away  before  he  removes.  Smithwick  v.  Elli- 
son, 2  Ired.  826. 

In  the  case  of  Walker  o.  Sherman,  20  Wend.  686,  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  gave  an 
elaborate  examination  of  the  English  and  American  authorities  on  the  subject  of 
llxtures.  and  the  decision  in  the  case  was  tliat  the  machinery  in  a  woollen  factory, 
being  movable,  and  not  in  any  manner  affixed  or  fastened  to  the  building  or  land, 
and  yet  material  to  the  performance  of  the  factory  in  certain  departments  of  its 
work,  was  personal  property,  as  betiveen  tenants  in  common  and  owners  of  the  fee. 
Tlie  question  was  decided  on  the  same  principle  as  if  it  had  arisen  between  grantor 
and  grantee.  The  learned  judge  considered  that  the  ancient  distinction  between 
actual  annexation  and  total  disconnection  was  the  most  certain  and  prnctica),  and 
lie  collected  from  the  cases,  as  far  as  their  subtlety  and  inconsistency  would 
admit  of  any  general  conclusion,  that  nothing  of  a  nature  personal  in  itself  would 
pass  as  a  fixturf^  unless  it  be  in  some  way  habitually  or  permanently  attached 
or  fixetl  to  the  freehold.  There  are  likewise  constructive  fixtures  wliich,  in  ordi- 
nary understanding,  make  part  and  parcel  of  tlie  land  or  building.  Such  are  rails 
on  a  fence,  stones  in  a  wall  fence,  and  Venetian  blinds,  and  locks  and  keys  to  a 
house,  &C. 
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freehold  perpetui  usus  eau$a^  was  justly  deemed  a  part  of  the  res 
immobiles  of  the  civil  law.  (c) 

2.  Qualified  Property  in  Ghattels  Personal.  —  Property  in  chattels 
personal  is  either  absolute  or  qualified. 

Absolute  property  denotes  a  full  and  complete  title  and  domin- 
ion over  it;  but  qualified  property  in  chattels  is  an  exception  to 
the  general  right,  and  means  a  temporary  or  special  interest, 
liable  to  be  totally  devested  on  the  happening  of  some  particular 
event. 

A  qualified  property  in  chattels  may  subsist  by  reason  of  the 

nature  of  the  thing  or  chattel  possessed.     The  elements  of  air, 

light,  and  water  are  the  subjects  of  qualified  property  by  occn- 

pancy  ;  and  Justinian,  in  his  Institutes,  {d)  says,  tiiey  are 

*  348    common  by  the  law  of  nature.     He  who  firat  jilaces  *  him- 

self in  the  advantageous  enjoyment  of  a  competent  portion 
of  either  of  them,  cannot  lawfully  be  deprived  of  that  enjoyment; 
and  whoever  attempts  to  do  it,  creates  a  nuisance  for  which  he  ifi 
responsible,  (a)  Animals  ferce  naturce^  so  long  as  they  are 
reclaimed  by  the  art  and  power  of  man,  are  also  the  subject  of  a 
qualified  property  ;  but  when  they  are  abandoned,  or  escape,  and 
return  to  their  natural  liberty  and  ferocity,  without  the  ariimui 
revertendi^  the  property  in  them  ceases.  While  this  qujilified 
property  continues,  it  is  as  much  under  protection  of  law  as  any 
other  property,  and  every  invasion  of  it  is  redressed  in  the  same 
manner.  (6)  The  difficulty  in  ascertaining  with  precision  the 
application  of  the  law  arises  from  the  want  of  some  certain  deter- 
minate standard  or  rule,  by  which  to  determine  when  an  animal 
is  feroB  vel  domitce  naturoe.  If  an  animal  belongs  to  tlie  class  of 
tame  animals,  as,  for  instance,  to  the  class  of  hoi'ses,  sheep,  or 
cattle,  he  is  then  clearly  a  subject  of  absolute  property ;  but 
if  he  belongs  to  the  class  of  animals  which  are  wild  b)*^  nature, 
and  owe  all  their  temporary  docility  to  the  discipline  of  man, 
such  as  deer,  fish,  and  sevei-al  kind  of  fowl,  (c)  then  the  aniniiil 
is  a  subject  of  qualified  property,  and  which  continues  so  long 

(<?)  Taylor's  Elem.  of  the  CivU  Law,  476. 

(rf)  Inst.  2.  1.1. 

{a)  Aldred'8  Case,  9  Co.  68.  b. 

(A)  7  Co.  16-18 ;  Finch's  Law,  176. 

(c)  Dores  arc  held  to  be  animals  firm  naturce.  Commonwealth  v.  Chase,  9  Pick. 
16.  [But  compare  Regina  v.  Cbeafor,  21  L.  J.  n.  b.  M.  C.  ;  6  Cox  C.  C.  967 ;  8  Eng. 
L.  &  £q.  698.] 
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only  as  the  tameness  and  dominion  remain.  It  is  a  theory  of 
some  naturalists  that  all  animals  were  originally  wild,  and  that 
such  as  are  domestic  owe  all  their  docility  and  all  their  degener- 
acy to  the  hand  of  man.  This  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of 
Count  BufiPon ;  and  he  says  that  the  dog,  the  sheep,  and  the 
camel  have  degenerated  from  the  strength,  spirit,  and  beauty  of 
their  natural  state,  and  that  one  principal  cause  of  their  degener- 
acy was  the  pernicious  influence  of  human  power.  ((2)  Grotius, 
on  the  other  hand,  has  suggested  that  savage  animals  owe  all 
their  untamed  ferocity,  not  to  their  own  natures,  but  to 
the  violence  *of  man.  (a)  But  the  common  law  has  *349 
wisely  avoided  all  perplexing  questions  and  refinements' 
of  this  kind,  and  has  adopted  the  test  laid  down  by  Pufifen- 
dorf,  (i)  by  referring  the  question,  whether  the  animal  be  wild 
or  tame,  to  our  knowledge  of  his  habits,  derived  from  fact  and 
experience.  It  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in 
Piersan  v.  Posty  (o)  that  pursuit  alone  gave  no  property  in 
animals  ferce  naturce.  Almost  all  the  jurists  on  general  juris- 
prudence agree  that  the  animal  must  have  been  brought  within 
the  power  of  the  pursuer  before  the  property  in  the  animal  vests. 
Actual  taking  may  not  in  all  cases  be  requisite ;  but  all  agree 
that  mere  pursuit,  without  bringing  the  animal  within  the  power 
of  the  party,  is  not  sufficient.  The  possession  must  be  so  far 
established,  by  the  aid  of  nets,  snares,  or  other  means,  that  the 
animal  cannot  escape.  It  was  accordingly  held  in  the  case  just 
mentioned,  that  an  action  would  not  lie  against  a  person  for  kill- 
ing and  taking  a  fox  which  had  been  pursued  by  another,  and 
was  then  actually  in  the  view  of  the  person  who  had  originally 
found,  started,  and  chased  it.  The  mere  pursuit,  and  being  in 
view  of  the  animal,  did  not  create  a  property,  because  no  posses- 
sion had  been  acquired ;  and  the  same  doctrine  was  afterwards 
declared  in  the  case  of  Buster  v.  Newkirk.  Qd): 

{d)  Bttflbn'8  Natural  Historj,  rii.  Smellie's  ed. 

(a)  Grotius,  Hist  de  Belg.  Ub.  6,  cited  in  Puff.  Droit,  de  la  Nat  1,  4,  c.  6,  sec.  6. 

(&)  Liv.  4,  c.  6,  sec.  6. 

(c)  8  Caines,  175. 

{d)  20  Johns.  76.  The  legislature  of  New  York  have  enlarged  the  right  of  acquisi- 
tioD  of  game  by  punnit,  in  the  case  of  deer,  in  the  counties  of  Suffolk  and  Queens, 
by  declaring  that  any  person  who  starts  and  pursues  such  game  shall  be  deemed  in 
pomession  of  the  same,  to  lonrj  as  he  continues  in  fresh  pursuit  thereof.  Laws  of  N.  Y., 
April  1, 1844,  c.  109 ;  N.  Y.  R.  S.  3d  ed.  i.  888. 
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The  civil  law  contained  the  same  principle  as  that  which  the 
Supreme  Court  adopted.  It  was  a  question  in  the  Roman  law, 
whether  a  wild  beast  belonged  to  him  who  had  wounded  it  so 
that  it  might  easily  be  taken.  The  civilians  di£Fered  on  the 
question ;  but  Justinian  adopted  the  opinion  that  the  property 
in  the  wounded  wild  beast  did  not  attach  until  the  beast  was 
actually  taken.  (^)  So  if  a  swarm  of  bees  had  flown  from  the 
hive  of  A.,  they  were  reputed  his  so  long  as  the  swarm 

*  850   remained  in  sight,  and  might  easily  be  *  pursued ;  other- 

wise they  became  the  property  of  the  first  occupant,  (a) 
Merely  finding  a  tree  on  the  land  of  another,  containing  a  swarm 
of  bees,  and  marking  it,  does  not  vest  the  property  of  the  bees  in 
the  finder,  (i)  Bees  which  swarm  upon  a  tree  do  not  become 
private  property  until  actually  hived,  (c)  ^ 

A  qualified  property  in  chattels  may  also  subsist,  when  goods 
are  bailed,  or  pledged,  or  distrained.  In  those  cases  the  right  of 
property  and  the  possession  are  separated ;  and  the  owner  has 
only  a  property  of  a  temporary  or  qualified  nature,  which  is  to 
continue  until  the  trust  be  performed  or  the  goods  redeemed; 
and  he  is  entitled  to  protect  this  property -while  it  continues,  bj 
action,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  was  absolute  owner,  (c?) 

3.  Joint  Tenancy  in  Chattels.  —  Personal  property  may  be  held 
by  two  or  more  persons  in  joint  tenancy  or  in  common ;  and  in 
the  former  case,  the  same  principle  of  survivorship  applies  which 
exists  in  the  case  of  a  joint  tenancy  in  lands,  (e)  But  by  reason 
of  this  very  effect  of  survivorship,  joint  tenancy  in  chattels  is  very 
much  restricted.  It  does  not  apply  to  stock  used  in  any  joint 
undertaking,  either  in  trade  or  agriculture ;  for  the  forbidding 
doctrine  of  survivorship  would  tend  to  damp  the  spirit  and  ente^ 

(e)  In8t.2.1.  18;  Dig.  41. 1.  5.2. 

(a)  Inst.  2. 1. 14. 

(6)  Gillet  r.  Maion,  7  Johns.  16. 

(c)  Inst.  2. 1. 14 ;  Wallis  v.  Mease,  8  Binney,  646.  Bees  which  Uke  up  their  abode 
in  a  tree  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  soil,  if  unreclaimed,  but  if  reclaimed  and  identi- 
fied, they  belong  to  their  former  posaessor.    Goff  o.  KilU,  16  Wend.  660. 

(d)  FtJe  in/m,  668,  686. 

(e)  Co.  Litt.  182,  a. 

1  In  Blades  v.  Higgs,  11  H.  L.  C.  621 ;  land  of  another  by  a  trespasser,  and  oir 

a.  c.  13  C.  B.  K.  8. 844 ;  12  C.  B.  h.  b.  601,  ried  off  by  him,  belong*  to  the  owner  of 

it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords  and  the  land, 
the  judges  that  game  killed  upon  the 
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prise  requisite  to  conduct  the  business  with  success.  When  one 
joint  partner  in  trade  or  in  agriculture  dies,  his  interest  or  share 
in  the  concern  does  not  survive,  but  goes  to  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives. (/)  Subject  to  these  exceptions,  a  gift  or  grant  of  a 
chattel  interest  to  two  or  more  persons  creates  a  joint  tenancy; 
and  a  joint  tenant,  it  is  said,  may  lawfully  dispose  of  the 
whole  property.  (^)  In  legacies  of  ♦  chattels  the  courts  *  851 
at  one  time  leaned  against  any  construction  tending  to  sup- 
port a  joint  tenancy  in  them,  and  testators  were  presumed  to  have 
intended  to  confer  legacies  in  the  most  advantageous  manner,  (^a) 
But  in  Campbell  v.  Campbell^  (J)  the  master  of  the  rolls  reviewed 
the  cases,  and  concluded  that  where  a  legacy  was  given  to  two 
or  more  persons,  they  would  take  a  joint  tenancy,  unless  the  will 
contained  words  to  show  that  the  testator  intended  a  severance 

(/)  Co.  Litt.  1S2;  a ;  Noy,  66;  JeffirejB  v.  Small,  1  Vera.  217;  Elliott  v.  Brown, 
cited  in  Raithby's  note  to  1  Vern.  217. 

{g)  Beet,  J.,  in  Barton  v.  Williams,  6  B.  &  Aid.  395.  If  this  dictum  he  not  confined 
to  joint  tenancy  in  merchandise,  where  it  undoubtedly  applies,  it  must,  at  least,  be 
restricted  to  chattel  interests.  A  sale  in  market  overt  of  a  chattel  by  one  joint  tenant 
disnges  the  property  at  once  as  against  the  other  joint  tenant.  A  joint  tenant  of  an 
estate  can  only  convey  his  part;  and  if  he  should  levy  a  fine  of  the  whole  estate,  or 
convey  it  by  bargain  and  sale,  it  would  only  reach  his  interest,  and  amount  to  a 
aeveranoe  of  the  joint  tenancy.  Co.  Litt.  186,  a ;  Comm.  Dig.  tit.  Estates,  K.  6 ; 
Ford  r.  Lord  Grey,  6  Mod.  44;  1  Salk.  286;  2  Ohio,  112.  See  also,  infra,  iv.  869, 
S60,  note.  If  one  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel  sells  the  share  of  his  cotenant,  as 
well  as  his  own,  he  is  answerable  in  trover.  Wilson  t;.  Reed,  8  Johns.  176 ;  Hyde  v. 
Stone,  7  Wend.  864 ;  White  v.  Osborn,  21  id.  72.  It  is  a  conversion  as  to  the  share 
of  the  other.  Parke,  B.,  1  M.  &  W.  686.  But  one  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel 
cannot  bring  trover  against  his  cotenant  for  dispossessing  him,  for  each  has  an  equal 
light  to  the  possession ;  though  for  the  loss  or  destruction,  or  sale  of  the  whole  chat- 
tel by  one  of  the  cotenants,  an  action  of  trover  will  lie  against  him  by  the  other. 
Litt  sec.  «^28 ;  Co.  Litt.  200,  a ;  Wilson  v.  Reed,  ubi  supra ;  Fennings  v,  Grenville,  1  Taunt 
241;  Barton  v.  Williams,  6  B.  &  Aid.  896;  Farr  v.  Smitli,  9  Wend.  888;  Lucas  v. 
Wasson,  8  Dot.  898 ;  Cole  v.  Terry,  2  Dev.  &  Battle,  252 ;  Herrin  v.  Eaton,  18  Me. 
192;  Hersereau  v.  Norton,  16  Johns.  179.  In  Waddell  v.  Cook.  2  Hill,  47,  it  was  held 
that  trover  (but  not  trespass)  would  lie  by  one  cotenant  of  goods  against  another  who 
•ells  the  whole  interest  in  the  chattels.  One  tenant  in  common  of  personal  property 
can  sell  his  own  share  only.  Bradley  v.  Boynton,  22  Me.  287.  If  he  sells  the  whole 
interest  in  the  common  property,  the  vendee  of  the  original  cotenant  cannot  be  sued 
wkik  in  potsesnion.  The  person  in  possession  under  such  sale  is  a  cotenant  with  tlie 
rightful  owner.  The  remedy  is  in  trover  against  the  cotenant,  whoever  he  may  be, 
who  sells  the  whole  subject  as  for  a  conversion  of  the  share  of  the  other  owner. 
Dain  r.  Cowing,  ib.  S47.  A  joint  owner  of  a  chattel  is  bound  to  bestow  upon  its 
preservation  that  care  which  a  prudent  man  ordinarily  bestows  upon  his  property. 
Guillot  V.  Dossat,  4  Martin  (La.),  208. 

(a)  Perkins  v.  Baynton,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  118.  (6)  4  Bro.  16. 
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of  the  interest,  and  to  take  away  the  right  of  survivorship.  This 
same  rule  of  construction  has  been  declared  and  followed  in  the 
subsequent  cases,  (c) 

4  Rights  in  Aotion.  —  Another  very  leading  distinction,  in 
respect  to  goods  and  chattels,  is  the  distribution  of  them  into 
things  in  possession  and  things  in  action.  The  latter  are  personal 
rights  not  reduced  to  possession,  but  recoverable  by  suit  at  law. 
Money  due  on  bonjd,  note,  or  other  contract,  damages  due  for 
breach  of  covenant,  for  the  detention  of  chattels,  or  for  torts,  are 
included  under  this  general  head  or  title  of  things  in  action.  It 
embraces  the  most  diEfusive,  and,  in  this  commercial  age,  the 
most  useful,  learning  in  the  law.  By  far  the  greatest  part  of  the 
questions  arising  in  the  intercourse  of  social  life,  or  which  are 
litigated  in  the  courts  of  justice,  are  to  be  referred  to  this  head  of 
personal  rights  in  action. 

*  852        5.  Chattel  Interest  in   Remainder.  —  *  Chattels  may  be 

limited  over  by  way  of  remainder,  after  a  life  in  them  is 
created,  though  not  after  a  gift  of  the  absolute  property.  The 
law  was  very  early  settled,  that  chattels  real  might  be  so  limited 
by  will,  (a)  A  chattel  personal  may  also  be  given  by  will  (and 
it  is  said  that  the  limitation  may  also  be  equally  by  deed),  (b) 

{e)  Morlej  v.  Bird,  3  Yes.  62S ;  Crooke  v.  De  Vandes,  0  id.  197  ;  Jackson  r.  Jack- 
son, ib.  691. 

(a)  Manning's  Case,  S  Co.  U6;  Laropet's  Case,  10  Co.  46;  Cliild  v.  Baylie,  Cro. 
Ja&  469. 

(b)  2  Bl.  Comm.  89S;  Langworthy  i7.  Chadwick,  18  Conn.  42.  The  cases  are  gen- 
erally upon  wills;  but  in  Child  r.  Baylie,  Cnx  Jac  469.  the  court  speaks  of  such  a 
remainder  as  being  created  equally  by  grant  or  devise.  In  Powell  t*.  Brown,  S.  C. 
Law  Journal,  No.  8,  442,  it  was  held  that  a  limitation  over  of  a  personal  chattel  by 
deed  was  good,  though  it  was  not  by  way  of  executory  trust  or  a  conveyance  to  ugcs. 
See  also  Powell  v.  Brown,  1  Bailey  (S.  C.^,  100.  But  if  the  limitation  in  remainder, 
after  a  life  estate  in  personalty,  be  not  by  executory  devise,  it  can  only  be  hy  coo- 
veyance  in  trust.  Betty  v.  Moore,  1  Dana  (Ky.),  237.  So,  in  Morrow  v.  Williams, 
8  Dev.  (N.  C.)  263,  it  was  said  to  be  a  settled  rule  in  North  Carolina,  that  a  remain- 
der in  chattels,  after  a  life  estate,  could  not  be  created  by  deed.  In  Rathbone  p. 
Dyckman,  3  Paige,  1,  it  was  held  that  a  limitation  over  of  personal  estate  to  A.  in 
case  of  the  death  of  B.  without  lawful  issue,  was  valid ;  for  the  N.  T.  Rev.  Stats,  i. 
724,  sea  22,  778,  sec.  2,  have  declared,  that  tlie  words  difiog  wiOiovt  itsm  mean  issue 
living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  See  infra,  iv.  28a  In  the  English  chancery,  in 
bequests  of  chattel  interests,  the  words  living  ai  the  time  of  the  tettaior**  death  are  often 
•npplied  by  intendment,  to  avoid  uncertainty.  Thus,  a  bequest  to  the  children  of  A. 
or  a  legacy  to  A.  for  life,  and  then  to  the  children  of  B.,  the  law,  in  the  case  of  real 
estates,  restricts  the  bounty  to  the  children  living  ai  the  death  of  A.  or  B.,  ss  the  case 
may  be.  Equity  will  not  presume  that  a  party  wlio  is  not  in  eue  is  intended,  unless 
such  intention  be  manifest.    Bartleman  t;.  Murchlaon,  2  Russ.  &  My.  18d 
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to  A.  for  life,  with  the  remainder  over  to  B.,  and  the  limita- 
tion over,  after  the  life  interest  in  the  chattel  has  expired,  is 
good.  At  common  law  there  could  be  no  limitation  over  of  a 
chattel,  bat  a  gift  for  life  carried  the  absolute  interest.  Then 
a  distinction  was  taken  between  the  use  and  the  property,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  use  might  be  given  to  one  for  life,  and  the 
property  afterwards  to  another,  though  the  devise  over  of  the 
chattel  itself  would  be  void,  (c)  It  was  finally  settled  that  there 
was  notliing  in  that  distinction,  and  that  a  gift  for  life  of  a  chattel 
was  a  gift  of  the  use  only,  and  the  remainder  over  was  good  as  an 
executory  devise,  (d)  This  limitation  over  in  remainder  is  good 
as  to  every  species  of  chattels  of  a  durable  nature  ;  and  there  is 
no  difference  in  that  respect  between  money  and  any  other  chat- 
tel interest.  The  general  doctrine  is  established  by  numerous 
English  equity  decisions,  (e)  and  it  has  been  very  extensively 
recognized  and  adopted  as  the  existing  rule  of  law  in  this  coun- 
try ;  but  not  until  the  questions  had  been  very  ably 
*  and  thoroughly  discussed,  particularly  in  the  Supreme  *  853 
Court  of  Errors  of  the  State  of  Connecticut,  (a) 

(c)  87  Hen.  VI.,  abridged  in  Bro.  tit  Devise,  pi.  13 ;  Hastings  v.  Douglass,  Cro. 
Car.  843. 

(d)  Hyde  v.  Parrat,  1  P.  Wms.  1.  It  has  been  frequently  held,  Mr.  J.  Buller 
observed,  in  Doe  v.  Perryn,  3  T.  R.  484,  that  the  words  dying  withoiu  issue  mean  with- 
out issue  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  iHirty,  in  cases  of  personal  property,  though  it  be 
not  so  in  tlie  limitation  of  freehold  estates. 

(e)  Smith  v.  Clever,  2  Vem.  69;  Hyde  v.  Parrat,  1  P.  Wms.  1 ;  Tissen  w.  Tisscn, 
ib.  500;  Pleydell  v.  Pleydell,  ib.  743;  Porter  v.  Tournay,  3  Yes.  811;  Randall  v. 
RasselK  3  Meriv.  100. 

[a)  Moffat  V,  Strong,  10  Johns.  12  ;  Westcott  r.  Cady,  6  Johns.  Ch.  834 ;  Griggs  «. 
Dodge,  2  Day,  28 ;  Taber  i;.  Packwood,  ib.  52 ;  Scott  v.  Price,  2  Serg.  &  R.  50 ;  Deilil 
V.  King,  6  id.  20;  Royall  r.  Eppes,  2  Munf.  479  ;  Mortimer  t*.  Moffatt,  4  Hen.  &  Munf. 
508;  Logan  v.  Ladson,  1  Desaus.  271 ;  Geiger  v.  Brown,  4  M  C  ird,  427  ;  Bnimmet  v. 
Barber,  2  Hill  (S.  C),  548.  By  the  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  773,  sec.  1-5,  the  abso- 
Inle  ownersliip  of  personal  property  cannot  be  suspended  by  any  limitation  or  condi« 
tion  for  a  longer  period  tlian  two  lives  in  being  at  the  date  of  the  instrument  creating 
it,  or  if  by  will,  in  being  at  tlie  death  of  the  testator.  The  accumulation  of  tlie  inter- 
est or  profits  of  personal  property  may  be  made  as  aforesaid,  to  commence  from  the 
date  of  the  instrument,  or  from  the  death  of  the  person  executing  the  same,  for  the 
benefit  of  one  or  more  minors  then  in  being,  and  to  tenninate  at  the  expiration  of 
their  minority ;  and  if  directed  to  commence  at  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
instrument  or  death  of  th^  person  executing  it,  the  period  must  be  during  the  minority 
of  the  persons  to  be  1>eneflted,  and  terminate  at  the  expiration  of  their  minority.  All 
directions  for  accumulation  contrary  hereto  are  void ;  and.  for  a  longer  term  than 
such  minority,  are  void  as  to  the  excess  of  time.  But  if  a  minor,  for  whose  benefit  a 
valid  accumulation  of  interests  or  profits  is  directed,  be  destitute,  the  chancellor  may 
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There  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  of 
specific  things,  as,  for  instance,  com^  hay,  and  fruits,  of  which  the 
use  consists  in  the  consumption.  The  gift  of  such  articles  for  life 
is,  in  most  cases,  of  necessity,  a  gift  of  the  absolute  property ;  for 
the  use  and  the  property  cannot  exist  separately,  (i)     If  not 

apply  a  suitable  sam  fhnn  the  accnma]ated  moneys  for  his  relief,  as  to  support  or 
educatioo.  See  infra,  iv.  286,  the  regulation  of  the  accumulation  of  the  income  of 
real  estates ;  and  see  Vail  t^.  Vail,  4  Paige,  817,  where  it  was  held,  that  if  the  trust  of 
accumulation  of  income  of  personal  estate  be  void  under  the  statute,  such  income 
goes  as  unbequeathed  property.  Whenever  the  proceeda  of  personal  proper^  are 
not  validly  disposed  of  by  the  testator,  they  are  to  be  distributed,  as  of  course,  to  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin.  The  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes  have  not  defined  the  object§ 
for  which  express  trusts  of  peraonal  estate  may  be  created,  as  has  been  the  case  in 
relation  to  trusts  of  real  estate.  (Infra,  iv.  $10.)  They  may,  therefore,  be  created 
lor  any  purposes  which  are  not  illegal ;  and  except  as  to  the  mere  vesting  of  the  legal 
title  to  the  property  in  the  trustee,  instead  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  the  conveyance  or 
bequest  of  personal  property  is  governed  by  the  same  rules  applicable  to  a  grant  or 
devise  of  a  similar  interest  in  real  property.  The  Revised  Statutes,  i.  778,  tit.  4,  re- 
strict, as  above  stated,  the  power  of  suspending  the  right  of  alienation  of  personal 
property,  and  the  right  of  accumulation  within  similar  limits.  Gott  v.  Cook,  7  Paige, 
684,  086.  In  all  other  respects  limitations  of  future  or  contingent  personal  estates  are 
the  same  as  if  the  subject  was  real  estate.  Hone  v.  Van  Schaick,  7  Paige,  222;  Kane 
17.  Gott,  24  Wend.  641.  The  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  concerning  uses  and  trusts,  are 
confined  to  real  property.  They  do  not  interfere  with  the  mere  appropriation  of  the 
fund  as  to  personal  property,  and  only  as  to  limitations  of  future  or  contingent  inter- 
est therein ;  for  if  the  limitation  l>e  on  a  contingency,  it  must  be  confined  within  cer- 
tain boundaries  of  time,  otherwise  you  run  into  an  objectionable  perpetuity.  The 
rules  of  real  property  are  not  impressed  upon  personal  property,  except  as  to  future 
contingent  limitations. .  See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  on  this  sulyect  in 
Kane  v.  Gott,  ut  supra,  662,  663,  660  If  personal  estate  be  vested  in  trustees  upon 
various  trusts,  some  being  valid  and  others  void,  the  court  will  sustain  the  valid  eocs 
if  tliey  can  be  separated  from  those  which  are  illegal.  Van  Vechten  v.  Van  Vechten. 
9  Paige,  106. 

The  testator  may  direct  the  payment  of  legacies  out  of  the  income  of  the  estate 
by  anticipation.  He  may  bequeath  the  same  as  a  future  estate  undiminished  in 
amount,  subject  to  the  rules  against  perpetuities.  He  may  carve  such  intermediate 
interests,  estates,  and  portions  out  of  the  income,  in  the  mean  time,  as  he  pleases,  if 
it  can  be  done  without  an  actual  accumulation  of  the  rents  and  profits  for  tliat  pur- 
pose. But  an  accumulation  of  rents  and  profits  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  legacy  or  portiiM 
at  a- future  datf  is  not  permitted  in  New  York,  except  such  legacy  or  portion  be  far 
the  sole  benefit  of  a  minor  in  existence  when  the  accumulation  commences.  N.  Y. 
n.  S.  i.  726,  sec.  87,  38 ;  ib.  778,  sec.  8,  4. 

(&)  Randall  v.  Russell,  8  Meriv.  194 ;  Evans  v.  Iglehart,  6  GiU  &  J.  171 ;  Hender- 
son V.  Vaulx,  10  Yerg.  80.  If  the  specific  personal  property  bequeathed  for  life,  with 
teraainder  over,  be  capable  of  increase,  as  cattle,  &c.,  the  tenant  for  life,  taking  tlie 
increase  to  himself,  is  bound  to  keep  up  the  number  of  the  original  stock.  I  Domat, 
b;  1^  tit.  11,  sec.  6.  But  if  the  animals  do  not  produce  young  ones,  the  tenant  for 
life,  called  the  usufructuary  in  the  civil  law,  is  not  bound  to  supply  the  place  of 
those  that  die  without  his  fault    Ib.  sec.  6.    In  the  southern  staliea  slaves  may  be 
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specifically  given,  but  generally  as  goods  and  chattels  with 
remainder  over,  the  tenant  for  life  is  bound  to  convert  them  into 
money,  and  save  the  principal  for  the  remainderman.  (^)  It  is  It 
general  principle,  that  where  any  interest  short  of  absolute 
ownership  is  given  in  the  general  residue  of  personal  estate,  terms 
for  years  and  other  perishable  funds  of  property  which  may  be 
consumed  in  the  use,  are  to  be  converted  or  invested,  so  as  to 
produce  a  permanent  capital,  and  the  income  thereof  only  is  to 
go  to  the  residuary  legatee.  (<2)  There  cannot  be  any  estate 
tail  in  a  chattel  interest,  unless  in  very  special  casea^  for  that 
would  lead  to  a  perpetiiity,  and  no  remainder  over  can  be  per- 
mitted on  such  a  limitation,  (e)  It  is  a  settled  rule  that  the 
same  words  which,  under  the  English  law,  would  create 
*  an  estate  tail  as  to  freeholds,  give  the  absolute  interest  *  854 
as  to  chattels,  (a) 

The  interest  of  the  party  in  remainder  in  chattels  is  precarious, 
because  another  has  an  interest  in  possession ;  and  chattels,  by 
their  very  nature,  are  exposed  to  abuse,  loss,  and  destruction.  (6) 
It  was  understood  to  be  the  old  rule  in  chancery,  (c)  that  the 
person  entitled  in  remainder  could  call  for  security  from  the 
tenant  for  life,  that  the  property  should  be  forthcoming  at  his 
decease,  for  equity  regards  the  tenant  for  life  as  a  trustee  for  the 
remainderman  ;  but  that  practice  has  been  overruled,  (i)     Lord 

bequeathed  for  life  and  remainder  orer,  and  the  tenant  for  life  is  bound  in  equity  to 
account  for  them.  Horry  r.  Glover,  2  ffill  (S.  C. ),  Ch,  520.  Though  property  be  o^ 
a  perishable  nature,  it  may,  when  the  case  will  admit  of  it,  be  bequeathed  to  A.  for 
life,  with  remainder  over;  but  as  such  property  becomes  less  valuable  from  year  to 
year,  it  may,  under  the  direction  of  chancery,  be  converted  into  government  stock' 
for  the  protection  of  the  remainderman.    4  Russell,  200.  , 

(c)  Patterson  v.  Devlin,  1  M'MuUan  (S.  C),  459.  The  rights  of  the  tenant  for 
life  and  of  the  remainderman,  in  perishable  articles,  and  in  other  things  which  dete^ 
riorate  or  wear  out  by  upc  and  time,  are  discussed  at  large  in  tliat  case,  and  many 
illustrations  given  and  distinctions  stated. 

{d)  Howe  V.  Earl  of  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  137 ;  Feams  v.  Young,  9  id.  649.  * 

(e)  Dyer,  7,  pi.  8 ;  2  Bl.  Comm.  398. 

(a)  Scale  v.  Seale,  1  P.  Wms.  290 ;  Chandless  v.  Price,  3  Ves.  99 ;  Brouncker  v: 
Bagot,  1  Meriv.  271 ;  Tothill  r.  Pitt,  1  Mad.  Ch.  488 ;  Garth  v.  Baldwin,  2  Ves.  646  ; 
Jackson  ».  Bull,  10  Johns.  19;  Paterson  v.  Ellis,  11  Wend.  269;  Moody  w.  Walker, 
3  Ark.  147. 

(6)  The  interest  in  remainder  in  a  chattel  was  held,  in  Allen  v.  Scurry,  1  Terg. 
(Tenn.)  86,  not  to  be  the  subject  of  sale  on  fi.fa.^  for  no  delivery  could  be  made  by 
the  sherifl.    The  remainder  of  a  term  in  a  live  chattel  was  a  contingent  interest. 

(c)  2  Freeman,  206,  caae  280;  Bracken  v.  Bentley,  1  Rep.  in  Chancery,  59. 

{d)  Foley  v.  Boroelli  1  Bro.  C.  C  279 ;  Sutton  v,  Craddock,  1  Iredi  Eq.  (N.  C.)  184. 
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Thurlow  said  that  the  party  entitled  in  remainder  could  call  for 
the  exhibition  of  an  inventory  of  the  property,  and  which  must 
be  signed  by  the  legatee  for  life,  and  deposited  in  court,  and  that 
is  all  he  is  ordinarily  entitled  to.  {e)  But  it  is  admitted  that 
security  may  still  be  required  in  a  case  of  real  danger,  that  the 
property  may  be  wasted,  secreted,  or  removed.  (/)  And  where 
there  is  a  general  bequest  of  a  residue  for  life,  with  remainder 
over,  the  practice  now  is,  to  have  the  property  sold  and  con- 
verted into  money  by  the  executor,  and  the  proceeds  safely 
invested,  and  the  interest  thereof  paid  to  the  legatee  for  life,  {g)  ^ 

(e)  The  rule  in  New  York,  as  declared  in  De  Peyster  i\  Clendming,  8  Paige,  295^ 
it  in  tlie  case  of  a  specific  bequest  for  the  legatee  to  give  to  the  personal  repretentA- 
live  of  the  testator  an  Inventory  of  the  articles  bequeathed,  stating  his  possessioo  of 
them,  and  that  vrhen  his  interest  expires  they  are  to  be  delivered  up. 

(/)  Fearne  on  Executory  Devises,  ii.  53,  4th  ed.  by  Powell ;  Mortimer  r.  Moffatt, 
4  Hen.  &  Munf.  503;  Gardner  t;.  Harden,  2  M*Cord,  Ch.  8*2;  Smith  r.  Daniel,  ib. 
148;  Merril  r.  Johnson,  1  Yerg.  71;  1  Hill,  Ch.  (S.  C.)  44.  74, 137, 157;  Hender»on 
If.  Vaulx,  10  Yerg.  90;  Hudson  r.  Wadsworth,  8  Conn.  348;  Langworthy  v.  Chad- 
wick,  13  id.  42 ;  Homer  o.  Shelton,  2  Mete.  104.  In  Georgia,  the  person  entitled  in 
remainder  or  reversion  of  personal  property  may  have  a  writ  of  ne  exmt  in  such 
cases.    Prince's  Dig.  1837,  p.  469. 

{(f)  Howe  V,  Earl  of  Dartmouth,  7  Ves.  137.  But  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  of 
tpecific  chattels  to^A.  for  life,  with  remainder  over,  the  legatee  for  life  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  nnd  enjoyment  of  the  chattel,  and  not  to  have  it  sold  by  the  executon, 
and  the  proceeds  invested  for  his  use,  unless  the  will  directs  it.  He  is  entitled  to  the 
increase  and  income  of  it  from  the  testator's  death.  If,  however,  the  property  be- 
queathed would  be  of  no  use  unless  converted  into  cash,  in  that  case  a  safe  invest- 
ment ought  to  l>e  made  by  the  executor,  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  in  interest 
respectively.  Evans  r.  Iglehart,  6  Gill  &  J.  171 ;  De  Peyster  i:.  Clendining,  8  Paige, 
2d5.  But  in  the  case  of  a  female  slave  bequeathed  to  A.  for  life,  and  then  to  B.,  Iter 
Issue  bom  during  ttie  life  estate  goes  to  the  ultimate  legatee.  Covington  v.  McEo- 
tire,  2  Ired.  Eq.  810.  In  Pennsylvania,  by  act  of  24th  February,  1834.  security  is  to 
be  given  in  all  coses,  under  the  direction  of  the  Orpluin's  Court,  wliere  personal 
property  is  b^queatiied  for  life  only. 

^  Tenant  fir  Li/e  and  Remainderman. —  to  issue  stock  to  the  amount  actually 
Interesting  questions  as  to  the  relative  issued,  and  to  withhold  dividends,  and  to 
rights  of  the  equitable  tenant  for  life  and  use  all  its  funds  in  a  way  merely  to  in- 
remaindennan  have  arisen  in  cases  where  crease  its  property.  On  this  ground  it 
companies  have  declared  extraordinary  was  held  that  although  the  money  in  the 
dividends  or  paid  a  bonus  upon  shares,  hands  of  the  directors  might  have  been 
The  earlier  cases  will  be  found  collected  income  to  the  corporation,  it  never  be- 
and  discussed  in  Minot  v.  Paine,  99  Mass.  came  income  to  the  stockholders,  that  the 
101.  There  a  corporation  declared  a  determination  of  the  directors  to  invest 
stock  dividend  representing  permanent  it  in  permanent  improvements  was  con- 
improvements  made  by  it  out  of  its  net  elusive,  and  tliat  the  tenant  for  life  was 
earnings.     Tlie  company  had  authority  not  entitled  to  the  stock.      Brander  r. 
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Bninder,  4  Yes.  800,  was  disapproved, 
and  Earp's  Case.  28  Penn.  St.  368,  criti- 
cised. See  In  re  Barton's  Trust,  L.  R. 
6  £q.  238.  So  where,  in  order  to  evade 
a  sutute,  a  dividend  in  money  was  de- 
dared,  with  an  option  of  investing  it  in 
stock  representing  permanent  improve- 
ments  at  par,  when  the  stock  was  worth 
moch  more,  it  was  treated  as  a  stock 
dividend  and  capital.  Daland  v. Williams, 
101  Mass.  571.  And  so  it  seems  would 
any  dividend  in  newly  issned  stock  be 
treated  in  Massachusetts,  under  ordinary 
circumstances.  See,  further,  Leland  v. 
Hayden,  102  Mass.  642 ;  and  an  able  de- 
fence of  the  English  and  Massachusetts 
doctrine  in  6  Am.  Law  Rev.  720.  But 
tlie  tendency  of  some  decisions  is  to  give 
tlie  tenant  for  life  all  extra  dividends 
except  earnings  carried  to  account  of 
accumnlated  profits  or  surplus  earnings 
at  the  time  the  stock  was  bequeathed  or 


purchased.  Earp's  Appeal,  supra  ;  Yitn 
Doren  v.  Alden,  4  C.  K  Green  (19  N.  J. 
£q.),  176;  Simpson  v.  Moore,  80  BarK 
637.  If  a  bonus  of  money  is  paid  out  of 
the  increased  profits  of  the  year,  it  will 
go  as  income  to  the  tenant  for  life  of  the 
shares.  MacLaren  v.  Stainton,  8  De  6., 
F.  &  J.  202 ;  Edroondson  v.  Crostliwaite, 
34  Beav.  30;  Dale  v.  Hayes,  40  L.  J.  n.  a. 
Ch.  244.  So  will  a  common  dividend, 
although  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  capital  of  the  company,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  land  company,  the  bequest 
having  been  of  stock  in  that  company. 
Reed  v.  Head,  6  Allen,  174.  And  when  a 
dividend,  although  made  in  stock,  was 
made  from  shares  pnrcliased  by  the  com- 
pany in  the  market  with  ita  earnings,  it 
was  treated  as  a  cash  dividend.  Leland 
V.  Hayden,  102  Mass.  542.  s^ 
See  further,  iv.  75,  n.  1. 


xl  In  Hemenway  v,  Hemenway,  184 
Mass.  446,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant 
for  life  was  entitled  to  the  entire  net  in- 
come of  stocks  held  by  a  trustee,  and  that 
it  was  not  a  breach  of  trust  for  the  trus- 
tee to  retain  such  stocks  until  they  were 
paid  off,  though  at  the  time  they  were 
above  par,  and  only  the  par  value  would 
be  paid,  and  thus  the  remainderman  would 
be  injured;  and,  also,  that  it  was  not  a 
breach  of  trust  to  purchase  stocks  above 
par  and  retain  them  until  paid.  The  court 


refused  to  lay  down  any  arbitrary  rule  of 
division  recognizing  a  largo  discretion  in 
the  trustee,  but  recognizing  also  tlie  gen- 
eral principle  that  such  discretion  must 
be  exercised  so  as  to  hold  an  even  balance 
between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  re- 
mainderman. See  further,  Millen  v.  Guer- 
raid,  14  Cent.  L.  J.  214  (Ga.,  1882); 
Brinley  v,  Grou,  50  Conn.  •— ;  Moss'  App., 
88  Penn.  St.  264;  a.  o.  24  Am.  R.  164 
and  note;  Lord  v.  Brooks,  52  N.  H« 
72. 
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LECTURE    XXXVL 

OF  TITLE  TO  PERSONAL  PROPERTY  BY  ORIGINAL  ACQIHSITION. 

•  Title  to  personal  property  may  aeerue  in  three  different 
ways :  — 

I.  By  original  acquisition. 
II.  By  transfer,  by  act  of  the  law. 
III.  By  transfer,  by  aot  of  the  parties. 

The  right  of  original  acquisition  may  be  comprehended  under 
the  heads  of  occupancy,  accession,  and  intellectual  labor. 

1.  Of  Ori0inal  Aoquisltion  by  Oooupanoy.  —  7'lie  means  of  acquir- 
ing personal  property  by  occupancy  are  very  limited.     Though 
priority  of  occupancy  was  the  foundation  of  the  right  of  property, 
in  the  primitive  ages,  and  though  some  of  the  ancient  institutions 
contemplated  the  right  of  occupancy  as  standing  on  broad 

*  866   ground,  (a)  *  yet,  in  the  progress  of  society,  this  original 

right  was  made  to  yield  to  the  stronger  claims  of  order 
and  tranquillity.  Title  by  occupancy  is  become  almost  extiuct 
under  civilized  governments,  and  it  is  permitted  to  exist  only  in 
those  few  special  cases  in  which  it  may  be  consistent  with  the 
public  welfare. 

(1.)  Goods  taken  by  capture  in  war  were,  b}'  the  common  law, 
adjudged  to  belong  to  the  captor,  (a)  But  now,  by  the  acknowl- 
edged law, of  nations,  and  the  admiralt}*  jurisprudence  of  the 
United  States,  as  has  been  already  shown,  (6)  goods  taken  fiom 
enemies,  in  time  of  war,  vest  primarily  in  the  sovereign  ;  and 
they  belong  to  the  individual  captors  only  to  the  extent  and 
under  such  regulations  as  positive  law  may  prescribe. 

(a)  Quod  ante  nuUius  est,  id  natnrali  ratione  occupanti  conceditur.  Inst.  2. 1. 12. 
Mr.  Selden  hat  shown  that  among  the  ancient  Hebrews  fruits,  fish,  animal*,  and 
erery thing  found  in  desert  or  Tacant  places,  belonged  to  the  first  occupant.  ])e  Jur. 
Nat.  et  Gent,  juxta  disciplinam  Ebmorum,  cited  hy  Puff.  b.  4,  c  6,  sec.  5. 

(a)  Fincli's  Law,  2S,  178;  Bro.  tit.  Property,  pi.  IS,  38;  Wright,  J.,  in  Morrough 
r.  Comyni,  1  Wils.  211. 

(b)  See  i.  100. 
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(2.)  Another  instance  of  acquisition  by  occupancy,  which  still 
exists  under  certain  limitations,  is  that  of  goods  casually  lost  by 
the  owner,  and  unreclaimed,  or  designedly  abandoned  by  him ; 
and  in  both  these  cases  tiiey  belong  to  the  fortunate  finder.  («) 
But  it  is  requisite  that  the  former  owner  should  have  completely 
relinquished  the  chattel  before  a  perfect  title  will  accrue  to  the 
finder ;  though  he  has,  in  the  mean  time,  a  special  property 
sufficient  to  maintain  trover  against  every  person  but  the  true 
owner,  (d)  ^  He  is  not  even  entitled  to  reward  from  the  owner 
for  finding  a  lost  article,  if  none  had  been  promised.  He  has  no 
lien  on  the  article  found  for  his  trouble  and  expense,  and  he  is 
only  entitled  to  indemnity  against  his  necessary  and  reasonable 
expenses  incurred  on  account  of  the  chattel,  (e)  The  Roman  law 
equally  denied  to  the  finder  of  lost  property  a  reward  for  finding 

(c)  1  Bl.  Comm.  206;  2  id.  402.  In  Maasachttsetts,  the  finder  of  lost  money  or 
goods  mast  gire  notice  as  prescribed,  and  if  no  owner  appears  within  one  year,  one 
half  ^oes  to  the  finder  and  the  other  half  to  the  town.  Act  1788,  c.  65;  Bevised 
Statutes,  1836,  (p.  896.]  In  Ulmois  (Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  1833),  the  finder  «l 
lost  goods,  money,  or  choses  in  action,  takes  them  if  not  above  fifteen  dollars  in 
▼aloe,  and  no  dainiant  witlun  one  year  after  due  public  notice.  If  above  that  value* 
tbey  are  to  be  sold  in  six  months  for  public  use. 

(J  I  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  Str.  605 ;  Brandon  v.  Hunts ville  Banl^,^  Stewart  (Ala.^ 
Z20;  [Shaw  o.  Kaler,  106  Mass.  448.] 

(«)  Armoy  v.  Flyn,  10  Johns.  102;  [Chase  v.  Corcoran,  106  Mass.  286;]  Binstead 
9.  Buck,  2  Wm.  Bl.  1117;  Nicholson  v.  Chapman,  2  H.  Bl.  254;  Eter  v.  Edward^ 
4  Watts,  63.  It  is  considered  in  the  two  last  cases  to  be  still  an  unsettled  point 
vhetiier  the  finder  of  lost  property  can  recover  a  compensation  for  tlie  labor  and 
expense  voluntarily  bestowed  upon  lost  property  found.  In  Seeder  t^.  Anderson, 
4  Dana  (Ky.),  103^  it  was  held  that  the  finder  was  entitled,  under  an  implied  assumpsit, 
for  bis  indemnity  at  least,  against  his  expenditure  of  time  and  money  in  the  suo- 
ceaafol  recovery  of  lost  property.  Mr.  Justice  Story  (Bailment,  301,  2d  ed.)  gives 
a  strong  opinion  in  favor  of  compensation  (or  what  he,  in  admiralty-law  language, 
temos  walvage)  to  the  ^'mere  finders  of  lost  property  on  land,"  beyond  a  full  indem- 
nity for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  expenses.  I  beg  leave  to  say  that  it  appears 
to  me  that  such  Endings  have  no  analogy  in  principle  to  the  cases  of  hazardous  and 
meritorious  sea  or  coast  salvage  under  the  admiralty  law,  and  that  the  rule  of  the 
common  hiw,  as  illustrated  by  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  in  Nicholson  v.  Chapman,  as  to 
these  mere  land  findings,  is  the  better  policy. 

^  Compare  Bridges  v.  Hawkesworth,  finding  lost  property,  Hamaker  r.  Blan- 

15  Jur.  1079;  8.  c.  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  75;  7  chard,  90  Penn.  SL  377;  Bowen  v.  Snl- 

E.  I<.  &  E<i.  424 ;   McAvoy  v.  Medina,  11  livan,  62  Ind.  281 ;  Dnrfee  v.  Jones,  11 

Allen,  646;   Kincaid  v.  Eaton,  98  Msss.  R.  I.  688.    As  to  the  right  to  have  tlm 

139;  Mathews  v.  Harsell,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  property  identified  before  giving  it  «p^ 

398,  as  to  what  constitutes   possession,  see  Wood  v.  Pierson,  45  Mich.  313.] 
[See  further,  as  to  the  rights  of  oce 
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it;  and,  according  to  the  stern  doctiine  of  Ulpian,  (/) ^  it 

•  857    was  even  considered  *  to  be  theft  to  convert  to  one's  own 

use,  animo  lucrandi^  property  found,  when  the  finder  had 
no  reason  to  believe  it  had  been  abandoned,  (a) 

This  right  of  acquisition  by  findiug  is  confined  to  goods  foand 
upon  the  surface  of  the  earth,  and  it  does  not  now  extend  to 
goods  found  derelict  at  sea,  though  abandoned  without  hope  of 
recovery,  (b)    Nor  does  this  right  of  acquisition  extend  to  goods 

(/)  I^if  •  ^7.  2.  44,  lec.  4-10.  Tlie  English  law  requires  that  the  animm  furmdi 
must  have  existed  when  the  property  was  first  received  or  taken,  to  constiute  lar- 
ceny. Rex  V.  Mncklow,  1  Ry.  &  Moody  C.  C.  160;  Butler's  Case,  3  Inst.  107;  Lord 
Coke,  id.  2  East,  P.  C.  663;  The  People  v.  Anderson,  14  Johiis.  294.  It  is  not  lar- 
ceny, if  there  be  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  finder  at  the  time  knew  who  the  owner 
was,  though  he  afterwards  fraudulently  concealed  the  fact  of  finding  the  property. 
The  People  v,  Cogdell,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  94.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  doctrine  of 
Uipian  is  not  without  approbation  in  some  of  the  modem  decisions ;  and  it  has  been 
held,  that  if  the  person  who  finds  property  lost  knows  the  owner,  and,  notwitlistsnd- 
!ng,  conceals  and  converts  the  property  to  his  own  use,  it  is  larceny.  The  State  v. 
Weston,  0  Conn.  627 ;  Lawrence,  J.,  and  Gibbs,  J.,  cited  in  2  Russell  on  Crimes,  100, 
103;  and  these  cases  are  directly  sanctioned  in  the  case  of  People  v.  M'Garren,  17 
Wend.  460. 

(a)  But  the  finder  of  a  chose  in  action,  as  a  clieck  or  lottery  ticket,  is  not  entitled 
to  payment  of  the  money  due  upon  it,  if  the  party  paying  has  notice  Uiat  the  holder 
came  to  the  possession  of  it  by  finding.  Payment,  under  such  circumstances,  to  the 
holder,  would  be  no  bar  to  an  action  by  the  owner.  McLaughlin  v.  Waite,  5  Wend. 
404.  Picking  up  a  purse  of  money  on  the  highway  and  appropriating  it,  is  not  la^ 
ceny,  if  it  had  not  any  mark  by  which  the  owner  might  be  known.  Regina  r.  Mole, 
1  Carr.  &  Kirw.  417.  But  it  seems,  from  the  modem  cases,  that  if  a  person  finds  lost 
property,  knows  the  owner,  or  there  are  circumstances  to  ascertain  the  owner,  a  con- 
version of  it  animo  furandi  is  larceny.  Merry  v.  Green,  7  M.  &  W.  623 ;  Regina  v. 
Peters,  1  Carr.  &  Kirw.  245.  If  a  chattel  be  dropped  by  a  field  or  highway,  or  left 
in  a  stage  conch,  the  owner  does  not  lose  the  property ;  and  if  another  finds  it,  he  ii 
only  justified  in  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use  where  the  owner  cannot  be  foond, 
or  where  it  may  be  fairly  said  he  had  abandoned  it 

(h)  Tlie  ancient  rule,  giving  to  the  finder  a  moiety  of  tlie  proceeds  of  goods  found 
derelict  at  sea  (if  any  such  rule  ever  existed),  has  become  obsolete;  and  derelicts  &re 
held  to  be  perquisites  or  droits  of  the  admiralty,  subject  to  be  reclaimed  by  the  owner, 
but  without  any  other  claim  on  the  part  of  the  finder  than  to  his  reasonable  salvage 
remuneration.  This  is  now  the  general  rule  of  civilized  countries.  The  Aquils, 
1  C.  Rob.  37;  The  King  v.  Property  Derelict,  1  Hagg.  Adm.  388;  Peabody  v.  Pro- 
ceeds of  Twenty-eight  Bags  of  Cotton,  American  Jurist,  ii.  119,  decided  m  the  District 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  1829.  A  vessel  at  sea  is  not  deemed  derelict,  unless  she 
was  absolutely  abandoned  as  hopeless,  and  the  animus  revertendi  did  not  exist  The 
Emulous,  1  Sumner,  207 ;  Mesner  and  others  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  District  Court  of 
U.  S.,  Mass.,  November,  1838.  In  Wyman  v.  Hurlburt,  12  Ohio,  81,  a  vessel  wss 
fiound  by  special  Terdict  to  have  been  abandoned  by  the  owners,  and  derelid  at  tbe 

s  See  The  Queen  v.  Glyde,  L.  B.  1  C.  C.  139. 
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found  hidden  in  the  earth,  and  which  go  under  the  denomination 
of  treamre  trove.  Such  goods,  in  England,  belong  to  the  king ; 
and  in  New  York,  they  formerly  belonged  to  the  public  treasury ; 
for  the  stsitute  of  4  Edw«  I.  was  reeuacted  by  the  act  concerning 
coroners^  (<?)  which  directed  the  coroner  to  inquire,  by  jury,  of 
treasure  said  to  be  found,  and  who  were  the  finders,  and  to  bind 
the  finders  in  recognizance  to  appear  in  court.  I  presume  that 
this  direction  had  never  been  put  in  practice,  and  that  the  finder 
of  property  has  never  been  legally  questioned  as  to  his  right, 
except  on  behalf  of  the  real  owner ;  and  tlie  whole  provision  has 
been  omitted  in  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes  of  1829. 
The  common  law  originally,  according  to  *  Lord  Coke,  (a)  *  358 
left  treasure  trove  to  the  person  who  deposited  it;  or, 
upon  his  omission  to  claim  it,  to  the  finder.  The  idea  of  deriving 
any  revenue  from  such  a  source  has  become  wholly  delusive  and 
idle.  Such  treasures,  according  to  Grotius,  (5)  naturally  belong 
to  the  finder ;  but  the  laws  and  jurisprudence  of  the  middle  ages 
ordained  otherwise.  The  Hebrews  gave  it  to  the  owner  of  the 
ground  wherein  it  was  found ;  and  it  is  now  the  custom  in  Ger- 
many, France,  Spain,  Denmark,  and  England  to  give  lost  treasure 
to  the  prince  or  his  grantee  ;  and  such  a  rule,  says  Grotius,  may 
now  pass  for  the  law  of  nations.  (<?)  The  rule  of  the  Emperor 
Hadnan,  as  adopted  by  Justinian,  (d)  was  more  equitable,  for  it 
gave  the  property  of  treasure  trove  to  the  finder,  if  it  was  found 
in  his  own  lands ;  but  if  it  was  fortuitously  found  in  the  ground 
of  another,  the  half  of  the  treasure  went  to  the  proprietor  of  the 
soil,  and  the  otiier  Imlf  to  the  finder  ;  and  the  French  and  Louis- 
ianian  codes  have  adopted  the  same  rule,  (e) 

bottom  .of  the  lake  In  Lake  Erie,  after  being  for  ten  months  sunk  in  sixty  feet  water; 
and  it  was  held,  on  those  facts,  that  the  original  owner  was  not  entitle<l  to  his  action 
of  trover  against  the  finder  who  reoorered  the  vesrel.  The  riglit  of  property  in  gooils 
abandoned  from  necessity  at  sea  as  derelict  is  not  lost  to  the  owners,  and  the  finder 
is  bound  to  consnit  the  interest  of  the  owners  as  well  as  his  own  as  a  salvor.  Case 
of  the  Amethyst,  District  Court  of  Maine,  2  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  312  [Daveis,  20]. 

(<t)  L.  N.  Y.  sess.  24,  c.  48.  (a)  3  Inst.  132. 

(6)  ]>e  Jure  B.  &  P.,  b.  2,  c.  8,  sec.  7. 

(r)  According  to  the  Grand  Costumier  of  the  Dnchy  of  Normandy,  c.  18,  treasure 
trom  belonged  lo  the  duke.    It  belonged,  says  the  text,  d  la  Dignity  au  Due, 

{d)  Inst.  2. 1.  39. 

(«)  Code  Civil,  n.  716 ;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  3886.  But  the  French  code 
fimits  this  right  of  the  finder  to  that  particular  case.  The  general  rule  is,  that  all 
property  racant  and  without  a  master  belongs  to  the  state,  Co<]e,  nos.  539,  713,  714, 
717;  and  Toullicr,  in  the  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  iv.  37-42,  complains  much  of  the  con- 
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Goods  waived^  or  scattered  by  a  thief  in  his  flight,  belong,  like- 
wise, at  common  law  to  the  king ;  for  there  was  supposed  to  be 
a  default  in  the  party  robbed,  in  not  making  fresh  pursuit  of  the 
thief,  and  reclaiming  the  stolen  goods  before  the  public  officer 
seized  them.  (/)  But  this  prerogative  of  the  crown  was  placed 
by  the  common  law  under  so  many  checks,  (jg)  and  it  is  so  unjust 
in  itself,  that  it  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  as  never 

*  369    adopted  here  as  against  the  *  real  owner,  and  never  put  in 

practice  as  against  the  finder ;  though,  as  against  him,  I 
apprehend  the  title  of  the  state  would  be  deemed  paramount. 
We  must  also  exclude  from  th^  title  by  occupancy  estra^Sy  being 
cattle  whose  owner  is  unknown ;  for  they  are  disposed  of,  in 
New  York,  (a)  and,  I  presume,  generally  in  this  country,  when 
unreclaimed,  by  the  officers  of  the  town  where  the  estray  is  taken 
up,  for  the  use  of  the  poor,  or  other  public  purposes.  (6)  All 
wrecks  are  likewise  excluded  from  this  right  of  acquisition  by  oc- 
cupancy ;  for  if  they  be  unreclaimed  for  a  year,  they  -are  liable  to 
be  sold,  and  the  net  proceeds,  after  deductions  for  salvage,  paid 
into  the  public  treasury,  (c) 

tndiution,  confusion,  and  uncertainty  of  the  French  regulationa  on  this  subject  of 
goods  without  an  owner. 

(/)  Foxley's  Case,  6  Co.  109;  Cro.  Eli«.  694. 

(g)  Finch's  Law,  212.  (a)  N.  Y.  Revised  SUtntea.  1. 351,  852. 

(6)  In  Indiana,  hy  statute  of  1880,  the  person  who  finds  and  takes  property  sdrift, 
or  animals  estrayed,  is  entitled  to  retain  the  property  on  paymg  twenty  per  cent  of 
the  appraised  value  for  the  support  of  seminaries.  But  he  is  subject,  nevertheless, 
to  have  the  property,  or  its  value,  reclaimed  at  any  time  by  the  owner,  on  payment 
of  reasonable  costs  and  charges.  But,  by  statute  of  1888,  estray  animals,  not  ex- 
ceeding $10  in  value,  after  a  year's  notice  and  unreclaimed,  vest  in  the  taker.  The 
same  as  to  water  craft,  after  sixty  days'  notice,  and  none  but  freeholders  and  houfle- 
holders  are  allowed  to  take  up.  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana,  1838,  p.  266.  In  Ohi^, 
the  estray  goes  to  the  finder,  if  no  owner  appears,  and  the  estray  be  appraised  at  fi?e 
dollars  or  under ;  but  if  it  exceeds  that  sum,  the  net  proceeds  go  to  the  treasurer  oi 
the  town.  Statute  of  Ohio,  1831.  Tiie  statute  applies  equally  to  boats,  rails,  water- 
crflft,  &c.,  found  adrift.  In  Michigan,  under  the  territorial  act  of  April  16, 18S-% 
boats  found  adrift  were  to  be  sold,  unless  claimed  within  three  months;  and  the 
claimant,  on  proving  property,  is  to  pay  what  three  disinterested  freeholders  shall 
deem  reasonable.  In  Illinois,  the  boat  or  vessel  goes  to  the  taker  if  not  claimed  in 
six  months,  if  the  value  does  not  exceed  $20;  and  if  it  does,  and  the  owner  does  not 
appear  in  ninety  days  after  due  public  notice,  the  boat  is  sold  at  auction,  and  tlie  net 
proceeds  are  appropriated  to  public  use.    Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  1888. 

(r)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  600-694.  A  wrtek  is  understood  to  be  goods  cast  or 
left  upon  land  by  the  sea.  Constable's  Case,  5  Co.  106.  In  England,  wrecks  of  the 
eea  are  generally  manorial  rights,  founded  on  grant  or  prescription ;  while  goods 
found  afloat  on  tlie  high  seas  belong  to  the  crown,  as  "  droits  of  admunalty ." 
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By  the  colony  laws  of  Massachusetts  and  Connecticut,  wrecks 
were  preserved  for  the  owner;  and,  if  found  at  sea,  they  are 
supposed  to  belong  now  to  the  United  States,  as  succeeding,  in 
this  respect,  to  the  prerogative  of  the  English  crown,  (d)  But  if 
discovered  on  the  coast,  or  in  the  waters  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  state,  they  are,  by  statutes  in  the  several  states,  to  be  kept 
for  the  owner,  if  redeemed  within  a  year ;  and  if  not,  they  are  to 
be  sold,  and  the  net  proceeds,  deducting  costs  and  salvage,  appro- 
priated to  public  uses,  (e)  The  statute  law  of  Massachusetts, 
since  the  Revolution,  pursued  the  policy  of  the  colony  hiw,  and 
disposed  of  estrays,  lost  money,  and  goods,  if  unreclaimed  for  a 
year,  by  giving  one  half  of  the  proceeds  to  the  fiuder,  and  the 
other  half  to  the  poor  of  the  town.  (/)  Shipwrecked  goods,  if 
unreclaimed  for  a  year,  are  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  paid  into 
the  public  treasury.  (^)  The  statutes  haVe  been  extended 
in  practice  to  *  all  goods  and  moneys  lost,  hidden,  waived,  *  360 
or  designedly  abandoned,  when  no  owner  appears,  (ex)  This 
is,  upon  the  whole,  as  wise  and  equitable  a  regulation  as  any  that 
has  ever  been  made  upon  the  subject  at  any  period  of  time.  By 
an  act  in  New  Hampshire,  in  1791,  chattels  found,  wtiifs,  treasure 
trove,  and  estrays,  are  given  wholly  to  the  town,  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  the  finder ;  (i)  and  the  learned  and  laborious 
author  of  the  General  Abridgment  of  the  American  Law  not  un- 
reasonably concludes,  (0)  that  in  those  states  where  there  are  no 
statute  regulations  on  the  subject,  estrays,  treasure  trove,  and 
waifk  belong  to  the  finder,  in  the  absence  of  the  owner,  (d) 

{d)  Dane*8  Abr.  of  American  Law,  c.  76,  art  7,  sec.  12,  21,  28,  38;  Connecticut 
Code  of  1702;  Colony  Laws  of  Massachuselts,  1641, 1647,  published  in  the  Code  of 
1675.  It  is  the  general  law  of  continental  Europe  that  wrecks  belong  to  tlie  nation, 
when  the  owner  does  not  appear.  Heinec.  Elera.  Jar.  Ord.  Inst.  sec.  352,  853 ;  Tnul; 
Her,  Droit  Civil  Franyais,  iv.,  nos.  42-46.  In  England,  by  the  ancient  common  law« 
all  property  stranded,  or  of  the  description  of  wreck,  belonged  to  the  king  absolutely, 
after  a  year  and  a  day;  and  during  that  time  it  was  vested  in  him  for  protection,  until 
the  owner  coold  be  found,  and  it  was  placed  in  the  custody  of  tJie  admiralty.  Lord 
Stowell,  1  Hagg.  Adm.  18,  20. 

{e)  N.  Y.  Kevised  Statutes,  i.  680;  Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821.  p.  482; 
Massachusetts  Statutes,  1814,  c.  170;  Revised  Statutes  of  Mass.,  1836;  Elmer's  N.  J, 
Digest,  615. 

(/)  Acts  of  1T88, 1827;  Revised  Statutes  of  1836,  part  1,  tit.  14,  c.  66. 

Ig)  Act  of  1714;  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetu  of  1836. 

{a)  Dane's  Abr.  M  supra,  sec.  15, 16. 

(h)  lb.  sec.  22.  (c)  lb.  sec.  21. 

((f)  In  East  New  Jersey,  in  the  infancy  of  the  colony,  waifs,  estrays,  treasuer 
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2.  Of  the  Original  Aoquisition  by  Acoession.  —  Property  in 
goods  and  chattels  may  be  acquired  by  accession ;  and  under  that 
head  is  also  included  the  acquisition  of  property  proceeding  from 
the  admixture  or  confusion  of  goods. 

The  right  of  accession  is  defined  in  the  French  and  Louisianian 
codes,  («)  to  be  the  right  to  all  which  one's  own  property  pro- 
duces, whether  that  property  be  movable  or  immovable,  and  the 
right  to  that  which  is  united  to  it  by  accession,  either  naturally 
or  artifically.  The  fruits  of  the  earth,  produced  naturally  or  by 
human  industry,  the  increase  of  animals,  and  the  new  species  of 
articles  made  by  one  person  out  of  the  materials  of  another,  are 
all  embmced  by  this  definition.  (/)  I  purpose  only  to  allude  to 
those  general  rules  which  were  formed,  digested,  and  refined  by 
the  sagacity  and  discussions  of  the  Roman  lawyers,  and  trans- 
fenced  from  the  cival  law  into  tlie  municipal  institutions  of 

*  861    the  principal  *  nations  of  Europe.    By  means  of  Bracton  (a) 

they  were  introduced  into  the  common  law  of  England, 
and,  doubtless,  they  now  equally  pervade  the  jurisprudence  of 
these  United  States.  The  subject  has  received  the  most  ample 
consideration  of  the  French  civilians;  and  all  the  distinctions 
of  which  it  was  susceptible  are  easily  perceived  and  clearly 
understood,  by  means  of  the  pertinency  and  fuluess  of  their 
illustrations.  (6) 

If  a  person  hires,  for  a  limited  period,  a  flock  of  sheep  or  cattle 
of  the  owner,  the  increase  of  the  flock  during  tho  term  belongs 
to  the  usufructuary,  who  is  regai-ded  as  the  temporary  proprietor. 
This  general  principle  of  law  was  admitted  in  Wood  v.  Atih,  (c) 
and  recognized  in  Putnam  v.  Wyley.  (d)  The  Roman  law  m^ide 
a  distinction  in  respect  to  the  ofFs[)ring  of  slaves,  (e)  and  so  does 
the  civil  code  of  Louisiana.  (/)  Though  the  children  were  born 
during  the  temporary  use  or  hiring  of  the  female  slave,  they  be- 
longed not  to  the  hirer,  but  to  the  permanent  owner  of  the  slave. 
Another  rule  is,  that  if  the  materials  of  one  person  are  united  to 

troTc,  and  wrecks  were  forfeited  to  the  lords  proprietors  of  the  proTince.  Letmiog 
And  Spicer's  Collections,  690. 

(f)  Code  Civil,  nos.  M6,  647;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  arts.  490,  491. 

(/)  Codes,  lb.  (a)  De  acqui.  rerum  dom.  b.  2,  c.  2»  8. 

(h)  Potliier,  Traits  du  Droit  aa  Propri^ttf,  nos.  160,  193;  TonUier,  Droit  Cinl 
Franyais,  iii..  nos.  106-160. 

(c)  Owen,  189.  {d)  8  Johns.  432. 

(e)  Inst.  2.  1.  37.  (/)  Art  689. 

[492] 


LECT.  XXXVI.]  OP  PERSONAL  PROPERTT.  *  362 

the  materials  belonging  to  another,  by  the  labor  of  the  latter, 
who  furnishes  the  principal  materials,  the  property  in  the  joint 
produce  is  in  the  latter  by  right  of  accession.  This  rule  of  the 
Roman  and  English  law  was  acknowledged  in  Merritt  v.  John- 
$ofi,{f/)  and  it  has  been  ai)plied  by  Molloy(A)  to  the  case  of 
building  a  vessel.  According  to  the  doctrine  in  the  Pandects,  (i) 
if  one  repairs  his  vessel  with  another's  materials,  the  property  of 
the  vessel  remains  in  him  ;  but  if  he  builds  the  vessel  from 
the  very  keel  with  the  materials  of  *  another,  the  vessel  *  362 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  materials.  The  property  is 
supposed  to  follow  the  keel,  proprietas  totitis  navis^  carince  causam 
sequitur.  This  title  exercised  to  a  great  degree  the  talents  and 
criticism  of  the  civilians.  If  A.  builds  a  house  with  his  own 
materials  upon  the  land  of  B.,  the  land,  said  Pothier,  is  the  prin- 
cipal subject,  and  the  other  is  but  accessary ;  for  the  land  can 
subsist  without  the  building,  but  the  building  cannot  subsist 
without  the  land  on  which  it  stands ;  and,  therefore,  the  owner 
of  the  land  acquired,  by  right  of  accession,  the  property  in  the 
building.  It  is  the  same  thing  if  A.  builds  a  house  on  his  own 
land  with  the  materials  of  another ;  for  the  property  in  the  land 
vests  the  property  in  the  building  by  right  of  accession,  and  the 
owner  of  the  land  would  only  be  obliged  (if  bound  to  answer  it 
all)  to  answer  to  the  owner  of  the  materials  for  the  value  of 
them,  (a)  The  same  distinctions  apply  to  trees  or  vines  planted, 
or  seed  sowed  by  A.  in  the  land  of  B.  When  they  take  root  and 
grow,  they  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  soil,  and  the  other  can 
only  claim,  upon  equitable  principles,  a  recompense  in  damages 
for  the  loss  of  his  materials.  But  the  Roman  law  held,  that  if  A. 
painted  a  fine  picture  on  the  cloth  or  canvas  of  B.,  in  that  case 
the  rule  would  be  revei-sed ;  for  though  the  painting  could  not 
subsist  without  the  canvas,  and  the  canvas  could  subsist  without 
the  painting,  yet^  propter  excellentiam  artis^  the  canvas  was  deemed 

{g)  7  Johiw.  473.  {h)  De  Jure  Maritimo,  b.  2,  c.  1,  sec.  7. 

(I)  Dig.  6.  1.  61. 

(a)  By  the  French  CiTil  Code,  the  general  principle  is,  that  the  property  of  the 
•oil  carries  with  it  the  property  of  all  that  which  is  directly  above  and  under  it  (art. 
552).  This  covers  all  erections  and  works  made  on  or  within  the  soil;  and  if  made 
by  a  third  person  with  his  own  materials,  the  owner  has  a  right  to  keep  them  by  the 
right  of  accession,  on  reimbursing  to  the  owner  the  value  of  the  materials  and  price 
of  workmanship,  without  any  regard  to  the  value  which  Uie  soil  may  have  acquired 
ihereby.    MiUer  c  Michoud,  11  Bob.  (La.)  225. 
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the  accessary,  and  went  as  the  property  of  the  painter  by  right  of 
accession,  for  it  would  be  ridiculous,  say  the  Institutes  of  Justin- 
ian, (&)  that  a  picture  of  Apelles  or  Parrhasius  should  be  deemed 
a  mere  accessary  to  a  worthless  tablet.  The  Roman  law  was 
quite  inconsistent  on  this  subject ;  for  if  a  fine  poem  or  history 
was  written  by  A.  on  the  paper  or  parchment  of  B.,  the  paper 
or  parchment  was  deemed  the  principal,  and  drew  to  the  owner 
of  it,  by  right  of  accession,  the  ownership  of  the  poem  or  his- 
tory, however  excellent  the  composition,  and  however 

*  363    *  splendid  the  embellishments  of  the  work.*    The  French 

law,  according  to  Pothier  and  Toullier,  does  not  follow 
this  absurd  decision  of  the  Roman  law;  for  it  holds  that  the  paper 
is  a  thing  of  no  consideration  in  comparison  with  the  composition, 
and  that  the  author  has  a  higher,  and,  consequently,  the  principal, 
interest  in  the  written  manuscript,  and  the  whole  shall  belong  to 
him  on  paying  B.  for  the  value  of  his  paper,  (a) 

The  English  law  will  not  allow  one  man  to  gain  a  title  to  the 
property  of  another  upon  the  principle  of  accession,  if  he  took 
the  other's  property  wilfully  as  a  trespasser.  It  was  a  principle 
settled  as  early  as  the  time  of  the  Year  Books,  that  whatever 
alteration  of  form  any  property  had  undergone,  the  owner  might 
seize  it  in  its  new  shape,  and  be  entitled  to  the  ownership  of  it 
in  its  state  of  improvement,  if  he  could  prove  the  identity  of  the 
original  materials  ;  as  if  leather  be  made  into  shoes,  or  cloth  into 
a  coat,  or  a  tree  be  squared  into  timber,  (i)  So,  the  civil  law, 
in  order  to  avoid  giving  encouragement  to  trespassers,  would  not 
allow  a  party  to  acquire  a  title  by  accession,  founded  on  his  own 
act,  unless  he  had  taken  the  materials  in  ignorance  of  the  true 
owner,  and  the  materials  were  incapable  of  being  restored  to  their 
original  form,  (c)  The  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  BetU  ^ 
Church  V.  Lee,  (i)  admitted  these  principles,  and  held  that  where 
A.  had  entered  upon  the  land  of  B.  and  cut  down  trees,  and 

(6)  De  rer.  div.  2, 1,  sec.  84. 

(a)  Vide  Pothier,  Droit  de  Propri^t^,  n.  169-192,  and  Toullier,  iii.  73-76,  for  the 
distinctions  on  this  subject 

(6)  6  Hen.  VH.  16 ;  12  Hen.  VHI.  10;  E1t«.  Abr.  Bar.  144 ;  Bro.  tit  Property,  23. 

(c)  The  Ciiril  Code  of  Louisiana,  art8.  494,  496,  has  expliciUy  recognized  the  same 
principle. 

{d)  6  Johns.  848.    See  also  Worth  v.  Northam,  4  Ired.  (N.  C.)  102. 

1  Gai us  was  aware  of  the  inconsistency  dlversitatis  viz  idonea  ratio  redditnr. 
of  the  two  decisions.    He  says,  Cigus    Inst  IL  §  78. 
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sawed  and  split  them  into  shingles,  and  carried  them  away,  the 
conversion  of  the  timber  into  shingles  did  not  change  the  right  of 
property.  But  if  grain  he  taken  and  made  into  malt,  or  money 
taken  and  made  into  a  cup,  or  timber  taken  and  made  into  a 
house,  it  is  held,  in  the  old  English  law,  that  the  property  is  so 
altered  as  to  change  the  title,  (e)  In  the  civil  law  there  was 
much  discussion  and  controversy  on  the  question,  how  far 
a  change  of  the  form  *and  character  of  the  materials  *864 
would  change  the  title  to  the  property,  and  transfer  it  from 
the  original  owner  of  the  materials  to  the  person  who  had  effected 
the  change.  If  A.  should  make  wine  out  of  the  grapes,  or  meal 
out  of  the  corn,  of  B.,  or  make  cloth  out  of  the  wool  of  B.,  or  a 
bench,  or  a  chest,  or  a  ship,  out  of  the  timber  of  B.,  the  most 
satisfactory  decision,  according  to  the  Institutes  of  Justinian, 
13,  (a)  that  if  the  species  can  be  reduced  to  its  former  rud© 
materials,  the  owner  of  the  materials  is  to  be  deemed  the  owner 
of  the  new  species;  but  if  the  species  cannot  be  so  reduced,  as 
neither  wine  nor  flour  can  be  reduced  back  to  grapes  or  corn, 
then  the  manufacturer  is  deemed  to  be  the  owner,  and  he  is  only 
to  make  satisfaction  to  the  former  proprietor  for  the  materials 
which  he  had  so  converted.  (6) 

With  respect  to  the  state  of  a  confusion  of  goods,  where  those  of 
two  persons  aie  so  intermixed  that  they  can  no  longer  be  distin- 
guished, each  of  them  has  an  equal  interest  in  the  subject  as  ten- 
ants in  common,  if  the  intermixture  was  by  consent.  But  if  it  was 
wilfully  made  without  mutual  consent,  then  the  civil  law  gave  the 
whole  to  him  who  made  the  intermixture,  and  compelled  him  to 
make  satisfaction  in  damages  to  the  other  party  for  what  he  had 
lost,  (js)  The  common  law  gave  the  entire  property,  without  any 
account,  to  him  whose  property  was  originally  invaded,  and  its 

(«)  Bro.  tit.  Property,  pi.  28. 

(a)  Inst.  2.  1.25. 

(6)  The  commentators  have  been  much  divided  in  opinion  concerning  the  soh'dity 
of  these  distinctions  talcen  by  Justinian.  Vinnius  and  Pothier  have  approved  of  the 
rule  established  in  the  Institutes ;  while  Valin  and  Basuage  lay  down  tiie  doctrine 
that  the  thing  must  be  restored,  if  there  be  clear  evidence  of  its  identity,  even  timugh 
the  form  be  changed,  as  com  into  flour,  or  skins  into  leather.  Mr.  Bell  has  referred 
to  the  several  writers  by  whom  this  subject  is  discussed ;  and  though  he  condemns 
the  rule  of  Justinian  as  too  subtle,  he  gives  us  no  distinct  principle  as  a  substitute. 
1  Bell's  Comm.  276,  n.  See  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  arts.  612  to  624,  which  has 
incorporated  the  principle  or  most  material  distinctionfl  in  the  French  law. 

(e)  Inst  2.  1.27,2S. 
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distinct  character  destroyed,  (rf)  If  A.  wil  willfully  in- 
*  865   tennix  his  corn  *  or  hay  with  that  of  B.,  or  cast  his  gold 

into  another's  crucible,  so  that  it  becomes  impossible  to 
distinguish  what  belonged  to  A.  from  whnt  belonged  to  B.,  the 
whole  belongs  to  B.  (a)  But  this  rule  is  carried  no  further  than 
necessity  requires ;  and  if  the  goods  can  be  easily  distinguished 
and  separated,  as  articles  of  furniture,  for  instance,  then  no  change 
of  property  takes  place.  (J)  So,  if  the  corn  or  flour  mixed  to- 
gether were  of  equal  value,  then  the  injui*ed  party  takes  his  given 
quantity  and  not  the  whole.^    This  is  Lord  Eldon*s  construction 


(d)  Popham,  38,  pi  2. 

(a)  Popliam,  ttbi  supra ;  Warde  i'.  JEyre,  2  Bulst.  323 ;  Cro.  Jac.  86< 

(6)  Culwill  V.  Reeves,  2  Carap.  575;  Holbrook  v.  Hyde,  1  Vt.  286. 


1  Confusion  of  Goods.  -—  Lord  Eldon's 
rule  seems  hardly  to  be  borne  oat  by  tiie 
old  cases,  but  would  perhaps  prevail. 
Hesseltine  v.  Stock  well,  80  Mc.  287 ; 
Moore  v.  Bowman,  47  N.  H.  404,  502 ; 
Story,  Bailm  §  40 ;  Ryder  r.  Hathaway, 
21  Pick.  208.  (But  see  Spenoe  v.  Union 
Mar.  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  427, 437.)  x^ 

If  the  mixture  was  by  accident,  such 
as  sea  perils,  Spence  v.  Union  Marine  Ins. 
Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  427  ;  or  mistake  of  an 
owner,  Pratt  v.  Bryant,  20  Vt.  383 ;  see 
Moore  v.  Bowman,  47  N.  H.  494,  601; 
Ryder  r.  Hathaway,  21  Pick.  298,  305; 
or  by  the  wrongful  act  of  a  stranger, 
Bryant  v.  Ware,  80  Me.  295;  the  par- 
ties become  tenants  in  common.  Tlie 
principles  stated  in  the  text  have  become 
important,  and  have  been  confirmed  in 
questions  as  to  the  property  in  timber 
cut  either  purposely  or  by  mistake  from 


fi  The  cases  are  fully  collected  in  a 
note  to  Jewett  v.  Dringer,  30  N.  J.  Eq. 
291.  Tlie  principal  case  was  of  a  fraudu- 
lent mixture,  and  it  was  held  that  defend- 
ant must  identify  his  own  or  lose  tlie 
whole,  the  mass  not  being  of  a  uniform 
kind.  See  also  Diversey  v.  Johnson,  93  III. 
647.  Where  the  mixture  was  intentional, 
but  not  fraudulent,  held,  that  the  one 
whose  goods  were  thus  mixed  had  a  right 
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the  land  of  different  owners  in  the  great 
forests  of  the  United  States.  Ryder 
V.  Hathaway,  21  Pick.  298;  Hesseltine 
V.  Stock  well,  80  Me.  237;  Jenkins  9. 
Stoanka,  19  Wis.  126. 

It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  grain  or 
other  articles  not  adapted  to  common  use 
among  several  owners,  and  valued  only 
by  measure,  weight,  or  count,  the  ownen 
of  the  several  parcels  mixed  have  a  right 
to  take  from  the  mass  as  much  as  tliey 
have  put  in,  and  may  maintain  trover 
against  the  other  owner  or  a  third  person 
for  preventing  their  doing  so,  Tripp  e. 
Riley,  15  Barb.  a33,  335 ;  Fobes  r.  Sliat- 
tuck,  22  Barb.  668.570;  Clark  r.  Griffith, 
24  N.  Y.  595 ;  Fiqnet  v.  Allison,  12  Mich. 
328 ;  South  Australian  Ins.  Co.  v.  Randcli. 
L.  R.  8  P.  C.  101, 113;  Spence  v.  Union 
Marine  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  427, 437; 
Horr  V,  Barker,  6  Cal.  489 ;   Young  v. 


to  select  the  quantity  due  him  (it  bring 
a  mass  of  logs).  Chandler  v.  DeGraff,  25 
Minn.  88.  As  to  accession,  see  Marphy 
V.  S.  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  56  Iowa,  478;  I«Ic 
Royale  Mining  Co.  r.  Hertin,  37  Mich. 
832.  That  an  innocent  purchaser  from 
wrong-doer  gets  no  greater  right,  see 
Strubbee  v.  Trustees  Cincinnati  Ry.,  78 
Ky.  481.  But  see  Railway  Co.  v,  Hutchins, 
82  Ohio  St  671. 
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of  the  cases  iu  the  old  law.  (c)  But  if  the  articles  were  of  different 
value  or  quality,  and  the  original  value  not  to  be  distinguished, 
the  party  injured  takes  the  whole.  It  is  for  the  guilty  party  of 
the  fraud  to  distinguish  his  own  property  satisfactorily,  or  lose 
it.  No  court  of  justice  is  bound  to  make  the  discrimination  for 
him.  (d) 

3.  Of  Original  Aoqniiition  by  InteUectaal  Ziabor.  —  Another 
instance  of  property  acquired  by  one's  own  act  and  power  is 
that  of  literary  property,  consisting  of  maps,  charts,  writings, 
and  books ;  and  of  mechanical  inventions,  consisting  of  useful 
machines  or  discoveries,  produced  by  the  joint  result  of  intel- 
lectual and  manufd  labor.  As  long  as  these  are  kept  within 
the  possession  of  the  author,  he  has  the  same  right  to  the  ex- 
clusive enjoyment  of  them  as  of  any  other  species  of  personal 
property ;  for  they  have  proprietary  marks,  and  are  distinguish- 
able property.  But  when  they  are  circulated  abroad,  and  pub- 
lished with  the  author's  consent,  they  become  common  property, 
and  subject  to  the  free  use  of  the  community.  It  has  been 
found  necessary,  however,  for  the  promotion  of  the  useful  arts, 
and  the  encouragement  of  learning,  that  ingenious  men 
should  *  be  stimulated  to  the  most  active  exertion  of  the  *  366 
powers  of  genius,  in  the  production  of  works  useful  to 
the  country  and  instructive  to  mankind,  by  the  hope  of  profit,  as 
well  as  by  the  love  of  fame  or  a  sense  of  duty.  It  is  just  that 
they  should  enjoy  the  pecuniary  profits  resulting  from  mental  as 
well  as  bodily  labor.  We  have,  accordingly,  ui  imitation  of  the 
English  and  foreign  jurisprudence,  secured  by  law  to  authors  and 
inventors,  for  a  limited  time,  tibe  right  to  the  exclusive  use  and 
profit  of  their  productions  and  discoveries.     The  jurisdiction  of 

(c)  15  Vet.  442. 

{d)  Hart  v.  Ten  Ejck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  108.     Sir  William  Scott,  in  the  case  of  the 
Odin,  1  C.  Rob.  248 ;  Brackenridge  v.  Holland,  2  Black.  (Ind.)  377. 

Miles,    20   Wis.    615,   623;   and   these  be  modified  as  different  cases  require.    It 

onasnal  incidents  hare  made  the  courts  has  been  admitted  in  other  cases  where 

nnwiUing  in  some  instances  to  caU  the  one  part  owner  was  allowed  to  maintain 

relation  a  tenancy  in  common,  Morgan  trorer  against  the  other  for  refusing  to 

r.  Gregg,  46  Barb.  188.    See  Kimberlj  v.  allow  him  to  separate  and  remove  his 

Fatchin,10  N.T.380.    But  the  existence  share,  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 

of  a  tenancy  hi  common  depends  on  the  were  tenants  in  common.    Channon  v. 

character  of  the  title  and  of  the  possession,  Lusk,  2  Lansing,  211 ;  Lobdell  v.  Stowell, 

and  the  modes  of  sererance  may  properly  87  How.  Pr.  88.    See  690,  n.  1. 
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this  subject  is  vested  in  the  government  of  the  United  States,  by 
that  part  of  the  Constitution  which  declares  (a)  that  Congress  shall 
have  power  "  to  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  useful  arts, 
bj  securing,  for  limited  times,  to  authors  and  inventors,  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  their  respective  writings  and  discoveries."  This 
power  was  very  properly  confided  to  Congress,  for  the  states 
could  not  separately  make  effectual  provision  for  the  case. 

^  (1.)  As  to  Patent  Eights  for  Inventions.  —  A  patent,  accord- 
ing to  the  definition  of  Mr.  Phillips,  (6)  is  a  grant  by  the  state 
of  the  exclusive  privilege  of  making,  using,  and  vending,  and 
authorizing  others  to  make,  use,  and  vend,  an  invention. 

The  first  act  of  Congress  on  this  subject  was  passed  April  10, 
1790 ;  and  it  authorized  the  secretary  of  state,  the  secretary  of 
war,  and  the  attorney  general,  or  any  two  of  them,  to  grant  pat- 
ents for  such  new  inventions  and  discoveries  as  they  should  deem 
sufficiently  useful  and  important.  That  act  extended  the  privilege 
equally  to  aliens,  and  the  board  exercised  the  power  of  refusing 
patents  for  want  of  novelty  or  utility.  This  act  was  repealed,  and 
a  new  act  passed  on  the  21st  February,  1793.  It  confined  patents 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  they  were  to  be  granted  by 
the  secretary  of  state,  subject  to  the  revision  of  the  attoniey  gen- 
eral. The  act  gave  no  power  to  the  secretary  of  state  to  refuse  a 
patent  for  want  of  novelty  or  usefulness,  and  the  granting  of  the 
patent  became  a  mere  ministerial  duty.  The  privilege  of  suing 
out  a  patent  was,  by  the  act  of  17th  April,  1800,  extended  to 
aliens  of  two  years'  residence  in  the  United  States.  The  act  of 
July  13,  1832,  only  required  the  alien  to  be  a  resident  at  the 
time  of  the  application,  and  to  have  declared  his  intention,  accord- 
ing to  law,  to  become  a  citizen. 

But  as  every  person  was  entitled  to  take  out  a  patent,  on  com- 
plying with  the  prescribed  terms,  without  any  material  inquiry,  at 
least  at  the  patent  office,  respecting  the  usefulness  and  importance 
of  the  invention  or  improvement,  a  great  many  worthless  and 
fraudulent  patents  were  issued,  and  the  value  of  the  privilege  vas 
degraded,  and  in  a  great  degree  destroyed.  ((?)     It  became  neces- 

(a)  AH,  1,  sec.  a 

(b)  The  Law  of  Patents  for  Inrentions,  2.  In  1S47  was  published  at  London, 
Hindmarch's  **  Treatise  on  the  Law  relating  to  Patent  Priyileges  for  the  Sole  Use  of 
Inrentions." 

(c)  It  was  stated,  in  an  able  report  made  hy  a  committee  of  the  Senate  of  the 
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sary  to  give  a  new  organization  to  the  patent  office,  and  to  elevate 
its  character,  and  confer  upon  it  more  efficient  power.  This  was 
done  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  4,  183(5,  c.  357,  which  re- 
pealed all  former  laws  on  this  subject,  and  reenacted  the  patent 
system  with  essential  improvements. 

A  patent  office  is  now  attached  to  the  department  of  state,  and 
a  commissioner  of  patents  appointed.' y^    Applications  for  patents 

United  States,  on  the  2Sth  April,  1886  (and  who  introdaced  a  new  bill  on  the  sab- 
jt-ct),  that  the  whole  number  of  patents  issued  at  the  patent  office,  under  the  laws  of 
tie  United  States,  up  to  Marcii  31, 1836,  amounted  to  9731,  being  more  than  double 
the  number  issued  either  in  England  or  France  during  that  period. 


1  A.  Pateiils.->(a)  Law  of  1870.— 
The  statutes  concerning  patents,  designs, 
trade  marks,  and  copyrights  were  all 
consolidated  in  the  act  of  July  8, 1870,  c. 
2^ ;  16  U.  S.  St  at  L.  106  et  seq.,  to  which 
the  student  must  be  referred.  One  of 
the  first  important  modifications  of  the 
text  as  to  patents  is,  that  the  new  and 
useful  arts,  &c.,  mentioned  866,  are  only 
required  to  be  "  not  known  or  used  by 
others  in  this  country,  and  not  patented 
or  described  in  any  printed  publication  in 


yi  (a)  What  is  patentable.  —  For  the  dis- 
tinction between  a  principle  which  is  not 
patentable  and  a  process  which  is,  see 
Tilghman  r.  Proctor,  102  U.  S.  707,  724  ; 
Cochrane  v,  Deener,  94  U.  S.  780;  Otto 
p.  Linford,  46  L.  T.  35.  A  product  is 
patentable  when  it  embodies  the  result 
of  some  invention  or  discovery  beyond 
that  required  for  constructing  the  ma- 
chine to  manufacture  it.  Collar  Co.  v. 
Van  Dusen,  23  Wall  530;  The  Wood 
Taper  Patent,  lb.  566. 

A  mere  device  involving  only  an  ex- 
ercise of  mechanical  skill  and  not  of 
inventive  power  is  not  patentable.  At- 
lantic Works  ».  Brady,  107  U.  S.  192; 
Slawson  i^.  Grand  St.  R.  K.  Co.,  ib.  649; 
Packing  Company  Cases,  105  U.  S.  566. 
So  a  mere  application  of  an  old  process 
to  a  new  8ubjec^matter  is  not  patentable. 
Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37 ;  Roberts  v. 
Ryer.ib.  150;  Smith  i;.  Nichols,  21  Wall. 
112. 


this  or  any  foreign  country,  before,  &c., 
and  not  in  public  use  or  on  sale  for  more 
than  two  years  prior  to  his  application.*' 
§24.  Cf.ActofMarch  3^1889,0.88,  §6; 
5  St.  at  L.  354.  A  foreign  patent  does  not 
invalidate  a  patent  here,  if  the  invention 
or  discovery  has  not  been  introduced  into 
public  use  in  the  United-  States  for  more 
than  two  yean  prior  to  tlie  application,  §  26 ; 
but  the  oath  on  p.  367  is  still  required, 
§  30.  The  specification  and  claim  shall 
be  signed  by  the  inventor  and  attested  by 


A  combination  of  previously  known 
elements  is  patentable  when  the  combina- 
tion itself  involves  an  exercise  of  inven- 
tive power.  Loom  v,  Higgins,  105  U.  S. 
580;  Parks  v.  Booth,  102  U.  S.  96;  Har- 
rison V.  Andertson  Foundry  Co.,  1  App. 
Cas.  574.  But  a  mere  aggregation  of  old 
elements  not  showing  any  inventive 
power,  or  not  producing  any  new  article 
or  any  old  article  in  a  cheaper  or  better 
manner,  is  not  patentable.  Packing  Com- 
pany Cases,  105  U.  S.  566;  Pickering  ». 
McCullough,  104  U.  S.  810;  Reckendor- 
fer  V.  Faber,  92  U.  S.  847 ;  Hailes  v.  Van 
Wormer,  20  Wall.  353 ;  Saxby  v,  Glou- 
cester Wagon  Co..  7  Q.  B.  D.  305.  A  mere 
substitution  of  a  different  material  is  not 
usually,  but  under  some  circumstances 
may  he,  patentable.  Smith  v,  Goodyear 
Dental  Vulcanite  Co.,  93  U.  S.  486. 

The  general  rule  deducible  from  the 
cases  is  that  an  article,  process,  or  ma- 
chine, to  be  patentable,  must  involve  an 
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are  to  be  made  in  writing  to  the  commissioner,  by  any  person 
having  disoovered  or  invented  any  new  and  useful  art,  machine, 


two  witnesies.  §  20L  So  are  the  draw- 
ings to  be.  §  27.  The  model  ie  to  be  fur- 
nished, if  required  by  the  oommissiooer. 
1 29.  The  commissioner  is  to  issue  the 
{latent  if  upon  "examination  it  shall  ap- 
pear that  tlie  claimant  is  justly  entitled 
to  a  patent  under  the  law,  and  that  the 
same  is  sufficiently  useful  and  important.'' 
S  31.  Applications  must  be  completed 
within  two  years  after  filing  the  petition, 
&c.,  or  they  will  generally  be  regarded  as 
abandoned.  §82.  The  important  addition 


made  to  the  law  by  act  of  March  3, 1837, 
c.  46,  §  6,  6  St.  at  L.  191,  is  continued  ia 
{  3d,  which  allows  a  patent  to  lie  issued 
or  reissued  to  the  assignee  of  the  inven- 
tor. As  this  does  not  cover  a  partial  u- 
signment,  if  the  inventor  does  not  wish 
to  part  with  the  whole  interest,  he  assigu 
it  to  himself  and  the  other  assignee,  and 
the  patent  then  issues  to  them  jointlj. 
By  §  86  patents  are  made  assignable  in 
law  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  and  the 
granting  of  an  exclusive  right  to  the  whole 


exercise  of  inTentive  power,  or  must  be 
a  new  discovery,  and  must  be  useful. 

(6)  Pri^ritg.  —  England,  —  Prior  public 
knowledge  without  any  user  defeats  the 
right  to  a  patent  Patterson  v.  Gas  Light 
9t  Coke  Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  289.  But  mere 
prior  publication,  if  not  of  such  a  charac- 
ter as  to  be  open  to  the  public,  does  not 
defeat  the  right  Plimpton  v.  SpUler,  6 
Ch.  D.  412 ;  Plimpton  v.  Malcolmson,  3 
Ch.  D.  631.  The  fact  that  the  invention 
was  previously  known  abroad,  and  that 
the  claimant  learned  of  it  there,  does  not 
defeat  his  right  Rolls  v.  Isaacs,  19  Ch. 
D.  268;  Maradeo  ».  SaviUe  St,  &c.  Co., 
3  Ex.  D.  208. 

United  Slta^M.— The  question  in  this 
country  is  usually  one  of  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statutes,  dted  nipra,  n.  1.  An 
allowed  user  without  restriction  by  a 
tingle  person  of  a  single  machine  for 
more  than  the  two  years  defeats  the 
right  Egbert  v.  Lippmann,  104  U.  S. 
833 ;  Worfey  ».  Tobacco  Co.,  ib.  340.  So 
does  a  publie  user  for  purposes  of  profit 
by  the  inrentor  himself.  Consolidated 
Fruit  Jar  Co. ».  Wright,  94  U.  S.  92.  But 
such  user  simply  to  test  and  perfect  the 
invention  does  not  Elisabeth  v.  Pave- 
ment Co.,  97  a  8.  126.  See  further, 
Roemer  v.  Simon,  95  U.  S.  214 ;  Sewall  v. 
Jones,  91  U.  8. 171 ;  Klein  ».  Russell,  19 
Wall  438;  Coffin  v.   Ogden,  18   WaU. 

12a 
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As  to  wliat  is  sufficient  delay  in  i^plj- 
ing  for  letters  patent  to  be  evidence  of  an 
abandonment,  see  Planing  Machine  Co. 
v.  Keith,  101  U.  8.  479;  ConsoUdated 
Fruit  Jar  Co.  o.  Wright,  94  U.  S.  92; 
Smith  V,  Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Co., 
93  U.  S.  486.  Ko  amount  of  delay  affecU 
the  right  wliere  tlie  invention  is  kept 
secret.    Bates  v,  Coe,  98  U.  S.  81. 

(c)  Assignment.  —  The  question  of  the 
effect  of  an  assignment  of  an  invention 
before  letters  are  taken  out  is  folly  dis- 
cussed, and  the  authorities  are  reviewed, 
in  Hendrie  v.  Sayles,  98  U.  S.  546.  It  ii 
held  that  such  an  assignment  passes  the 
right  to  take  out  letters  originally  and 
also  the  right  to  obtain  a  reissue. 

An  agreement  to  assign  all  future  in- 
rentions  of  a  like  nature  to  one  sold  n 
not  against  public  policy.  Printing,  &e. 
Co.  V.  Sampson,  19  L.  R.  £q.  462.  An 
assignment  of  anything  lest  than  all  the 
rights  secured  by  a  patent  operates  as  a 
license  only.  The  legal  title  does  not 
pass,  and  suit  must  be  in  the  name  of 
the  patentee.  Sanford  v.  RCesser,  1 
Holmes,  149;  Hill  v.  Whitcomb,  ib.  817. 
See  Blakeney  v.  Goode,  80  Ohio  St  350; 
Littlefleld  v.  Perry,  21  WaU.  20S.  In 
the  case  of  an  assignment  of  the  right  to 
manufacture,  sell,  and  use  within  a  de- 
fined district,  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser 
from  the  assignee  could  use  anywhere. 
Adams  r.  Burke,  17  Wall.  468.    But  one 
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manufiftctaret  (d)  or  composition  of  matter,  or  any  new  and  use- 
ful improvement  on  any  art,  machine,  manufacture,  or  compo- 

(d)  The  English  statute  of  Jamet  L  was  confined  to  the  word  numufaetwB,  and 
that,  said  I^rd  Ch.  J.  Abbott,  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Wheeler  (2  B.  &  Aid.  849), 


or  an  J  part  of  the  United  States  is  author- 
ized. Third  persons  are  given  the  right  to 
use  and  sell  specific  articles  corered  by  a 
patent,  but  owned  by  them,  with  the  con- 
sent of  tlie  patentee,  before  it  was  issued. 


§  87.  The  article  is  to  be  marked  "  pat- 
ented," and  persons  so  marking  unpat- 
ented articles,  or  attaching  the  name  of  a 
patentee  to  such  articles,  are  punished. 
§§  88. 89.    By  §  40,  any  citiaen,  or  an  alien 


who  had  simply  a  license  to  use  a  machine 
within  a  giTen  district  was  held  not  to 
have  a  right  to  use  it  during  an  extended 
term  of  the  patent,  though  a  purchaser 
of  such  machine  would  haye  the  right. 
Paper  Bag  Cases,  106  U.  S.  766. 

A  purchaser  of  a  machine  has  the 
right  to  repair  it,  but  he  has  not  the  right 
to  piece  together  parts  of  different  ma- 
chines so  as  to  make  new  machines  of  the 
same  kind  as  the  original  for  sale.  Cot- 
ton Tie  Co.  V,  Simmons,  106  U.  S.  89. 

{d)  InJringemenL  —  In  order  to  decide 
whether  there  is  an  infringement,  it  is 
necessary  first  to  determine  accurately 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  invention  or 
disawery  which  gives  validity  to  the 
patent.  The  patent  protects  nothing  be- 
yond those  essential  features  on  the  basis 
of  which  it  is  granted.  An  application 
of  substantially  those  features  will  amount 
to  an  infringement  Thorn  v.  Worthing 
Skating  Rink  Co.,  6  Ch.  D.  415,  n. ;  Sewall 
V.  Jones,  91  U.  S.  171. 

It  has  been  said  that  in  case  of  a  com- 
bination the  entire  combination  must  be 
used.  Fuller  p.  Yentzer,  94  U.  S.  288. 
But  it  seems  clear  that  any  application 
of  the  essential  feaiwre  of  the  combination 
is  an  infringement.  Dudgeon  v.  Thom- 
son, 3  App.  Cas.  84;  Sharp  v.  Tifft,  18 
Bhitchf .  182. 

The  use  of  a  known  mechanical  equiv- 
alent does  not  save  an  article  from  being 
an  infiringement.  Water  Meter  Co.  v. 
Desper,  101  U.  S.  882;  Imhaenser  v, 
Buerk,  ib.  647 ;  GiU  v.  Welle,  22  Wall.  1 ; 
Hicks  9.  Keisey,  18  WaU.  670.     Using 


articles  in  the  course  of  experiments  to 
improve  them,  and  not  for  profit,  was  held 
no  infringement  in  Frearson  v.  Loe,  9  Ch. 
D.  48.  It  was  held  there  was  no  "  mak- 
ing, using,  exercising,  or  vending,"  in 
Nobel's  Explosives  Co.  v.  Jones,  8  App. 
Cas.6;8.  c.  17Ch.  D.  721. 

When  a  patent  is  owned  by  several  in 
common,  it  would  seem  that  each  has  an 
absolute  right  of  user  even  as  against  his 
co-owners.  But  whether  each  may  sell 
the  right  to  strangers,  or  license  others  to 
use  without  the  consent  of  his  co-owners, 
is  not  clear.  De  Witt  v.  Elmira  Nobles 
Mfg.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  460 ;  Gates  u.  Fraser, 
9  111.  App.  624;  Herring  v.  Gas  Con- 
sumers' Assn.,  9  Fed.  Rep.  556.  See 
poet,  878,  n.  y\  (c). 

(«)  /2«««tf.  — The  text  of  n.  1,  A  (a), 
mproy  is  confirmed  in  Moffitc  v.  Rogers, 
106  U.  S.  428;  Johnson  v,  R.  R.  Co.,  106 
U.  S.  539 ;  Carlton  v.  Bokee,  17  Wall 
463;  and  many  other  cases.  See  also 
Leggett  ».  Avery,  101  U.  S.  256. 

(/)  Damages  and  Profits.  —  As  to  the 
rule  of  damages  at  law,  see  Packet  Co.  v. 
Sickles,  19  Wall.  611;  Birdsall  v.  Coolidge, 
98  U.  S.  64.  In  equity,  all  profits  which 
have  been,  or  with  good  management 
might  have  been,  made  by  the  use  of  the 
invention  are  recoverable.  Elizabeth  v. 
Pavement  Co.,  97  U.  S.  126 ;  Marsh  ».  Sey- 
mour,  ib.  348;  Burdell  v.  Denig,  92  U.  S. 
716 ;  Mason  v.  Graham,  28  Wall.  261.  In 
England,  the  crown  has  the  right  to  use 
patented  mnchlnes  without  compensation 
to  the  owner.  Dixon  v.  London  Small 
Arms  Co.,  1  App.  Cas.  632.   But  there  is 

[601] 


•866 


OF  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 


[PAET  V. 


sition  of  matter,  not  known  or  used  by  others  before  his  discovery 
or  invention  thereof,  and  not  at  the  time  of  his  application  for  a 

has  been  generally  understood  to  denote  either  a  thing  made  which  is  useful  for  its 
own  sake,  and  vendible  as  such,  as  a  medicine,  a  stove,  a  telescope ;  or  to  mean  an 
engine  or  instrument,  or  some  part  thereof  to  be  employed  either  in  the  making  of 
some  previously  known  article,  or  iu  sume  other  useful  purpose,  as  a  stocking  f nune, 
or  a  steam  engine  for  raising  waters  from  mines.  The  French  law  extends  to  every 
invention  or  discovery,  and  in  any  kind  of  industry  ;  and  yet  the  practical  construc- 
tion of  the  English,  French,  and  American  law,  in  regard  to  the  kinds  of  inventions 
that  are  patentable,  is  substantially  the  same. 


who  has  resided  in  the  United  States  one 
year  next  preceding,  and  made  oath  of 
his  intention  to  become  a  citizen,  may  file 
a  caveat,  which  shall  be  operative  for  one 
year,  to  protect  his  invention  or  discov- 
ery while  he  is  maturing  it.  §  41  allows 
rejected  applications  to  be  re-examined. 
In  case  the  commissioner  thinks  that  a 
patent  applied  for  would  conflict  with  an- 
other patent  granted  or  applied  for,  the 
question  of  priority  of  invention  may  be 
examined,  and  an  appeal  is  given.  Ap- 
peals are  given  to  examiners  in  chief, 
then  to  the  commissioner,  then  (except  in 
case  of  a  party  to  an  interference)  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  D.  C,  sitting  in 
banc,  §§  46-48,  with  an  ulterior  resort  to  a 
bill  in  equity,  §  62.  The  attempt  which 
has  often  been  made  to  increase  the  extent 
of  a  patent  by  obtaining  a  reissue  (367) 
in  terms  artfully  enlarged,  after  meeting 
with  reprobation  in  the  important  case  of 
Burr  V.  Duryee,  1  Wall.  531,  677 ;  Case 
V.  Brown,  2  Wall.  320,  328,  is  expressly 
forbidden  in  §  63.  A  patent  which,  by 
mistake  and  without  fraudulent  intent, 
claims  too  much,  is  valid  for  that  part 
which  it  justly  covers,  if  a  material  or 
substantial  part;  and  the  patentee  may 
file  a  written  and  witnessed  disclaimer. 
§  54.    But  he  may  maintain  a  suit  for 


no  such  right  in  the  United  States  govern- 
ment. James  v.  Campbell,  104  U.  S.  366 ; 
Cammeyer  v.  Newton,  94  U.  S.  226, 
234. 

The  property  which  is  embodied  in  or 
produced  by  a  patented  machine  is  sub- 
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infringement  before  filing  it,  if  the  part 
really  his  and  infringed  is  distinguishable 
from  the  other  parts.  §  60.  §  58  provides 
for  a  suit  in  equity  in  case  of  interfering 
patents,  the  adjudication  only  to  aflect 
parties  to  the  suit,  and  those  deriving 
title  under  them  after  such  judgment 
§  61  relates  to  defences  which  may  be 
pleaded  in  infringement  suits.  By  §  62, 
if  the  patentee  at  time  of  making  appli- 
cation for  the  patent  believed  himself  to 
be  the  original  and  first  inventor,  the 
patent  is  not  to  be  void  on  account  of  a 
prior  foreign  invention,  not  patented  or 
described  in  a  printed  publication.  §§  63, 
64,  66,  provide  for  written  applications 
for  extensions,  with  reasons  for  asking, 
and  accounts  of  losses  and  profits,  publi- 
cation of  notice  by  the  commissioner,  and 
reference  to  an  examiner ;  and  by  §  66  the 
commissioner,  after  a  hearing,  shall  grant 
a  renewal  of  seven  years,  if  it  shall  appear 
to  his  satisfaction  that  the  patentee,  with- 
out neglect  or  fault  on  his  part,  has  failed 
to  obtain  from  the  use  and  sale  of  his 
invention,  &c.,  a  reasonable  remunera- 
tion for  the  time,  ingenuity,  and  expense 
bestowed  upon  it,  and  the  introduction  of 
it  into  use,  and  that  it  is  just  and  proper, 
liaving  due  regard  to  the  public  interest, 
that  the  term  of  the  patent    shall    be 


ject  to  state  control  and  taxation  like 
other  property.  Webber  v,  Virginia,  103 
U.  S.  844.  So  a  state  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion over  questions  concerning  patents 
which  do  not  involve  tJieir  validity. 
BUkeney  v.  Goode,  30  Ohio  St.  360. 
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patent  in  public  use  or  on  sale,  with  his  consent  or  allowance,  as 
the  inventor  or  discoverer,  (e)    The  applicant  must  deliver  a 

(e)  Bj  the  English  law,  if  the  inrention  had  been  already  made  public  in  England 
by  a  description  contained  in  a  work,  whether  written  or  printed,  which  had  been 
pubiidy  circulated,  the  patentee  is  not  the  first  and  true  inventor,  whether  he  bor- 
rowed his  invention  from  such  publication  or  not.  The  question  will  be,  whether, 
upon  the  whole  evidence,  there  has  been  such  a  publication  as  to  make  the  descrip- 
tion a  part  of  the  public  stock  of  information.  If  a  single  copy  of  a  work  had  been 
kept  in  a  depository  in  a  state  of  obscurity,  the  inference  would  be  different.  Stead 
r.  Williams,  7  Mann.  &  Gr.  818;  8.  c.  8  Scott  (N.  C),  681 ;  Househill  Co.  v.  Neilson, 
1  Wels.  718.  The  public  use  of  an  invention,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from  being  new, 
means  a  use  in  public,  so  as  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  others  tiian  the  inventor, 
[Betta  9.  Neilson,  L.  R  8  Ch.  429,  436;  s.  c.  L.  K.  6  H.  L.  1 ;]  Carpenter  v.  Smith, 
9  Mees.  &  W.  800;  and  in  making  a  machine  for  a  patent,  if  a  workman  hints  improve- 
ments which  are  adopted,  it  will  not  destroy  the  patent  in  the  hands  of  the  employer, 
Allen  r.  Bawson,  1  C.  B.  651. 


extended.  By  §  67  the  benefits  of  the 
extension  shall  extend  to  the  assignees 
and  grantees  of  the  right  to  use  the  thing 
patented  to  the  extent  of  their  interest 
therein. 

(6)  Detigtu.  —  By  §  71,  *'  any  person 
who,  by  his  own  industry,  genius,  efforts, 
and  expense,  has  invented  or  produced 
any  new  and  original  design  for  a  manu- 
facture, bust,  statue,  alto-relicTo,  or  bas- 
relief  ;  any  new  and  original  design  for  the 
printing  of  woollen,  silk,  cotton,  or  other 
fabrics ;  any  new  and  original  impression, 
ornament,  pattern,  print,  or  picture,  to  be 
printed,  painted,  cast,  or  otherwise  placed 
on  or  worked  into  any  article  of  manu- 
facture ;  or  any  new,  useful,  and  original 
shape  or  configuration  of  any  article  of 
manufacture,  the  same  not  having  been 
known  or  used  by  others  before  his  inven- 
tion or  production  thereof,  or  patented  or 
described  in  any  printed  publication,  may, 
upon  payment  of  *the  duty  required  by 
law,  and  other  due  proceedings  had,  the 
same  as  in  cases  of  inventions  or  discov- 
eriea,  obtain  a  patent  therefor." 

It  is  held  under  both  the  American 
and  the  English  acts  that  a  patented  de- 
sign is  infringed  by  another  which  is  so 
substantially  similar  in  appearance  as  to 
deceive  an  ordinary  observer  giving  such 
attention  as  a  purchaser  usually  gives. 


although  an  expert  might  easily  see  dif- 
ferences. Gorham  Co.  v.  White,  14  Wall. 
611 ;  M'Crea  v.  Holdsworth,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
418.  See  Holdsworth  v.  McCrea,  L.  R.  2 
H.  L.  380. 

(c)  What  mag  be  patented.  —  A  prin- 
ciple, or  a  new  power,  such  as  steam  or 
electricity,  cannot  be  patented.  Leroy  «. 
Tatham,  14  How.  156,  175;  22  How.  182, 
137 ;  O'Reilly  r.  Morse,  15  How.  62, 112 ; 
Burr  V.  Duryee,  1  Wall.  631,  577  ;  Case  v. 
Brown,  2  Wall.  320;  Smith  v.  Downing, 

1  Fish.  64 ;  Detmold  v.  Reeves,  ib.  127  ; 
Wintermute  v.  Redington,  ib.  239  ;  Bell  ». 
Daniels,  ib.  372.  Neither,  it  is  said,  can 
a  discovery,  in  its  naked  ordinary  sense, 
apart  from  any  particular  medium  or  me- 
chanical contrivance  by  or  through  which 
it  acts  on  the  material  world.  Thus  the 
use  of  sulphuric  ether  to  produce  insensi- 
bility to  pain  has  been  held  not  to  be  pat- 
entable.    Morton  v,  N.  Y.  Eye  Infirmary, 

2  Fish.  320 ;  s.  c.  5  Blatchf.  116.  But  an 
application  of  a  law  of  nature,  by  simply 
giving  an  angular  direction  to  a  tube 
through  which  melted  iron  was  conducted 
into  a  cylinder  in  which  the  roll  was  cast, 
was  held  patentable,  although  every  part 
of  the  machinery  was  old.  McCJurg  r. 
KingsUind.  1  How.  202 ;  Burr  v.  Duryee, 
1  Wall.  681,  66&  In  general,  a  result, 
effect,  or  function  cannot  be,  but  only 
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written  description  of  his  invention   or  discovery,  and  of  the 
manner  and  proceiss  of  making,  constructing,  using,  and  com- 


ipecilled  means  to  produce  the  result 
described.  O'ReiUj  v.  Morse,  16  How. 
02,  119;  Case  v.  Brown,  2  Wall  820; 
Bnrr  v.  Cowperthwait,  4  Blatchf.  168, 
167;  Singer  v.  Walmslej,  1  Fish.  568; 
Sickles  V.  Falls  Co.,  2  Fish.  202 ;  Case  v. 
Brown,  ib.  268;  Sangster  v.  Miller,  ib. 
668.  A  process  in  the  sense  of  a  means 
or  method  of  producing  a  result  is  pa^ 
entable.  Corning  v.  Burden,  16  How. 
262,  268,  commented  on,  Curtis  on  Pat. 
S  14,  n.  1 ;  Goodjear  v.  R.  R.,  2  Wall.  Jr. 
866 ;  Hall  v.  Jarvis,  1  Webst.  Pat  C.  100; 
American  Wood  Paper  Co.  v.  Fibre  Dis- 
integrating Co.,  6  Blatchf .  27 ;  Mowrj  v. 
Whitney,  14  WaU.  620, 641.  See  Murray 
V.  Clayton,  L.  B.  7  Ch.  570,  584.  And  a 
new  product  even  of  an  old  machine  may 
be  patented,  it  is  said.  Rubber  Co.  v. 
Goodyear,  0  WaU.  788,  796.  See  Sey- 
mour V.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  516,  548.  So 
may  be  the  appUcation  of  known  pro- 
cesses (e.  g,  annealing  and  slow  cooling), 
in  such  a  way  as  to  produce  new  and 
previously  unknown  results  (e.  g.  relioT- 
ing  the  plate  of  car  wheels  from  hiher- 
ent  strain  without  impairing  the  chilled 
tread,  car  wheels  being  castings  of  a  pe- 
culiar character).  Mo  wry  ».  Whitney, 
14  Wall.  620.  So  may  a  combination  of 
common  elementaty  materials  producing 
a  known  result,  such,  for  instance,  as  cut- 
ting clay  into  bricks,  but  producing  it  in 
a  clieaper  way,  or  of  a  better  or  more 
useful  kind.  Murray  v.  Clayton,  L.  R.  7 
Ch.  670.  See  Cannington  v.  NutuH,  L. 
R.  5  H.  L.  206.  See  below  m  this  note 
as  to  novelty. 

(d)  Priority.  —  Novelty.  —  As  to  who 
is  the  first  inyentor,  see  869,  n.  (6),  872, 
n.  (o) ;  Gayler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  477, 
497 ;  Seymour  v.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  616, 
552. 

The  test  whether  one  process  is  antici- 
pated by  another,  and  is  therefore  not  a 
new    invention,  and    not   patentable,  is 
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whether  the  description  first  published 
contains  a  sufficient  description  of  the 
other  to  enable  an  intelligent  mechanic  to 
ascertain  the  one  trom  reading  the  other. 
Keilson  v.  Betts,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  1,  15; 
L.  R.  3  Ch.  429,  486 ;  «  an  ordinarily  skil- 
ful mechanic;"  Tucker  v.  Spalding,  18 
Wall.  453.  See  Betts  v.  Menzies,  10  H. 
L.  C.  117 ;  Bischoff  v.  Wethered,  9  WalL 
812  ;  and  infra  in  this  note  as  to  eqnirt- 
lents. 

(«)  As  to  utility,  see  Many  v.  Jsgger,  1 
Blatchf.  872  ;  Croropton  v.  Belknap  Mills, 
8  Fish.  686;  Hoffheins  r.  Brandt,  ib.  218. 
236 ;  Seymour  v,  Osborne,  11  Wall  510, 
649. 

{/]  Assignmenti,  f-c, — An  assignment 
of  a  patent  made  and  recorded  before  the 
patent  is  issued  will  operate  to  transfer 
the  legal  interest  to  the  assignee  as  soon 
as  the  patent  is  issued,  although  it  it 
issued  to  the  assignor.  Gayler  v.  Wilder, 
10  How.  477.  And  so  will  the  assign- 
ment of  an  extended  patent,  made  before 
the  extension,  transfer  the  legal  interest 
when  the  extension  is  granted,  although 
an  extension  is  not  granted  as  of  right, 
but  in  the  discretion  of  the  commissioner. 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Trimble,  10  Wall.  367; 
Nicolson  Pavement  Co.  o.  Jenkins,  14 
WaU.  452;  Clum  v.  Brewer,  2  Cnrt.506k 
520.  The  reasoning  of  Gayler  v.  Wilder 
proceeds  on  the  notion  that  the  inventor 
has  an  inchoate  right  before  the  patent  is 
issued,  and  Trimble's  case  is  put  on  the 
authority  of  Gayler  v.  Wilder.  Compare 
the  principle  alluded  to  poat,  492,  n.  1, 
that  a  contract  to  sell  may  subsequenUy 
operate  as  a  conveyance,  if  it  maniftsU 
an  intention  to  pass  the  title  to  a  specific 
thing  at  a  fhture  moment,  although  the 
thing  is  not  in  esse  at  the  time,  if  the 
marks  are  stated  by  which  the  thing  may 
be  ascertained  before  the  moment  ia 
question. 

The  diflerence  between  an  assignment 
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pounding  the  same,  in  full,  dear,  and  exact  terms,  avoiding 
unnecessary  pix>lixity,  so  as  to  enable  any  person  skilled  iu  the 


which  muMt  be  recorded,  and  a  fioense 
which  need  aot  be,  has  been  the  subject 
of  refined  distinctions.  CI  iii.  492,  n.  1  (6). 
The  test  of  the  riglit  of  an  assignee  for  a 
certain  part  of  the  United  States  to  sue 
for  an  infringement,  is  said  to  be  whether 
he  has  the  entire  monopoly  within   the 
limits  fixed,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  pat- 
entee.    Gajler  v.  Wilder,  10  How.  477, 
495 ;  Perry  v.  Coming,  7  Blatcbf.  195, 203. 
The  effect  of  §  67,  supra,  giving  as- 
signeee  the  benefit  of  extensions,  has  been 
the  anbject  of  much  discussion.    A  party 
who  has  purchased  and  is  using  a  pat- 
ented machine  during  the  original  term 
for  which  the  patent  was  granted,  has  a 
right  to  continue  to  use  the  same  during 
the  extension  until  it  is  worn  out,  and  he 
may  repair  it  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
dealing  with  property  of  any  other  kind. 
Bloomer  v.  Millinger,  1  Wall.  340,  351 ; 
Wilson  V.  Simpson,  9  How.  109;  Chafiee 
V.   Boston   Belting    Co.,  22   How.  217; 
Hodge  V,  Hudson  R.  R.  R.,6  Blatchf.  85, 
90.      But  it  is  said  that  the  interest  of 
purchasers  of  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
making  or  vending  the  patented  machine 
in  a  specified  place,  which  is  a  portion  of 
the  firanchise  which  the  patent  confers, 
terminates  at  the  time   limited  for  its 
continoanoe  by  the  law  which  created  it, 
unless  it  is  expressly  stipulated  to  the 
contrary.    lWaU.851.    It  has  been  held 
to  be  otherwise  as  to  purchasers  of  a 
right  to  1ISS  a  patented  invention,  when 
the  right  did  not  merely  result  from  the 
purchase  of  a  machine,  the  subject  of  the 
patent  being  a  process.     Day  ».  Union 
IndU  Rubber  Co.,  8  Blatchf.  488.     And 
Mr.  Curtis  seemed  to  think  this  decision 
law  in  1867.     Curt,  on  Pat.  §  2aS,  n.  2. 
But  see  Wood  v.  Mich.  S.  &  N.  Ind.  R  R., 
8  Fish.  464,  471. 

(ff)  Infringement,  —  The  importation 
and  sale  in  England  of  articles  manufac- 
tured abroad  according  to  th<>  specifica- 


tion of  an  English  patent  is  an  infk>inge- 
ment  Elmslie  v.  Boursier,  L.  R.  9  Kq. 
217;  Keilson  V.  Betts,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  1; 
Walton  V.  Lavater,  8  C.  B.  sr.  s.462; 
[VoD  Heyden  v.  Neustadt,  14  Ch.  D.  230. 
Comp.  Kobers  Explosives  Co.  v.  Jones,  8 
App.  Cas.  5.]  But  it  is  held  that  the  exclu- 
sive use  granted  to  a  patentee  by  the 
American  act  is  not  infringed  by  the  use  of 
the  patented  improvement  in  the  construc- 
tion, fitting  out,  or  equipment  of  a  foreign 
vessel,  provided  it  was  placed  upon  her 
in  a  foreign  port,  and  authorised  by  the 
laws  of  the  country  to  wliich  she  belongs. 
Brown  v.  Duchesne,  19  How.  183.  When 
the  owner  of  a  patent  manufactures  and 
sells  the  patented  article  in  a  foreign 
country  as  well  as  in  England,  the  sale 
of  the  article  in  one  country  implies  a 
license  to  use  it  in  the  other.  Betts  v. 
Wilmott,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  239.  But  it  seems 
that  if  he  had  sold  the  English  patent  to 
an  assignee,  and  still  continued  the  mano- 
fhcture  in  France,  the  importation  into 
England  of  the  article  made  by  him  in 
France  would  be  restrained.     lb. 

A  patent  for  a  combination  (see  871) 
must  be  sustained  for  the  combination  as 
an  entirety  or  not  at  all,  in  a  suit  for  an 
alleged  infringement,  unless  the  part  in- 
vented can  be  clearly  distinguished  from 
that  claimed  but  not  invented.  Vance 
V,  Campbell,  1  Black,  427.  So,  unless 
the  whole  combination  is  substantially 
used,  there  is  no  infringement.  A  second 
combination  is  not  the  same  as  the  first 
if  it  substantially  differs  from  it  in  any 
of  its  parts.  Prouty  t\  Kuggles,  16  Peters, 
836;  Brooks  v.Fiske,  15  How.  212,  220; 
Eames  v.  Godfrey,  1  Wall.  78 ;  Crompton 
V.  Belknap  Mills,  3  Fish.  536,  548 ;  Nich- 
Olson  Pavement  Co.  v.  Hatch,  ib.  432. 
But  it  is  said  in  England  that  a  valid 
patent  for  an  entire  combination  for  a 
process  gives  protection  to  each  part 
thereof  that  is  new  and  material  for  that 
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art  or  science  to  which  it  appertains,  or  is  most  nearly  connected, 
to  make,  construct,  compound,  and  use  the  same ;  and  he  must. 


prooefls ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  a  pervon 
not  onlj  has  no  right  to  steal  the  whole, 
bat  he  has  no  right  to  steal  any  part  of 
a  man's  invention  (explaining  Lister  i;. 
Leather,  8  £1.  &  BL  1004) ;  and  the  ques- 
tion in  every  case  is  said  to  be  a  question 
of  fact,  —  is  it  really  and  substantially  a 
part  of  the  invention  1  But  a  part  of  an 
invention  which  would  not  have  been 
patentable  singly  is  not  protected  as  part 
of  the  combination.  Parkes  v,  Stevens, 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  858,  866;  L.  R  5  Ch.  86. 
But  compare  Mo  wry  v.  Whitney,  14 
Wall.  620,  6d2.  The  above  cases  on 
combinations  also  illustrate  the  law  as  to 
iperificationM* 

It  is  said  that  although  patentees  are 
entitled  in  all  cases  to  invoke  to  some 
extent  the  doctrine  of  equivalents,  to  pro- 
tect themselves  against  mere  formal  al- 
terations or  substitutions,  they  are  never 
entitled  to  do  so  in  any  case  to  suppress 
all  other  substantial  improvements.  Sey- 
mour   V.  Osborne,   11    Wall.   516,  556; 


x^  The  statement  here  made  of  the 
fundamental  principle  of  the  law  of  trade 
marks  is  confirmed  in  many  cases.  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Loog,  8  App.  Cas.  15;  John- 
ston V.  Orr  Ewing,  7  App.  Cas.  219; 
McLean  r.  Fleming,  06  U.  S.  245;  Man- 
hattan  Medicine  Co.  v.  Wood,  4  Cliff. 
461 ;  Marshall  v.  Finkham,  52  Wis.  572. 
The  same  principle  governs  as  to  an  imi- 
tation of  the  form,  title,  and  appearance 
given  to  a  book  by  its  author.  Robert- 
son V,  Berry  &  Co.,  50  Md.  591 ;  post, 
878,  n.  yK 

The  exclusive  right  of  user  of  a  trade 
mark  is  commonly  spoken  of  as  a  right 
of  property.  This  language  is  misleading, 
however,  if  it  conveys  the  idea  of  an 
unlimited  right  either  of  user  or  of  dis- 
posal. Thus  it  is  clear  that  if  the  plain- 
tiiTs  own  use  of  the  mark  is  fraudulent 
or  calculated  to  deceive,  he  can  have  no 
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Blanchard  v.  Futtman,  3  Fish.  186.  See 
Murray  v.  Clayton,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  570.  But 
it  would  seem  from  earlier  cases  that  tlie 
doctrine  of  equivalents  is  applied  in  a 
broader  and  more  liberal  manner  in  favor 
of  one  who  has  discovered  a  result  or 
function  that  is  new,  as  well  as  the  ma- 
chinery that  produces  it,  than  it  is  in 
fiivor  of  one  who  has  simply  made  an 
improvement  in  the  manner  of  bringing 
about  a  known  result.  McCormick  v. 
Talcott,  20  How.  402,  405;  Singer  «. 
Walmsley,  1  Fish.  558,  572;  Burden  v. 
Comings  2  Fish.  477,  480.  Mr.  Curtis 
thinks  that,  by  the  law  of  England,  if  a 
person  has  not  only  discovered  a  princi- 
ple, but  has  invented  some  mode  of  carry- 
ing it  into  effect,  he  can  protect  himself 
from  all  other  modes  of  carrying  the 
same  principle  into  effect.  Curt,  on  Pat- 
ents, §  189  et  seq. ;  O'Reilly  v.  Morse,  sttpra, 
is  afterwards  elaborately  commented  on, 
and  its  language  limited.  See  §  164,  ib. 
B.  rr<Mf«Jl/aribs.  —  xi  The  fundamental 


protection  in  its  use.  Cheavin  v.  Walker, 
5  Ch.  D.  850;  ManhatUn  Medicine  Co.  v. 
Wood,  4  Cliff.  461 ;  Connell  v.  Reed.  128 
Mass.  477.  So  it  would  seem  that  while 
a  person  may  transfer  the  right  to  use  a 
trade  mark  along  with  the  buaineas  to 
which  it  relates,  it  cannot  be  separately 
sold.  Kidd  v.  Johnson,  100  U.  &  617; 
Carmichaei  v.  Latimer,  11  R.  L  805^  It 
would  seem  a  sufficient  reason  for  this 
that  the  mark  having  come  to  designate 
a  certain  manufacture  of  goods,  it  would 
be  a  fraud  on  the  public  to  allow  it  to  be 
used  on  goods  not  of  that  manufacture. 
It  might  be  a  question  how  far  the  one 
having  the  original  right  would  have  the 
right  to  attach  the  mark  to  other  goods 
than  those  as  applied  to  which  it  bad  be- 
come known.  So  the  right  may  be  lost 
by  abandonment,  and  this  may  be  shown 
by    nonuser.     The  true  nature  of  the 
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in  the  case  of  a  machine,  fully  explain  the  principle  and  the 
application  of  it,  by  which  it  may  be  distinguished  from  other 


rule  of  trade  marks  is  that  one  uian  has 
no  right  to  put  ofT  \m  goodit  fur  sale 
as  the  goods  of  a  rival  trader,  and  he 
cannot  therefore  be  allowed  to  use  names, 
marks,  letters,  or  other  Indicia  by  which 
be  may  induce  purchasers  to  believe  that 
the  goods  which  he  is  selling  are  the 
manufiuiture  of  another  person.  If  he 
does,  he  is  liable  to  an  action  at  law,  or 
may  be  restrained  by  iivj  unction.  Perry 
V.  Truefitt,  6  Beav.  66 ;  Seixo  v.  Prove- 
zende,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  192,  196;  Leather 
Cloth  Co.  9.  American  Leather  Cloth  Co., 
11  H.  L.  C.  523,  538;  and  cases  cited  be- 
low.   The  same  principles  are  applied  to 


right  would  seem  to  be  negative  rather 
than  positive,  i.  «.  a  right  not  to  have 
goods  sold  as  of  a  person's  manufacture 
which  in  fact  were  not  so.  It  would 
seem  better  to  recur  to  this  fundamental 
principle  in  each  case.  See  Osgood  v. 
Allen,  1  Holmes,  185.  How  far  a  fraud- 
ulent intent  is  necessary  is  not  clear. 
When  only  an  injunction  is  asked  for,  it 
would  seem  to  be  immaterial.  Hendriks 
*.  Montagu,  17  Ch.  D.  638  ;  Cowen  p.  Hul- 
ton.  46  L.  T.  897.  Comp.  Guardian,  &c. 
Assurance  Co.  v.  Guardian,  &c.  Ins.  Co., 
50  L.  J.  Ch.  253.  As  to  whether  there  is 
any  distinction  between  law  and  equity 
as  to  the  proof  of  fraud  required,  see 
Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Loog,  8  App.  Cas.  15, 
32;  8.  c.  18  Ch.  D.  895;  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Wilson,  3  App.  Cas.  876,  891; 
Cheavin  v.  Walker,  5  Ch.  D.  850,  863. 
The  mark  or  name  used  must  be  such, 
and  used  in  such  a  way,  as  is  calculated 
to  deceive  ordinary  purchasers.  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V,  Loog,  8  App.  Cas.  15;  Cowen 
p.  Hulton.  46  L.  T.  897;  Robertson  v. 
Derry  &  Co.,  50  Md.  591 ;  McLean  p. 
Fleming,  96  U.  S.  246 ;  and  cases  supra. 

Subject  to  certain  limitations,  any 
words,  figures,  or  devices  may  be  appro- 
priated as  a  trade  mark.  Lawrence  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Lowell  Hosiery  Mills,  129  Mass. 


one  who  assumes  a  name  in  such  a  place 
and  manner  as  to  lead  persons  to  believe 
that  his  business  is  that  of  another,  and 
for  that  purpose.  Lee  v.  Haley,  L.  R.  5 
Ch.  155 ;  Howard  v,  Henriques,  3  Sandf. 
725  ;  Stone  v,  Carlan,  18  Law  Rep.  360 ; 
Woodward  v.  Lazar,  21  Cal.  448.  A 
colorable  imitation  will  be  restrained, 
the  question  in  each  case  being  whether 
there  is  such  a  resemblance  as  to  deceive 
a  purchaser  using  ordinary  caution.  11 
H.  L.  C.  535 ;  Coffeen  v.  Brunton,  4  McL. 
516;  Walton  v.  Crowley,  3  Blatchf.  440; 
Hostetter  p.  Vowinkle,  1  Dillon,  329; 
Bradley  p.  Norton,  33  Conn.  157;  Bur- 


325.  Comp.  Mfg.  Co.  p.  Trainer,  101  U.  8. 
51,  in  which  note  the  dissenting  opinion 
of  Clifford,  J.;  Hier  p.  Abrahams,  82 
N.  Y.  519 ;  Ins.  Oil  Tank  Co.  p.  Scott,  88 
La.  An.  946.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  in  itself,  and  apart  from  its  use, 
have  any  peculiar  significance.  Godil- 
lot  V.  Harris,  81  N.  Y.  288 ;  Ins.  Oil  Tank 
Co.  p.  Scott,  83  La,  An.  946.  Comp. 
Marshall  p.  Pinkham,  52  Wis.  572.  But 
the  words  must  not  be  general  words 
descriptive  of  kind,  quality,  or  locality, 
since  such  words  are  likely  to  be  practi- 
cally necessary  to  the  use  of  other  traders 
in  describing  their  goods.  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.  p.  Larsen,  8  Biss.  151;  Larabee  & 
Co.  V.  Lewis,  67  Ga.  561 ;  Dunbar  p.  Glenn, 

42  Wis.  ua 

In  general,  a  person  may  use  his  own 
name,  though  it  is  already  in  use  by  an- 
other to  designate  similar  articles ;  but 
even  here  the  use  must  not  be  of  such  a 
character  that  it  is  evidently  intended  to 
deceive.  Oilman  p.  Ilunnewell,  122  Mass. 
139;  Carmichel  p.  Latimer,  11  R.  I.  895; 
Marshall  p.  Pinkham,  62  Wis.  572;  Shaver 
p.  Shaver,  54  Iowa,  208. 

The  congressional  legislation  referred 
to  at  end  of  n.  1,  B,  supra,  has  been  held 
unconstitutional.  Trade  Mark  Cases,  100 
U.  S.  82. 
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inventions ;  and  he  must  particularly  specify  the  part,  improve- 
ment, or  combination  which   he  claims  as  his  own  inventioD 


nett  V.  Phalon,  8  Keyes,  b94 ;  Lockwood 
V.  Bostwick,  2  Daly,  621.  It  ia  not  neces- 
aary  that  the  resemblance  should  be  such 
as  would  deceive  persons  who  should  see 
the  two  marks  placed  side  by  side.  Nor 
ia  physical  resemblance  the  sole  ques- 
tion. The  adoption  by  a  rival  trader  of 
any  mark  which  will  cause  his  goods  to 
bear  the  same  name  in  the  market  as 
those  of  another,  may  be  a  violation  of 
the  rights  of  the  latter,  although  but  for 
tlie  prior  use  of  the  marks  they  would 
truly  apply  to  the  goods  on  which  they 
are  last  used.   Seixo  v.  Provezende,  L.  R. 

1  Ch.  192 ;  Wotherspoon  v.  Currie,  &c., 
infra.  See  Amoskeag  Afanuf.  Co.  v.  Spear, 

2  Sandf.  699,  607 ;  HoUoway  v.  HoUoway, 
18  Beav.  209 ;  and  for  the  limit,  Bargesa 
V.  Burgess,  3  De  G.,  McN.  &  Q.  896 ;  infra. 

As  instances  of  how  far  the  courts 
have  gone,  it  may  be  mentioned  tiiat  the 
use  of  the  word  "  original  "  has  been  pro- 
tected. Cocks  V,  Chandler,  L.  R.  11  £q. 
446.  So  "No.  303"  on  pens.  Qillott  v. 
Esterbrook,  48  N.  Y.  374;  47  Barb.  465. 
See  Gillott  v.  Kettle,  3  Duer,  624.  But 
see  Amoskeag  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Spear,  2 
Sandf.  699.  So  "  patent  thread,"  although 
it  had  never  been  patented,  the  word  not 
being  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  deceive 
the  public.  Marshall  v.  Boss,  L.  R.  8  Eq. 
651.  See  Stewart  v.  Smithson,  I  Hilton, 
119.  But  see  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lor- 
sont,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  346, 353.  So  **  Congress 
water,"  45  N.  Y.  291,  reversing  s.  c.  67 
Barb.  526.  So  "  Glenfleld  "  starch,  Woth- 
erspoon V.  Currie,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  508.  See 
Radde  v,  Norman,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  848;  Hkat 
V.  Denham,  ib.  542. 

But  terms  in  common  use  to  designate 
a  trade  or  occupation,  or  necessary  to 
describe  the  object  sold,  cannot  be  exclu- 
sively appropriated  by  any  one;  e.  g., 
"Antiquarian  bookstore,"  Choynski  v, 
Cohen,  89  Cal.  501;  "Desiccated  Cod- 
fish," Town  V.  SteUon,  5  Abb.  Fr.  w.  s. 
[508] 


218 ;  "  Burgess's  Essence  of  Anchovies," 
in  the  absence  of  fraud.  Burgess  r.  Bur- 
gess, 2  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  896.  SeeieU.S. 
St.  at  L.  211,  §  79. 

When  a  trade  mark  contains  a  ftke- 
hood  on  its  face,  calculated  to  give  the 
goods  a  reputation  to  which  they  are  not 
entitled,  it  will  not  be  protected.  11  E 
L.  C.  542,  infra ;  Palmer  v,  Harris,  60  Peno. 
St.  156;  Flavell  v,  Harrison,  10  Hire, 
467 ;  19  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  16 ;  Fetridge  p. 
WeUs,  13  How.  Pr.  885;  4  Abb.  Pr. 
144 ;  Marshall  v.  Ross,  supra.  Some  of  the 
earlier  cases,  such  as  Perry  v.  Truefitt,  6 
Beay.  66,  seemed  to  go  further  and  ex- 
tend the  principle  to  cases  where  the 
falsehood  was  contained  in  accompanying 
advertisement ;  but  see  Curtis  o.  Bryui, 
2  Daly,  312,  317.  It  U  laid  down  in  Lee 
V.  Haley,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  165.  158,  that  if 
plaintiffs  were  knowingly  carrying  on  a 
fraudulent  trade,  they  would  not  be  pro- 
tected. See  Heath  v.  Wright,  8  Wall 
Jr.  141. 

Trade  marks  resemble  copyright  as  a 
subject  of  property.  They  may  be  sold 
and  transferred  upon  a  sale  and  transfer 
of  the  manufactory  of  the  goods  on  which 
the  mark  has  been  used  to  be  affixed,  and 
may  be  lawfully  used  by  the  purchaser. 
Even  a  trade  mark  consisting  merely  of 
the  name  of  the-  manufacturer  may  be,  if 
the  purchaser,  in  continuing  the  use  of  it, 
would,  according  to  the  ordinary  usages 
of  trade,  be  understood  as  saying  no  more 
than  that  he  was  carrying  on  the  same 
business  as  had  been  formerly  carried  on 
by  the  person  whose  name  constituted  the 
trade  mark.  But  if  an  aaaignee  went 
farther,  and  used  marks  which  amounted 
to  untrue  pretences,  and  an  attempt  to 
deceive  as  to  the  maker,  or  character  of 
the  article,  he  would  not  be  protected. 
Hall  V.  Barrows.  10  Jur.  n.  8.  65 ;  Leather 
Cloth  Co.  V.  American  Leather  Cloth  Co., 
11  H.  L.  C.  623, 534, 542;  Curtis  r.  Bryan, 
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or  discovery.  (/)  He  must  accorapanj  *  the  same  with  *  367 
drawings  and  written  references^  where  the  nature  of  the 
case  admits  of  drawings  or  specimens  of  ingredients,  and  of  the 
composition  of  matter  sufficient  in  quantity  for  the  purpose  of 
experiment,  where  the  invention  or  discovery  is  of  a  composition 
of  matter.  He  must  likewise  fumbh  a  model  of  his  invention, 
in  cases  which  admit  of  representation  by  model.  The  appli- 
cant, also,  is  to  make  oath  or  affirmation  that  he  believes  he  is  the 
original  and  first  inventor  or  discoverer  of  the  art,  machine,  com- 
position, or  improvement  for  which  he  solicits  a  patent,  and  that  he 
does  not  know  or  believe  that  the  same  was  ever  before  known  or 
used,  and  he  must  further  state  of  what  country  he  is  a  citizen. 

On  filing  the  application,  description,  and  specification,  the 
commissioner  of  patents  is  to  examine  the  alleged  new  invention 
or  discovery,  and  if  it  appears  to  him  that  the  applicant  was  not 

(/*}  The  pnncipU  of  a  machine,  in  reference  to  the  patent  law,  means  the  moahti 
operandi,  or  that  which  applies,  modifies,  or  combines  mechanical  powers  to  produce 
a  certain  resalt,  and  so  far  a  principle,  if  new  in  its  application  to  a  useful  purpose, 
may  be  patentable.    Story,  J.,  in  Barrett  p.  Hall,  1  Mason,  470 ;  Woodcock  v.  Parker, 

1  Gall.  438;  Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  ib.  478;  Earie  v.  Sawyer,  4  Mason,  1 ;  Lowell  i^. 
Lewis,  1  Mason,  187;  Buller,  J.,  in  Boulton  v.  Bull,  2  H.  Bl.  480,  496;  Smith  v. 
Pearce,  2  McLean,  176.  A  new  etmpontion  of  known  materials,  or  a  new  combination 
of  existing  machinery  producing  a  new  and  useful  result,  may  be  patentable.  Bovill 
p,  Moore,  Day.  Pat  Cases,  861 ;  Story,  J.,  in  Moody  p.  Piske,  2  Mason,  112;  Lord 
Eldon,  in  HtU  v.  Thompson,  3  Meriy.  620,630;  Thompson,  J.,  in  Reynolds  v.  Sheldon, 
C.  C.  U.  8.  for  Connecticut,  September,  1838. 

2  Daly,  312;  Samuel  v.  Berger,  24  Barb,  tion  has  been  giyen  to  trade  marks,  but 
163 ;  Walton  v.  Crowley,  8  Blatchf.  440.  without  affecting  remedies  at  law  or  in 
Bat  a  trade  mark  is  not  property  other-  equity,  which  might  otherwise  haye  been 
wise  tlian  with  reference  to  the  trade  in  had,  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  6, 
which  it  is  used.  The  same  mark  may  1870,  c  230,  §§  77-84 ;  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L. 
be  used  by  another  in  a  different  trade,  or  210,  cited  aboye  as  to  patents. 

for  a  different  class  of  goods.    Ainsworth  C.  Trade  Secrets.  —  One  who  invenU 

fc  Walmsley,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  618,  524.     See  or  discoyers,  and  keeps  secret,  a  process 

the  act  of  July  8, 1870, 16  U.  S.  St.  at  L.  of  manufacture,  whether  a  proper  subject 

211»  S  79 ;  Amoskeag  M.  Co.  v.  Gamer,  66  for  a  patent  or  not,  will  be  protected  by 

Barb.  161.    A  foreign  manufacturer  will  injunction  against  persons  who  in  yiola- 

be  protected,  although  be  has  not  an  tion  of  contract  or  duty,  and  in  breach  of 

establishment  in  the  country,  and  does  .confidence,  undertake  to  apply  it  to  their 

not  tell  his  goods  here.     CoUins  Co.  v.  own  use,  or  to  disclose  it  to  third  persons. 

Brown,  8  Kay  &  J.  423;  Same  v.  Cowen,  Morison  r.  Moat,  9  Hare,  241 ;  0  Eng.  L. 

ib.  42&    See  Coato  v.  Holbrook,  2  Sandt  &  Eq.  14;  s.  o.  on  appeal,  21  L.  J.  k.  s. 

Ch.  686;  Taytor  r.  Carpenter,  ib.  608 ;  11  Ch.  248;  Peabody  v,  Norfolk,  08  Mass. 

Paige  Ch.  292;  Same  v.  Same,  3  Story,  462;  Leather  Qoth  Co.  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R. 

468;  2  Woodb.  &  M.  1.    Further  protec-  9  Eq.  346,  364. 
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the  original  and  first  inventor  or  discoverer  thereof;  or  that  any 
part  of  what  he  claims  as  such  had  before  been  invented  or  dis- 
covered, or  patented,  or  described  in  any  printed  publication  in 
this  or  any  foreign  country ;  or  that  the  description  is  defective 
and  insufficient,  he  is  to  notify  the  same  to  the  applicant,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  remove  the  objections,  if  he  be  able.  But  if  the 
same  does  not  so  appear  to  the  secretary,  and  it  had  not  been 
previously  in  public  use,  or  on  sale  with  the  applicant's  con- 
sent,  and  he  shall  deem  the  same  to  be  sufficiently  useful  and 
important,  he  is  then  to  issue  a  patent,  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  applicant,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  for  the  exclusive  right  of  making,  using,  and  vending 
the  same  for  a  term  not  exceeding  fourteen  years.  The  patent 
may,  in  special  cases,  and  in  the  discretion  of  the  board  of 
commissioners,  be  renewed  and  extended  to  the  further  term  of 
seven  years.  If  the  application  be  rejected,  and  the  applicant 
persists  in  his  claims,  he  is  to  make  his  oath  or  affirmation  anew; 
and  if  the  specification  and  claim  be  not  so  modified  as  to  remove 
the  objection,  the  applicant  may  appeal  to  a  board  of  three 
examiners,  to  be  appointed  by  the  secretary  of  state,  and  the 
commissioner  of  patents  is  to  be  governed  by  their  decision. 

If  the  applicant  be  a  citizen,  or  an  alien  of  one  year's  residence, 
he  is  to  pay  to  the  treasury  of  the  United  States  |I30  ;  and  if  a 
British  subject,  $500;  and  all  other  applicants,  3300.  The 
original  and  true  inventor  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  right  to  a 
patent  for  his  invention,  by  reason  of  his  having  previously  taken 
out  letters  patent  therefor  in  a  foreign  country,  and  the  same 
having  been  published  at  any  time  within  six  months  next  pre- 
ceding the  filing  of  his  specification  and  drawing,  (a)  The 
executors  and  administrators  of  persons  dying  before  a  patent  is 

(a)  By  act  of  Congress  of  Marah  3, 1889,  c.  88,  sec.  G,  this  restriction  was  re- 
moved, and  it  was  declared  that  no  person  is  to  be  debarred  from  receiving  a  patent 
for  any  invention  or  discovery,  by  reason  that  the  same  was  patented  in  a  foreign 
country  more  than  six  months  before,  if  the  same  has  not  been  introduced  into  pub- 
lic and  common  use  in  the  United  States  prior  to  the  application.  By  the  act  of  Con- 
gress of  August  20,  1842,  c  263,  any  citixen,  or  alien  of  one  year's  residence  in 
the  United  States,  and  who  has  taken  the  oath  of  his  intention  to  become  a  citixen, 
and  having  invented  or  produced  any  new  and  original  design  for  a  manufactore, 
&c.,  may  apply  for  a  patent ;  and,  if  granted,  the  duration  of  the  patent  is  to  be  for 
seven  years,  and  the  fee  in  such  cases  shall  be  reduced  one  half  of  the  sum  hereto- 
fore required.  A  penalty  of  not  less  than  9100  given  for  each  infringement  of  tlie 
patent  right. 
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taken  out  may  apply  and  take  it  out  in  trust  for  the  heirs  or 
devisees,  on  dne  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
Patents  are  assignable,  and  may  be  granted  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  writing,  to  be  recorded  in  the  patent  office.  If  invalid  by 
reason  of  defective  specifications,  or  by  claiming  too  much,  the 
patent  may  be  surrendered,  and  a  new  patent  taken  out  for  the 
unexpired  period,  provided  the  error  did  not  arise  from  any 
fraudulent  intention.  If  the  patentee  be  an  alien,  he  forfeits  his 
exclusive  right,  if  he  fails,  for  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of 
the  patent,  to  continue  on  sale  to  the  public,  on  reasonable  terms, 
the  invention  or  discovery  covered  by  the  patent.  The  patentee 
does  not  lose  his  patent  if  it  satisfactorily  appear  to  the  court 
that  at  the  time  of  his  application  he  believed  himself  to  be  the 
first  inventor  or  discoverer  of  the  thing  patented,  though  the  in- 
vention or  discovery,  or  any  part  thereof,  had  been  before  known 
or  used  in  a  foreign  countiy ;  provided  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  same,  or  any  substantial  part  thereof,  had  before  been 
patented  or  described  in  any  printed  publication.  (J) 

These  are  the  principal  existing  statute  provisions  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  though  the  act  of  Congress  of  1836  has  made  considera- 
ble alterations  in  the  preexisting  laws,  respecting  the  organization 
of  the  patent  office,  and  the  limitations  on  the  granting  of  pat- 
ents, yet  the  essential  and  established  doctrines  concerning 
patents,  heretofore  declared  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts,  remain 
unaffected.  The  act  of  1793  declared,  that  simply  changing  the 
foroi  or  the  proportions  of  any  machine  or  composition  of  matter 
in  any  degree  was  not  a  discovery.  And  also,  that  the  person 
who  had  discovered  an  improvement  in  the  principle  of  any 
machine,  or  in  the  process  of  any  composition  of  matter,  might 
obtain  a  patent  for  such  improvement,  but  that  he  could  not 
thereby  make,  use,  or  vend  the  original  discovery,  nor  could  the 
first  inventor  use  the  improvement.  These  declaratory  provisions 
are  omitted  in  the  law  of  1836,  and  I  presume  the  construction 
was  considered  to  be  necessarily  the  same  without  the  pro- 
vision, (c) 

(b)  Act  of  Congress,  July  4, 1836,  c.  857. 

(c)  The  act  of  Congress  of  July  4, 1836,  authorized  the  extension  of  a  patent  for 
■even  years,  on  the  application  of  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  deceased 
patentee ;  and  such  extension,  according  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Rous- 
seau, 4  How.  646,  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  administrator,  &c.,  as  such,  and  is  good, 
though  the  original  patentee  had  in  his  lifetime  disposed  of  all  his  interest  in  the 
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In  an  age  distinguished  for  an  active  and  ardent  spirit  of  im- 
provement in  the  arts  of  agriculture  and  manufactures, 

*  868   and  in  the  machinery  of  every  kind  applied  *  to  their  use, 

the  doctrine  of  patent  rights  has  attracted  much  discus- 
sion, and  become  a  subject  of  deep  interest,  both  here  and  in 
Europe,  (a) 

The  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  have  original  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  question  of  damages  for  the  infringement  of  patent 
rights,  and  exclusive  authority  to  declare  a  patent  void,  (b)    It 

patent,  inasmuch  an  such  sales  do  not  carry  anything  heyond  the  term  of  the  originul 
patent.  But  it  is  held  that  the  assignees,  who  were  in  use  of  the  patent  at  the  time  of  the 
renewal,  hare  still  a  right  to  use  it  during  the  new  term,  though  not  to  sell  it  TbiB 
subject  is  f uU  of  difficulty,  and  the  confidence  in  the  decision  is  much  impaired  by  the 
conflicting  discussions  and  decisions  on  the  bench,  some  of  the  judges  contending  that 
unless  the  assignment  gare  to  the  assignee  the  right  in  the  extended  or  renewed 
patent,  liis  interest  would  expire  with  the  limitation  of  the  original  palent.  It  is  held, 
in  Woodworth  v.  Sherman,  8  Stoiy,  171,  that  the  assignee  or  grantee  under  the  orig- 
inal patent  does  not  acquire  any  right  under  the  extended  patent,  unless  such  right 
be  expressly  conveyed  to  him  by  the  patentee.  But  the  extension  of  a  patent  may 
be  granted  to  an  administrator.  Washburn  v.  Gould,  ib.  122.  An  assignee  of  i 
patent  right  takes  only  such  rights  as  the  inventor  had,  and  if  the  ioYentor  be  an 
alien,  and  not  within  the  specified  qualifications  required  of  an  alien,  his  assignee 
takes  no  title.    Tatham  v.  Loving,  C.  C.  Massachusetts  District,  May  Term,  1845. 

(a)  Patents  are  no  doubt  procured  in  many  cases  for  frirolous  and  useless  altera- 
tions in  articles,  implements,  and  machines  in  common  use,  under  the  name  of  improTs- 
ments ;  and  the  abuses  arising  from  the  facility  in  suing  out  patents  and  provoking 
litigation  were  painted  in  glowing  colors  by  the  district  judge  at  New  York,  in 
Thompson  v.  Haight  (U.  S.  Law  Journal,  i.  668),  and  yet  the  collection  of  models  and 
machines  in  the  patent  office,  relating  to  every  possible  subject,  constitutes  a  singu- 
larly curious  museum  of  the  arts,  and  one  strongly  illostrative  of  the  inventive  snd 
enterprising  genius  of  our  countrymen.  The  act  of  Congress  of  July  4, 1886,  c.  357, 
sec.  20,  gave  authority  and  facility  to  the  classification  and  arrangement  in  rooms 
and  galleries,  for  a  beneficial  and  favorable  display  of  the  unpatented  models  and 
specimens  of  compositions,  and  of  fabrics  and  other  manufactures  and  works  of  art, 
and  machines  and  implements  relating  to  agriculture  deposited  in  the  office. 

On  the  morning  of  the  16th  of  December,  1836,  the  building  at  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, containing  the  general  post  office,  the  city  post  office,  and  the  patent  oiBce, 
was  destroyed  by  fire,  and  all  the  machines  and  other  materials  and  matter  m  the 
patent  office  were  consumed.  The  loss  of  the  patent  office  and  all  its  contents  wis  a 
national  calamity ;  and  to  repair  it  aa  far  as  possible,  the  act  of  8d  March,  1887,  c.4d. 
provided  for  the  recording  anew  of  patents  and  assignments  of  patents  recorded 
prior  to  the  16th  December,  1836,  and  for  issuing  new  patents  for  thoae  destroyed. 
Duplicates  of  the  most  interesting  models  destroyed  were  to  be  procured  by  the 
officers  of  the  patent  office,  at  an  expense  not  exceeding  $100,000. 

(b)  Act  of  Congress  of  July  4, 1886.  See  the  former  acta  of  Congress  of  21ft 
February,  1793.  c.  11.  sec.  6, 10;  17th  April,  1800,  c.  26.  sec.  3;  16th  Februaiy,  1819, 
c.  10;  Parsons  v.  Barnard,  7  Johns.  144;  tu/n-a,  i.  308 ;  [Dudley  v.  May  hew,  3  Comst 
0;  Parkhurst  v.  Kinsman,  2  Halst.  Ch.  000;  Kempton  p.  Bray,  90  Mass.  850;  and 
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has  been  adjudged  in  the  federal  courts  that  the  first  inveni^r 
who  has  reduced  his  invention  first  to  practice,  and  put  it  to  some 
real  and  beneficial  use,  however  limited  in  extent,  is  entitled  to  a 
priority  of  the  patent  right ;  and  a  subsequent  inventor  cannot 
sustain  his  claim,  although  he  be  an  original  inventor,  and  has 
obtained  the  first  patent.  The  law,  in  such  case,  cannot  give  the 
whole  patent  right  to  each  inventor,  even  if  each  be  equally 
entitled  to  the  merit  of  being  an  original  and  independent 
inventor ;  and  it  therefore  adopts  the  maxim,  qui  prior  est  in  tern- 
pare,  potior  est  in  Jure.  If  the  patentee  be  not  the  first  or 
original  inventor,  in  reference  to  all  the  world,  he  is  not  entitled 
to  a  patent,  even  though  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  pre- 
vious use  or  previous  description  of  the  *  invention,  in  any  *  369 
printed  publication,  for  the  law  presumes  he  may  have 
known  it  (a)  If  the  firat  inventor  has  suffered  his  invention  to 
go  into  public  use,  or  to  be  publicly  sold  for  use,  before  taking 
out  a  patent,  the  better  opinion  and  the  weight  of  authority  is, 
that  he  cannot  afterwards  resume  the  invention,  and  hold  the 
patent.  This  voluntary  act  or  acquiescence  in  the  public  sale  or 
use  is  an  abandonment  of  his  right,  for  it  creates  a  disability  to 
comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  patent  law.  It 
would  be  unreasonable  and  injurious  for  a  person  to  be  permitted 
to  lie  by,  and  suffer  his  invention  or  improvement  to  go  into  use, 

addidoDBl  caaet  next  cited.]  But  in  BarraU  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige,  184,  the  Court  of  Chan- 
eerj  in  New  York  atistaioed  juritdiction  in  the  case  of  a  patent,  by  investigating  the 
merita  of  a  patent  claim,  and  bj  ordering  a  contract  in  relation  to  the  aale  of  a  patent 
right  to  be  rescinded,  as  being  founded  in  mistake.  It  was  considered,'  in  the  last 
case,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts  of  tlie  United  States,  in  respect  to 
patents,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  16th  February,  1S19,  was  not  exclusive,  except  to 
the  extent  mentioned  in  the  text.  But  since  the  act  of  Congress  of  July,  1836,  it  has 
been  held,  in  the  New  York  Court  of  ^Chancery,  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
have  exclusive  cognizance  of  suits  in  equity,  relative  to  interfering  patents,  in  cases 
where  the  court  may  declare  a  patent  void  in  whole  or  in  part.  Gibson  v.  Wood- 
worth,  8  Paige,  132.  But  where  the  validity  of  patent  rights  comes  in  collaterally, 
they  are  necessarily  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  the  state  courts.  Rich  v,  Atwater,  10 
Conn.  409;  ISlemmer's  Appeal,  68  Penn.  St.  156;  Nash  v.  Lull,  102  Mass.  60,  64; 
David  V.  Park,  108  Mass.  601;  Sherman  r.  Champlain  T.  Co.,  81  Vt  162;  Middle- 
brook  V.  Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  448;  Page  v.  Dickerson,  28  Wis.  694.  But  see  Elmer 
r.  PenneU,  40  Me.  480;  Clough  v,  Patrick,  87  Vt  421, 426.]  By  the  Revised  Patent 
Act  of  1886,  the  ibrmer  statute  provisions  are  essentially  superseded. 

(a)  Woodcock  v.  Barker,  1  Gall.  488;  Bedford  v.  Hunt,  1  Mason,  8C2;  Evans  v. 
Eaton,  8  Wheaton,  464 ;  1  Peters  C.  C.  822,  a.  o. ;  Reutgen  v.  Kanowrs,  1  Wash.  168; 
Dawson  v.  FoUen,  2  id.  811;  Shaw  v.  Cooper,  7  Peters,  292;  Whitney  v.  Emmett, 
Baldw.  C.  C.  808. 
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fin^  expensive  undertakings  to  be  assumed,  and  macbineTy  con- 
Ktructed  for  the  application  of  tbat  invention,  and  then  sue  oat  a 
patent  and  arrest  all  such  proceedings.  The  just  inference  from 
such  delay  is,  that  he  has  made  an  abandonment  or  surrender  of 
his  discovery  to  the  public  ;  and  a  similar  construction  has  been 
put  upon  the  English  statute  of  monopolies  of  21  James  I.  c.  8.  (h) 
The  use  or  knowledge  of  the  invention,  prior  to  the  application 
for  a  patent,  will  not  affect  the  right  of  the  inventor,  provided 
that  knowledge  was  surreptitiously  obtained  and  communicated 
to  the  public,  and  there  is  no  acquiescence  in  the  public  use  by 
the  inventor,  and  he  immediately  asserts  his  right  ((?)  But 
after  the  patent  has  been  obtained,  any  disuse  of  it  by  the 
patentee,  unless  he  be  an  alien,  within  the  fourteen  years,  is  not, 
of  itself,  an  abandonment  of  his  right,  (d)  It  has  been  a  point 
of  some  discussion  and  difficulty  to  determine  to  what  extent  an 
invention  must  be  useful  to  render  it  the  subject  of  a  patent. 
This  willy  as  a  matter  of  fact,  depend  upon  the  circumstances 
of  each   case.     It   must   be  to  a  certain  degree  beneficial   to 

(6)  Whittemore  t;.  Cutter,  1  Gall.  47S ;  Thompion  v.  Haight,  U.  S.  Law  Joanuil, 
I.  663;  Morrifl  v.  Huntington,  1  Paine,  348;  Melius  v.  Silabee,  4  Mason,  108;  Penmtck 
&  Sellers  t^.  Dialogue,  2  Peters,  1 ;  Gray  v,  James,  1  Peters  C.  C.  394 ;  Wyeth  v. 
Stone,  1  Story,  273;  Rundell  i^.  Murray,  Jacob,  811,  816;  Saunders  o.  Smith,  8  Mjl. 
&  Craig,  711,  735;  Wood  v.  Zimmer,  1  Holt,  58.  If  the  first  inTentor  keeps  hie  in- 
vention a  secret,  or  does  not  put  it  in  practice  until  another  person  makes  the  same 
invention  and  >btuns  a  patent  for  it,  the  patent  is  ralid  and  will  preraiL  Dollond's 
Case,  cited  by  Buller,  J.,  in  2  H.  Bl.  487.  It  is  the  first  inventor  who  baa  put  the 
invention  in  practice,  and  he  only,  that  is  entitled  to  a  patent  Story,  J.,  in  Bedford 
V.  Hunt,  1  Mason,  304.  The  doctrine  in  Dollond's  Case  is  not  law  in  the  United 
States.  The  first,  as  well  as  the  original  inventor,  who  first  perfects  and  adapts  hit 
patent  to  use,  is  entitled  to  a  patent,  though  he  had  kept  his  invention  in  secret 
Reed  r.  Cutter,  1  Story,  690.  And  again  it  is  said,  that  whoever  finally  perfecu  a 
machine,  and  renders  it  capable  of  useful  operation,  is  entitled  to  a  patent,  although 
others  may  have  had  the  idea,  and  made  experiments  towards  putting  it  in  practice. 
Washburn  v.  Gould,  3  Story,  122.  The  English  statute  of  monopolies,  and  the  French 
law  according  to  M.  Benouard,  confine  the  patent  to  inventions  not  in  use  at  the  time 
of  the  patent.  The  act  of  Congress  of  1836  is  more  large  and  liberal,  and  it  only 
requires  the  invention  to  be  new  at  the  time  of  the  indention,  and  not  in  use  at  the  time  of 
the  application  for  the  patent.  The  French  doctrine  on  this  point  is  unreasonable, 
for,  according  to  that  doctrine,  even  if  there  be  a  confidential  disclosure  of  the  inven- 
tion, prior  to  a  patent,  or  if  the  public  have  acquired  the  knowledge  of  it  by  other 
means,  they  are  not  bound  afterwards  to  buy  the  secret,  though  a  subsequent  patent 
be  obtained,  for  it  is  no  longer  a  novelty.  Renouard*s  Traits  dei  Brevets  dlnven- 
tion,  170,  Paris  ed.  1825. 

(e)  Shaw  v.  Cooper,  7  Peters,  202. 

(rf)  Gray  and  Osgood  v.  James,  1  Peters  C.  C.  408. 
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the    community,  and  not  injurious,  or  frivolous,  or  insignifi- 
cant. («) 

The  act  of  Congress  has  described,  in  substance,  the 
requisite  *  parts  of  a  valid  specification  of  the  discovery ;  *  370 
and  yet  the  defects  of  the  specification  is  one  great  source 
of  a  vexatious  and  perplexing  litigation  in  our  own,  as  well  as  in 
the  English  courts.  The  act  of  Congress  requires  drawings,  with 
written  references,  to  be  annexed  to  the  specification,  when  the 
nature  of  the  case  admits  of  them ;  and  when  so  annexed,  they 
become  part  of  the  specification,  and  give  certainty  to  the  descrip- 
tion, and  may  help  and  make  good  a  specification  which  would 
otherwise  be  defective,  (a)  In  the  present  improved  state  of  the 
arts,  it  is  often  a  question  of  intrinsic  difficulty,  especially  in 
cases  of  the  invention  of  minute  additions  to  complicated  machin- 
ery, to  decide  whether  one  machine  operates  upon  the  same 
principle  as  another,  and  whether  that  which  is  stated  to  be  an 
improvement  be  really  new  and  useful.  (6)  The  material  point 
of  inquiry  generally  is,  not  whether  the  same  elements  of  motion, 
and  in  some  particulars  the  same  manner  of  operation,  and  the 
same  component  parts  are  used,  but  whether  the  given  effect  be 
produced  substantially  by  the  same  mode  of  operation,  and  the 
same  combination  of  powers,  in  both  machines.  Mere  colorable 
differences,  or  slight  improvements,  cannot  shake  the  right  of  the 
original  inventor,  (c)  If  a  machine  produces  several  different 
effects  by  a  particular  construction  of  machinery,  and  those 
effects  are  produced  the  same  way  in  another  machine,  and  a 

(e)  Lowell  v.  Lewis.  1  Mason,  182 ;  Bedford  v.  Hunt,  ib.  902;  Langdon  r.  De  Groot, 
1  Paine  C.  C.  203 ;  Erans  v.  Eaton,  1  Peters  C.  C.  822. 

(a)  Earle  v.  Sawyer,  4  Mason,  1. 

(b)  The  cases  of  Hill  v,  Thompson,  8  Taunt.  876,  and  Evans  v.  Eaton,  7  Wheaton, 
836,  may  be  selected  as  examples  of  the  intricacy  and  subtlety  of  such  inyestigations. 
Mr.  Phillips  terras  tlie  patent  law  branch  of  our  jurisprudence  the  metaphysics  of  the 
law.  The  heavy  tax  imposed  in  England  on  taking  out  a  patent,  and  the  difficulty  of 
protecting  and  enforcing  patent  rights,  and  the  distressing  litigations  which  so  fre- 
quently attend  them,  liare  contributed  very  much  to  lessen  their  value,  and  to 
repress  the  stimulus  which  patent  privileges  were  intended  to  give  to  the  cause  of 
science. 

(c)  It  is  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  two  machines  are  suhstantudl^^  the 
same,  and  operate  in  the  same  manner,  to  produce  the  same  result,  they  must  be  in 
principle  the  same,  though  there  be  a  formal  variation.  Waslungton,  J.,  in  Gray  v, 
James,  1  Peters  C.  C.  308;  and  see  the  late  English  cases  of  The  King  r.  Fuspel,  The 
King  u.  Lister,  The  King  v,  Daniell,  and  Brunton  v.  Hawkes,  dted  in  Phillips  on  the 
Law  of  Patents,  128-1^3. 
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new  effect  is  added,  the  inventor  of  the  latter  cannot  entitle  him> 
self  to  a  patent  for  the  whole  machine.     He  is  entitled  to  a 
patent  for  no  more  than  his  improvement.     And  if  the  inven- 
tor of  an  improvement  obtain  a  patent  for  the  whole 

*  871    *  machine,  or  mix  up  the  new  and  the  old  discoveries 

together,  or  incorporate  in  his  specification  inventions 
neither  novel  nor  his  own ;  the  patent  being  broader  and  more 
extensive  than  the  invention,  and  claiming  thereby  things  which 
are  the  property  or  the  invention  of  others,  is  absolutely  and 
totally  void,  (a)  The  invention  must  be  substantially  new  in  its 
Btructure  and  mode  of  operation,  and  the  specification  must  point 
out  the  new  improvement  of  the  patentee,  so  as  to  show  in  what 
the  improvement  consists,  (i)    If  the  patentee  has  made  a  com- 

(a)  BrantOD  v.  Hawkes,  4  B.  4  Aid.  540;  Stanley  v.  Hewitt,  Circuit  Court  U.  S. 
for  the  Soutliern  District  of  New  York,  NoTember,  1886;  Lowell  v.  Lewii,  1  Muon, 
186 ;  Moodj  v.  Flike,  2  Id.  112 ;  The  King  v.  EIm,  DmT.  Pat.  Cas.  144;  [11  Etmt,  109,  d.. 
•b  0. ;]  Wj-eth  v.  Stone,  1  Story,  273.  [See  <366,  n.  1,  A,  (g).]  The  American  decliioni 
uphold  the  patent  in  many  cases  in  whicli  it  would  be  void  under  the  English  law, 
because  in  the  American  patents  the  specification  can  be  resorted  to  for  a  constraction 
of  the  title,  and  relieTe  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  defectiTe  description  in  the  patent 
The  specification  is  part  of  the  patent.  Story,  J.,  in  1  Mason,  477 ;  Phillips  on  the  Lsw 
of  Patents,  223-281.  Nor  is  the  French  law  as  strict  and  severe  on  this  point  as  the 
Rnglish,  for  If  the  specifications  be  too  broad  or  defectire,  it  does  not  vitiate  the 
whole  patent  It  is  only  roid  pro  tanto.  Nor  If  the  process  claimed  by  the  patentee 
fails  in  one  point,  does  it  fail  m  fofo.  M.  Perpigna,  in  his  treatise  on  the  French 
patent  law,  boasts  in  these  respects  of  the  superiority  of  the  French  law.  See  his 
treatise  at  lirge,  67-78,  in  toI.  It.  of  the  Law  Library,  edited  by  Sargeant  &  Lowber, 
at  Philadelphia,  1884.  It  is  a  clear  and  copious  work,  and  well  written  in  the  Eng- 
lish language,  by  the  author,  who  is  a  "  barrister  in  the  royal  court  of  Paris."  He 
says  he  was  induced  to  undertake  the  work  in  English  at  the  solicitation  of  his  Eng^ 
lish  and  American  clients.  Though  a  patent  be  too  broad  in  its  general  tenns,  it 
may  be  limited  by  a  disclaimer  to  anything  before  known  or  used,  and  by  showing 
the  thing  intended  to  be  patented.  Whitney  v.  Emmett,  Bald.  C.  C.  U.  S.  308.  The 
English  act  of  6  a  6  Wm.  IV.  c  88,  allows  the  patentee  to  enter  a  disclaimer  of 
any  part  of  the  title  or  specification,  so  as  to  save  the  loss  of  his  patent  But  the 
American  act  of  1886  makes  a  more  effectual  proTision,  by  allowing  a  surrender  of 
tlie  defective  patent  and  taking  out  a  new  one  for  the  unexpired  part  of  the  tenn. 
8o  the  act  of  8d  March,  1887,  c.  84,  sec.  7  and  9,  declares  that  if  the  specificatioa 
be  too  broad,  and  the  patentee  claims  beyond  his  original  Inrention,  he  may  disclsiin, 
by  writing,  duly  attested  and  recorded,  the  excess  in  the  specification,  and  such  dU- 
claimer  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  specification  to  the  extent  of  his  interest 
in  the  patent  And  if  the  excessive  specification  did  not  arise  fhim  wilful  default  or 
fraud,  the  claim  shall  be  good  to  the  extent  of  the  invention,  if  it  be  of  a  materlAl 
and  substantial  part  of  the  thing. 

(6)  Woodcock  V.  Parker,  1  Gall.  488;  Whittemore  v.  Cutter,  lb.  478;  Odiome  r. 
Winkley,  2  id.  51 ;  Lowell  v.  Lewis,  1  Mason,  182;  Evans  v.  Eaton,  7  Wheaton,  356; 
Dixon  V.  Moyer,  4  Wash.  68. 
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binatian  which  is  new  and  useful,  though  the  parts  of  the 
machine,  when  separate,  and  not  in  combination,  were  in  com- 
mon use  before,  he  is  entitled  to  his  patent.  The  law  has  no 
regard  to  the  process  of  mind  by  which  the  invention  was  accom- 
plished, whether  the  discovery  be  by  accident,  or  by  sudden  or 
by  long  and  laborious  thought,  (c) 

The  English  decisions  under  their  patent  law  are  essentially 
the  same.  The  Statute  of  Monopolies  of  21  James  I.  c.  8,  con- 
tains the  provision  under  which  patents  for  the  term  of  fourteen 
years  for  new  and  useful  inventions  are  granted.  It  does  not 
confine  the  privilege  to  British  subjects.  It  applies  to  "  the  true 
and  first  inventor  of  any  manner  of  new  manufactures  within  the 
realm,  .which  others  at  the  time  of  granting  the  patent  did  not 
use  ;  "  it  has  been  decided  that  an  importer  is  within  the  clause ; 
and  it  has  been  deemed  sufficient  to  entitle  the  party  to  a  patent, 
that  his  invention  was  new  in  England^  and  that  it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  patentee  acquired  the  discovery  by  study  or  travel, 
or  only  introduced  what  was  invented  abroad.  The  policy 
of  the  law  was  equally  answered  in  either  *  case,  (a)  It  *  872 
is  allowed  in  England,  as  it  is  with  us,  to  take  out  a  patent 
for  an  addition  or  improvement  in  any  former  invention  or 
machine,  (h)      But  the  invention  must  be  new  and  useful,  and 

(c)  Earle  v.  Sawyer,  4  Ma«on,  I ;  Walker  v.  Congreye,  dted  in  Phiilips  on  the 
Law  of  Fateoto,  127,  from  the  Rep.  of  Art«,  2d  aeriei.  xxix.  811. 

(a)  Edgeberry  v.  Stephens,  2  Salk.  447 ;  Darcy  v.  Allin,  Noy,  182, 183;  Lewis  v. 
Marling,  1  Lloyd  &  Wels.  28 ;  4  Carr.  &  Pa.  52 ;  10  B.  &  C.  22,  s.  o.  If  we  were  to 
judge  from  the  language  of  the  statute  of  James,  and  from  the  construction  given  to 
it  by  Lord  Ck)ke  himself,  3  Inst.  184  (and  he  was  chairman  of  the  committee  in  the 
House  of  Commons  which  reported  the  bill),  the  patentee  himself  must  have  been 
the  tme  and  firit  inoentor;  and  tliere  would  seem  to  be  no  foundation  for  the  opinion 
of  Lord  Holt  in  Edgeberry  v.  Stephens.  But  the  modern  received  doctrine  is  in 
conformity  with  the  decision  of  Lord  Holt  Sturz  r.  De  la  Rue,  6  Russell,  322.  And 
this  is  the  sense  of  the  English  law,  as  understood  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  Earle  v. 
Sawyer,  4  Mason,  8 ;  though  it  was  admitted  that  the  law  in  the  United  States  was 
different,  and  required  the  patentee  to  be  absoluteiy  the  first  inventor  of  the  machine,  in 
its  simple  or  in  its  combined  character.  But  the  act  of  Congress  of  1836  (ns  see 
snpra)  does  not  make  the  patent  void  in  all  cases,  though  the  thing  patented,  or  some 
part  thereof,  had  been  before  known  or  used  in  some  foreign  country.  Tlie  severity 
of  the  former  statute  is  somewhat  mitigated  by  the  last  act,  which  only  requires  the 
belief  of  the  patentee  that  he  was  the  first  inventor  or  discoverer,  and  that  no  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  invention  had  before  been  patented  or  described  in  any  printed 
publication. 

(h)  Morris  p.  Branson,  cited  in  2  H.  Bl.  489;  Boulton  v.  Bull,  ib.  403 ;  Homblower 
r.  Boolton,  8  T.  R.  96. 
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the  Bpecification  intelligible,  and  it  must  accurately  describe  the 
iuvention ;  and  if  it  covers  more  than  is  actually  new  and  useful, 
it  destroys  the  patent,  even  to  the  extent  to  which  it  might 
otherwise  have  been  supported.  A  patent  was  declared  void 
because  it  extended  to  a  whole  watch,  when  the  invention  was 
of  a  particular  movement  only.  (<?)  The  holder  of  a  defective 
patent  may  surrender  it  to  the  department  of  state,  and  obtain  a 
new  one,  which,  being  a  continuation  of  the  first,  shall  have  rela- 
tion to  the  emanation  of  the  first,  and  the  rights  of  the  patentee 
shall  be  ascertained  by  the  law  under  which  the  original  applica- 
tion was  made,  (rf)  In  no  case  can  a  patentee,  by  taking  out  a 
new  patent  for  the  same  invention,  or  by  any  other  means,  pro- 
long his  exclusive  right  beyond  the  limitation  annexed  to  the 
first  patent,  (e)  ^ 

A  patent  right  is  peraonal  property,  and  is  assignable ;  and  the 
patented  article  may  be  seized  and  sold  on  execution.  (/) 

In  addition  to  the  ordinary  remedies  by  action,  for  violation  of 
a  patent  right,  the  party  in  possession  will  be  protected  in  the 
enjoyment  of  his  right  by  injunction,  provided  he  has  had  exclu- 
sive possession  of  some  duration,  (^r)  If  the  right  be  doubtful, 
and  the  patent  be  recent,  the  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere 
by  injunction  until  the  patentee  has  first  established  the  validity 

(c)  Hill  V.  Thompson,  B  Taant  876;  8  Meriv.  629;  Jessop's  Case,  cited  in  2  H. 
Bl.  489;  Branton  v,  Hawket,  4  B.  &  Aid.  640;  Mioter  v.  Mower,  1  Mer.  &  Peny, 
696. 

(d)  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Peters,  220;  Shaw  r.  Cooper,  7  id.  292. 

(e)  Odiorne  o.  The  Amesbury  Nail  Factory,  2  Mason,  28. 

(/)  Hessee  v.  Stevenspn,  8  B.  &  P.  666;  Sawln  v.  Guild,  1  Gall.  495. 
(g)  Washburn  v.  Gould,  8  Story,  122. 

1  Where  the  commissioner  accepts  a  reissue  or  extension  are  closed  in  sach  s 

surrender  of  an  original  patent,  and  grants  suit  by  the  decision  of  the  commissioner, 

a  new  patent,  or  grants  an  extension,  his  Thus,  it  cannot  be  set  up  that  the  exten- 

decision  is  not  reexaminable  in  a  suit  for  sion  was  obtained  by  fraud.    11  WslL 

infringement,  unless  it  is  apparent  upon  646;  Rubber  Co.  v.  Goodyear,  9  Wall 

the  face  of  tlie  patent  that  he  has  ex-  788,  796. 

ceeded  his  authority ;  that  as  a  matter  of  Whether  patents  and  copyrights,  held 
legal  construction  the  old  and  the  new  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  are 
patent  are  not  for  the  same  invention,  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  on  execution 
Seymour  v.  Osborne,  11  Wall.  616,  643.  was  doubted  but  not  decided  in  Stevens 
So  it  is  said  that,  although  matters  of  con-  v.  Gladding,  17  How.  447.  By  the  United 
struction  arising  upon  the  face  of  the  States  Bankrupt  Act  of  March  2,  1867, 
instrument  are  still  open,  all  matters  of  §  14.  patents  and  patent  rights  and  copy- 
fact  connected  with  the  surrender  and  rights  pass  to  the  assignee. 
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of  his  patent  in  a  court  of  law.  (A)     The  courts  having  cogni- 
zance of  the  subject  may  award  to  the  amount  of  treble  the  actual 

(A)  SuUiTan  i;.  Kedfield,  1  Paine,  441 ;  Hill  v,  Thompson,  8  Men  v.  622;  Living- 
■ton  r.  Van  Ingen,  9  Johns.  607,  585;  Washburn  v,  Gould,  3  Story,  122.  The  meas- 
ure of  damages  is,  in  each  case,  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  discretion  of  the  jury  under 
tlie  circumstances ;  and  the  better  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not  the  legal  operation  of  the 
verdict,  in  a  case  of  piracy  for  making  and  using  a  patented  machine  (whaterer 
measure  of  damages  may  be  given),  to  transfer  to  the  defendant  the  future  right  to 
the  use  of  the  machine.  A  verdict  and  judgment  against  a  trespasser,  for  using  the 
machine  for  one  period,  is  no  bar  to  a  like  action  for  the  use  in  another  and  subse- 
quent period.  Wbittemore  v.  Cutter,  I  Gall.  478 ;  Earle  v.  Sawyer,  4  Mason,  12-14 
The  law  of  patents  in  France  is  founded  on  decrees  of  the  Constituent  Assembly  of 
December  31,  1790,  and  January  7  and  May  25,  1791;  and  it  assures  to  inven- 
tors of  discoveries  in  the  arts,  for  a  certain  period,  the  exclusive  riglit  to  make  and 
sell  their  discoveries ;  and  it  makes  no  distinction  between  Frenchmen  and  foreigners, 
or  between  residents  and  non-residents.  The  French  law  admits  of  three  distinct 
kinds  of  patents,  viz. :  Patents  for  inventions,  patents  for  improvements,  and  patents 
for  importations  of  foreign  inventions  unknown  in  France.  Ferpigna  on  the  French 
Law  of  Patents,  23,  86,  47,  84.  A  decree  of  Napoleon  of  the  IStli  of  August,  1810, 
placed  patents  for  importations  on  the  same  footing  with  patents  for  inventions  ;  but 
that  law  18  not  now  in  force,  and  therefore  patents  for  improved  inventions  cannot 
extend  beyond  the  term  fixed  for  the  expiration  of  the  privilege  in  the  foreign  coun- 
try, lb.  84,  85.  The  patent  may  be  taken  out  for  five,  ten,  or  fifteen  years,  at  the 
option  of  the  patentee,  under  the  charge  of  a  tax  proportioned  to  the  time ;  and  whoever 
first  imports  a  foreign  discovery  or  improvement  is  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  an  in- 
ventor. The  patentee  must  exhibit  a  true  and  accurate  specification  of  the  principles, 
plans,  and  models  of  his  discovery  or  importation.  If  he  obtains  a  patent  for  the  same 
object  in  a  foreign  country,  he  forfeits  his  French  patent.  The  French  jurisprudence 
on  this  point  is  very  fully  considered  by  A.  C.  Renouard,  in  his  Traits  des  Brevets 
dTnvention,  de  Perfectionnement  et  d'Importation,  Paris,  1825.  The  conditions 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  French  patent,  says  M.  Perpigna,  are,  1.  The  invention 
must  be  lawful.  2.  It  must  be  new.  8.  The  inventor,  improver,  or  importer  must 
disclose  at  once,  in  the  specification,  his  whole  secret  4.  Whatever  improvements  he 
makes,  he  must  declare  them,  and  obtain  additional  patents  for  them.  5.  After 
having  taken  a  patent  in  France,  the  patentee  must  not  take  a  patent  for  the  same 
thing  in  a  foreign  country.  6.  He  must  put  his  invention  into  practice  within  two 
years.  See  the  French  law  and  practice  of  patents  fi/r  inventions,  improvements,  and 
importations,  by  M.  Perpigna.  62.  The  same  questions  concerning  the  priority  of 
invention  and  the  requisite  proofs  have  disturbed  the  French  tribunals,  which  have 
so  long  been  agitated  in  ours.  (Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  tit  Brevet  d'Invention. 
Questions  de  Droit,  v.  187.)  The  law  as  to  patents  for  new  inventions  and  discoveries, 
in  the  dominions  of  the  Emperor  of  Austria,  rests  upon  an  imperial  decree  of  Decem- 
ber 6,  1820.  By  that  decree,  foreigners,  residents,  and  non-residents  may  obtain 
patents  on  the  same  terms  as  the  native  subjects.  The  objects  of  the  patents  are 
new  discoveries ;  but  those  are  considered  as  new  which,  although  known  in  other 
countries,  are  not,  at  the  time  of  the  application,  in  practical  use  in  the  Austrian 
dominions,  nor  specifically  described  in  any  printed  work.  The  patents  may  be 
taken  oat  for  fifteen  years;  and  the  application  for  them  must  describe,  accurately 
and  minutely,  the  invention,  discovery,  or  improvement,  and  be  accompanied  with 
models,  if  the  nature  of  the  case  requires  them.    The  patentee  must  put  his  inven- 

[519] 


•  872  OP  PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  [j^ART  V. 

damages  found  by  the  jury,  for  making,  using,  or  selling  the 
thing  secured  to  another  by  patent ;  and  all  cases  arising  under 
the  patent  laws  are  made  originally  cognizable,  as  well  in  equitj 
as  at  law,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  in  tie 
district  courts  having  the  jurisdiction  of  circuit  courts,  with  the 
right  to  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal,  as  in  other  cases,  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  (t) 

tion  into  practice  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  patent,  or  he  forfeit!  it  See 
the  subBUnce  of  the  Austrian  decree,  inserted  in  the  Appendix  to  Mr.  PhiHipt's 
Treatiae  on  Patents.  In  the  same  appendix  is  also  given  the  patent  law  of  the 
Netherlands,  made  in  1817.  It  is  very  analogous,  in  Its  chief  provisions,  to  the  set 
of  Congress  of  ISSd.  It  allows  patenu,  not  exceeding  fifteen  years,  to  the  peisoni 
who  have  made  any  invention  or  essential  improvement  (not  already  used  in  the 
kingdom  by  another  person,  or  described  in  any  work  printed  or  published)  in  any 
branch  of  arts  or  manufactures,  and  also  to  tliose  who  shall  first  introdnce  or  practice 
in  the  kingdom  any  invention  or  improvement  made  in  foreign  countries.  Patenti 
for  foreign  inventions  or  improvements,  and  under  foreign  patent,  may  be  granted 
for  the  unexpired  term ;  but  the  thing  must  be  manufactured  in  the  kingdom.  A 
subsequent  patent  in  a  foreign  country  vacates  the  patent;  and  the  thing  patented 
must  be  put  in  pracUoe  within  two  years.  The  Spanish  patent  law  is  (ounded  on  s 
decree  of  the  king  and  cortes,  of  October  14,  182a  It  grants  a  monopoly  of  vaj 
art  or  manufacture  to  the  inventor,  for  ten  years ;  to  him  who  improves  it,  for  six 
years;  and  to  him  who  imports  it,  for  five  years.  The  law  is  weU  drawn  and 
guarded,  and  is  annexed  to  the  treatise  of  M.  Renouard. 

The  valuable  work  of  Mr.  Phillips,  of  Boston,  on  The  Lam  pf  PaUaiU  Jtf  /awnCiMi, 
Is  an  elaborate  production,  and  contains  a  critical  examination  of  all  the  English  and 
American  cases  applicable  to  the  subject ;  and  they  are  well  digested.  He  has  like- 
wise incorporated  in  his  treatise  much  interesting  information  on  the  French  law  of 
patents,  drawn  fl*om  the  excellent  treatise  of  M.  Renouard ;  so  that  the  work  gives 
us  an  enlarged  and  accurate  survey  of  the  English  and  French,  as  weU  as  Americsa, 
law  of  patents. 

It  may  be  here  observed  that  although  a  merchant  or  trader  has  no  patent  right 
relative  to  the  disposition  of  his  goods  and  manufactured  articles,  yet  the  law  will 
throw  a  protection  over  the  particular  marks  or  signs  he  may  habitually  afllx  to  hii 
goods,  to  distinguidh  them  from  similar  articles  belonging  to  others ;  and  if  another 
person  fhiudulently  uses  those  marks  and  signs,  with  intent  to  injure  him  in  his 
trade,  he  will  be  entitled  to  a  special  action  on  the  case  at  law  for  damages,  and  to 
a  much  more  prompt  and  effbctual  remedy  in  equity,  by  injunction  to  restrain  snch 
a  fraudulent  invasion  of  his  private  right  By  statute  of  New  York,  of  May  14, 1845^ 
and  of  New  Jersey,  1847,  to  counterfeit  or  forge  any  private  stamp  or  label,  with 
fraudulent  intent,  is  made  penal.  Popham,  144,  where  Doderidge,  J.,  stated  a  esse 
of  a  successful  action  in  22  Eliz.,  against  a  clothier,  by  another  clothier,  who  used 
his  marks  to  ill-made  doth.  Sykes  v.  Sykes,  8  B.  &  C.  641 ;  Blofeld  &.  Payne,  4  B. 
db  Ad.  410;  Knott  v.  Morgan,  2  Keen,  218;  Motley  v.  Downman,  3  M.  &  ^.  1; 
Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  [11  Paige,  292;  2  Sandf.  Ch.  603.  See  2  Woodb.  &  M.  1;} 
Coates  V.  Holbrook,  before  Ass.  Y.  Cb.  Sandf ord,  8  N.  T.  Legal  Observer,  4(H; 
2Sandf.  Ch.  586;  ib.  608. 

(i)  Act  of  Congress,  July  4,  1836,  c.  857,  see.  14, 17. 
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♦  (2.)  A9  to  Copyrights  of  Authors,  (a)  lyi— The  authors  *  873 
of  books,  maps,  charts,  and  musical  compositions,  and  the 

(a)  Since  the  last  edition  of  this  work,  George  Ticknor  Curtis,  Esq.,  Rlreadj 
favorablj  known  to  the  profession  by  his  work  on  Merchant  Seamen,  lias  published 
an  ctsay  "  on  the  law  of  copyright  in  books,  dramatical  and  muMicul  compositions,  letters, 
and  other  mamucript  engravings  and  sculpture,  as  enacted  and  administered  in  England 
and  America**  It  is  an  admirable  work,  and  worthy  of  the  attentive  perusal  of  the 
profiesaional  reader. 


1  Chpgright.  ^  (a)  Statute.-^ By  the 
act  of  July  8,  1870,  16  U.  S.  St.  at  L. 
212,  c.  2^,  §  86  e£  se?.  (before  cited  as  to 
patents  and  trade  marks),  the  previous 
acts  as  to  copyrights  are  consolidated  and 
former  acts  repealed,  except  as  to  existing 
rights,  causes  of  action,  applications,  of- 
fences, &c.  §  86  provides  that  any  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  or  resident  therein. 


y*  1.  Literary  Property.  —  At  Common 
Law.  —  The  right  of  an  author  to  have 
restrained  any  imitation  of  tlie  title  and 
appearance  of  his  book  is  a  common-law 
right,  and  not  dependent  on  the  copyright 
laws.  It  is  analagous  to  trade  mark. 
Dicks  V.  Yates,  18  Ch.  D.  76;  Kelly  v. 
Byles,  13  Ch.  D.  682;  Metzler  u.  Wood, 
8  Ch.  D.  606;  Robertson  v.  Berry  &  Co., 
60  Md.  601.  See  Weldon  v.  Dicks,  10 
Ch.  D.  247,  explained  in  Dicks  v^  Yates, 
supra.  So  the  right  of  an  author  to  his 
unpublished  manuscript  is  protected  in- 
dependently of  statute,  so  long  as  it  is 
not  published.  French  v.  Maguire,  65 
How.  Pr.  471;  Rees  v.  Peltzer,  75  Ilh 
475. 

2.  Copyright.^ (a)  Statute.  —  Sec.  07, 
supra,  has  been  slightly  amended  by 
Stat.  June  18,  1874  (18  St.  at  L.  78), 
and  Stat  Aug.  1,  1882  (22  St.  at  L. 
181). 

The  acta  against  which  the  copyright 
Uwa  protect  are :  (a)  Publication  of  un- 
authorized editions,  or  introduction  and 
sale  of  foreign  reprints,  i.  e.  literary  piracy, 
(6)  Unlawful  appropriation  of  the  fruits 
of  a  previous  author's  literary  labor,  i.e. 
literary  larceny.  James,  L.  J.,  in  Dicks  v. 
Yates,  18  Ch.  D.  76, 90. 


who  shall  be  the  author,  inventor,  de- 
signer, or  proprietor  of  any  of  the  things 
mentioned  in  the  text,  any  dramatic 
composition,  photograph  or  negative 
thereof,  or  of  a  painting,  drawing,  chromo, 
statue,  statuary,  and  of  models  or  designs 
intended  to  be  perfected  as  works  of  the 
fine  arts,  and  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, or  assigns,  shall,  upon  complying  with 


In  order  that  there  may  be  copyright 
in  a  title  to  a  work,  the  title  itself  must  be 
original,  either  in  matter  or  in  combina- 
tion. Dicks  V.  Yates,  18  Ch.  D.  76.  See 
Osgood  V.  Allen,  1  Holmes,  185. 

(6)  Infringement.  —  A  dramatization  of 
an  existing  novel  is  not  an  infringement 
of  the  copyright  of  the  novel  or  of  a  dif- 
ferent dramatization  of  the  same  novel 
Toole  V.  Young,  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  528.  A 
person  may  use  previous  works,  maps, 
&c.,  as  guides  and  helps,  providing  he 
bestows  such  labor  on  the  materials 
gained  as  to  produce  an  original  result. 
Silas  Parmer  v.  The  Calvert,  Ac.  Co., 
1  Flip.  228. 

(c)  Co^umers.  —  In  Powell  v.  Head,  12 
Ch.  D.  686,  a  case  of  dramatic  copyright, 
it  was  held  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  that  one  part 
owner  of  a  copyright  had  no  power  to  grant 
a  license  to  represent  the  play  without 
the  consent  of  the  others,  and  that  one 
representing  it  under  such  license  was 
liable  to  the  penalty  provided  by  St.  8 
Will.  IV.  c.  15.  But  in  Carter  v.  Bailey, 
64  Me.  458,  it  was  held  that  co-owners  of 
a  copyright  are  under  no  obligation  to 
account  inter  se  for  their  use  of  the  right. 
Compare  cases  on  co-ownership  in  patents, 
ante,  866,  n.  y^,  {d). 
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inventora  and  designers  of  prints,  cuts,  and  engravings,  being 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  residents  therein,  (b)  are  entitled 

(b)  A  bill  was  introduced  into  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  in  Febnuiy,  1837, 
by  Mr.  Ciay,  extending  the  privilege  of  the  act  to  the  non-resident  snlgects  of  Great 
Britain  and  France  in  respect  to  future  publications.  It  was  stated  that  as  Americsii 
autiiors  could  be  protected  abroad  in  their  productions,  under  the  copyright  lavrs  of 
tliose  two  kingdoms,  such  an  extension  of  the  pririlege  was  called  for  on  a  principle 
of  reciprocity  as  well  as  of  justice.  Tlie  bill,  we  regret  to  say,  did  not  pass  intos 
law.  Mr.  Lieber,  in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Preston  on  international  copyright  (1840),  has 
urged  the  justice  of  such  a  law  with  his  usual  ability  and  force.  In  Bentley  v. 
Foster,  10  Sim.  829,  the  vice-chancellor  of  England  held,  that  an  alien,  resident 
abroad,  who  composes  a  work  abroad  and  publishes  it  first  in  England,  was  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  copyright.  By  the  statute  of  7  &  8  Vict  c.  69,  the  qoeeo  in 
council  may  grant  a  copyright  in  any  book,  print,  or  works  of  art,  which  at  the  time 
of  such  order  shall  be  first  published  in  any  foreign  country,  to  the  authors,  &c,  and 
tlieir  representatives  and  assigns,  for  a  term  not  exceeding  that  of  the  author's  copy- 
right  therein  in  £ngland. 

The  earliest  instance  of  a  protected  copyright  for  printing  books  was  granted  by 
the  senate  of  Venice  in  1469 ;  and  as  early  as  1486,  a  censorship  of  the  press,  or 
restraint  on  the  sale  of  printed  books,  was  introduced  in  Germany.  Hallam's  Intro- 
duction to  the  Literature  of  Europe,  i.  344,  348. 


the  provisions  of  the  act,  have  the  sole 
liberty  of  printing,  reprinting,  publishing, 
completing,  copying,  executing,  finishing, 
and  vending  the  same ;  and,  in  the  case  of 
a  dramatic  composition,  of  publicly  per- 
forming or  representing  it,  or  causing  it 
to  be  performed  or  represented  by  others ; 
and  authors  may  reserve  the  right  to 
dramatize  or  to  translate  their  own  works. 
The  provisions  as  to  the  original  term  of 
twenty-eight  years,  and  the  extension  for 
fourteen,  are  continued  in  §§  87,  88;  that 
as  to  assignment,  post,  383,  n.  (r),  in  §  89. 
No  person  is  entitled  to  a  copyright  unless 
he  shall,  before  publication,  deposit  in  the 
mail  a  printed  copy  of  the  title  of  tlie 
book  or  other  article,  or  a  description  of 
the  painting,  &c.,  addressed  to  the  librarian 
of  Congress,  before  publication,  and,  with- 
in ten  days  from  publication,  deposit  in 
the  mail  two  copies  of  the  book,  &c.,  or  a 
photograph  of  the  painting,  &c.,  addressed 
in  like  manner.  §§  90,  93-96 ;  Struve  v. 
Schwedler,  4  Blatchf.  23.  By  §  97,  the 
notice  of  copyright  to  be  printed  on  the 
book,  &c.,  is,  "  Entered  according  to  act 

of  Congress,  in  tlie  year ,  by  A.  B., 

[522] 


in  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress, 
at  Washington."  §  98  punishes  the  in- 
sertion of  such  a  notice  contrary  to  the 
truth ;  and  infringements  are  punished  by 
§§  99-101.  The  provision  mentioned  on 
p.  380,  as  to  infringement  of  MSS.,  is  foand 
in  §  102;  and  the  exclusion  of  foreign 
works  from  tlie  operation  of  the  act  (375) 
is  in  §  103.  By  §  106  all  acUons,  &c^  in 
equity  or  at  law,  whether  civil  or  penal, 
arising  under  the  copyright  laws  of  tlie 
United  States,  are  originally  cognizable 
in  the  circuit  courU,  &c.,  and  §  107 
gives  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal  to  the  So- 
preme  Court  without  regard  to  the  sum 
or  value  in  controversy. 

{b)  Who  may  obtain,  —  In  Jefierys  v. 
Boosey,  4  H.  L.  C  815»  it  was  held,  after 
great  discussion  and  considerable  dif^e^ 
ence  of  opinion  among  the  judges,  tliat 
a  foreigner  living  at  Milan  and  composing 
a  literary  work  there,  could  not  convey  a 
title  of  copyright  by  assignment  to  sn- 
otlier  foreign  resident,  under  which  his 
assignee,  publishing  in  England,  would  be 
entitled  to  protection.  This  was  under  the 
statute  of  Anne ;  but  under  the  5  &  6  Vict. 
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to   tbe  exclubive  right  of  printiDg,  reprintiDg,  publishing,  aud 
vending  them,  for  the  term  of  twenty-eight  years  from  the  time 


a  45,  it  has  been  held  that  an  American 
who  went  to  Canada  for  a  few  days  by 
arrangementy  while  her  book  was  being 
published  in  London,  was  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  law ;  and  it  was  thought 
by  Lord  Cairns  and  Lord  Westbury  that 
the  same  was  true  of  every  author  who 
first  pabllshed  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
wheresoeTer  he  might  then  be  residing. 
Roatledge  v.  Low,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  100; 
a.  c.  Low  V.  Koutledge,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  42. 
See  also  Low  v.  Ward,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  415. 
The  American  law  has  been  less  liberal, 
and  it  has  been  held  that  a  transient  so- 
journer is  not  a  "  resident "  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  the  earlier  acta  of  Con- 
gress. Boucicault  v.  Wood,  7  Am.  Law 
Reg.  H.  8.  689.  Cf.  §  86  of  the  present 
act,  supra, 

(e)  What  Witt  be  protected.-^ The  sub- 
ject of  a  book  need  not  be  new,  nor  the 
materials  original,  in  order  to  entitle  an 
author  to  a  copyriglit,  provided  he  has 
made  a  new  arrangement  and  combina- 
tl  >n  of  materials  by  his  own  intellectual 
labor.  Greene  v.  Bishop,  1  Cliff.  186; 
Emerson  o.  Daries,  8  Story,  768 ;  Bouci- 
cauU  V.  Fox,  6  Blatchf.  87;  Atwill  v. 
Ferrett,  2  Blatchf.  89;  Jarrold  v.  Hoals- 
ton,  3  Kay  &  J.  708;  [Bullinger  v.  Mac- 
key.  15  Blatchf.  560.] 

(d)  lnfrmgement,—Z\iAfgd  Story's  prop- 
osition as  to  infringement  at  the  end  of 
n.  (a),  poet,  S83,  is  susUined  by  Emerson 
p.  DaTies,  8  Story,  868;  Webb  v.  Powers, 
2  Woodb.  &  M.  497;  Greene  v.  Bishop^ 
1  CUff.  186;  Lewis  r.  Fullarton,  2  Bear. 
6;  Jarrold  v.  Houlston,  8  Kay  &  J. 
708;  [Chatterton  r.  Care,  3  App.  Cas. 
483 ;  Bradbury  v.  Hotten.  8  L.  R.  Ex.  1 ; 
Ferris  v.  Hexamer,  99  U.  S.  674.  See 
especially  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  in 
whicli  tbe  subject  is  discussed  at  great 
length.  Jo  Baker  v.  Selden,  101  U.  S.  99, 
it  was  held  that  a  copyright  of  a  book 
did  not  protect  an  art  described  therein.] 


So  the  use  of  all  that  is  substantial 
and  material  in  a  scene  of  a  copyright- 
ed play  in  the  same  order,  and  so  as  to 
convey  similar  impressions  to  the  spec- 
tators, is  an  infringement,  although  it 
consists  more  of  action  according  to  stage 
directions,  than  of  words;  as  when  the 
railroad  scene  in  "  Under  the  Gaslight " 
was  used  by  Boucicault  in  "  After  Dark." 
Daly  h\  Palmer,  6  Blatchf.  256;  3  Am. 
Law  Rey.  453.  See,  as  to  a  picture. 
Turner  r.  Robinson,  10  Ir.  Ch.  121 ;  ib. 
510;  Parton  v.  Prang,  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 
857.  So  is  a  copy  of  the  title  and  gen- 
eral appearance  of  a  book,  with  colorable 
variations.  Mack  v.  Fetter,  L.  R.  14  Eq. 
481 ;  compare  Osgood  v.  Allen,  7  Am.  Law 
Rev.  568.  But  it  is  no  infringement  to 
make  use  of  original  authorities  or  com- 
mon sources,  although  the  one  so  doing  is 
led  to  refer  to  them  by  a  work  protected 
by  copyright  Pike  p.  Nicholas,  L.  R.  6 
Ch.251.  See  ib.  287.  Thus  it  is  a  breach 
of  the  copyright  of  a  directory  to  simply 
ascertain  that  it  is  accurate,  and  then  to 
copy  it.  Kelly  v.  Morris,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  697 ; 
Morris  ».  Ashbee,  L.  R.  7  Eq.  34.  But  it 
is  no  breach  to  use  it  to  direct  the  subse- 
quent compiler  to  the  persons  whose  ad- 
dresses  are  to  be  obtained,  and  then  to 
obtain  them  from  such  persons.  Morris 
V.  Wright,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  279.  It  has  been 
held  that  there  is  no  copyright  in  an 
illustrated  advertisement.  Cobbett  v. 
Woodward,  L.R.  14  Eq.  407;  [Ehret  r. 
Pierce,  18  Blatchf.  302.  But  see  Grace 
V.  Newman,  19  L  R.  Eq.  623;  Maple 
V,  Junior  Army  &  Navy  Stores,  21  Ch.  D. 
369] 

(e)  Abandonment.  —  Representation  of 
a  play  in  public  is  not  such  a  publication 
as  will  prevent  the  copyright  being  after- 
wards taken  out  for  it  under  the  American 
act,  or  destroy  its  claim  to  protection,  as 
an  unpublished  manuscript,  apart  fh>m 
copyright.  Roberts  r.  Mvers,  28  Law 
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of  recording  the  title  thereof;  and  if  the  author,  inventor,  or 
designer,  or  any  of  them,  where  the  work  was  originally 
•874  composed  and  made  *by  more  than  one  person,  be  living, 
and  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  resident  therein,  at 
the  end  of  the  term,  or,  being  dead,  shall  have  left  a  widow,  or 
child,  or  children,  either  or  all  of  them  living,  she  or  they  are 
entitled  to  the  same  exclusive  right  for  the  further  term  of  four- 
teen years,  on  complying  with  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  act  of 
Congress.  Those  terms  are,  that  the  author  or  proprietor,  before 
publication,  deposit  a  printed  copy  of  the  title  of  the  book,  map, 
chart,  musical  composition,  print,  cut,  or  engraving,  in  the  clerk's 
ofiBce  of  the  district  wherein  he  resides,  and  which  copy  is  to  be 
recorded ;  and  that  he  cause  to  be  inserted  on  the  title-page,  or 
the  page  next  following,  of  each  and  every  edition  of  the  book, 
and  cause  to  be  impressed  on  the  face  of  the  map,  chart,  musical 
composition,  print,  cut,  or  engraving,  or  upon  the  title  or  frontis- 
piece of  a  volume  of  the  same,  the  following  words :  **  Entered, 

according  to  the  act  of  Congiess,  in  the  year ,  by  A.  B.,  in 

the  clerk*8  office  of  the  District  Court  of ''(as  the  case  may 

be).  He  is  then,  within  three  months  after  publishing  the  book 
or  other  work  as  aforesaid,  to  cause  to  be  delivered  a  copy  of  the 
same  to  the  clerk  of  the  said  district  court,  who  is  once  in  every 
year  to  transmit  a  certified  list  of  all  such  records  of  copyright, 
and  the  several  books  or  other  works  deposited  as  aforesaid,  to 

Rep.  896;  Crowe  v.  Aiken,  4  Ann.  Law  was  soitained.  Keene  v.  Kimball.  16 Grtj, 
Rev.  460.  It  18  otherwise  now  in  England  546 ;  Keene  r.  Clarke,  6  Robertson  (N.  Y.}, 
as  to  copyright  BoacicauU  v.  DelaSeld,  88.  See  Keene  v.  Wheatley,  9  Am.  Liw 
83  L.  J.  N.  8.  Ch.  38 ;  [Boncicaalt  v.  Chat-  Reg.  38,  where,  howerer,  it  is  laid  doirn  io 
terton,  6  Ch.  D.  267.  The  American  law  as  the  course  of  a  reiy  elaborate  discaision 
stated  is  supported  by  French  v.  Maguire,  by  Cadwallader,  J.,  that  there  may  be  s 
65  How.  Pr.  471 ;  Boucicaalt  v.  Hart,  18  limited  as  well  as  a  general  publicatioo; 
Blatclif.  47]  Bat  wliether  a  play,  after  and  that  so  far  as  the  plaintifTs  pubticsr 
being  acted  in  public,  may  afterwards  be  tion  was  not  the  means  by  which  the  de- 
represented  by  others,  when  no  copyright  fendant  was  enabled  to  make  the  ulterior 
has  been  acquired,  and  whether  the  rights  publication,  it  will  not  diminish  the  ptsin- 
of  the  public,  if  any,  extend  further  than  tiff's  rights.  See,  as  to  a  picture,  Turner 
to  make  use  of  what  can  be  carried  away  v.  Robinson,  10  Ir.  Ch.  121 ;  ib.  510.  Crowe 
by  the  unassisted  memory,  seems  still  v.  Aiken,  4  Am.  Law  ReT.'460,  seeni  to 
somewhat  unsettled.  In  a  case  where  go  farther  in  protecting  the  author  or 
tlie  bill  alleged  an  attendance  on  the  his  assignees  than  Keene  v,  Kimball,  u 
plaintiff's  performance,  and  imitation  of  does  also  Palmer  v,  De  Witt,  47  N.  T. 
it,  but  did  not  allege  the  use  of  a  surrep-  532. 
titious  copy  of  the  manuscript,  a  demurrer 
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the  secretary  of  state,  to  be  preserved  in  his  office.  The  violation 
of  the  copyright  thus  duly  secured  is  guarded  against  by  adequate 
penalties  and  forfeitures. 

On  the  renewal  of  the  copyright,  the  title  of  the  work  must  be 
again  recorded,  and  a  copy  of  the  work  delivered  to  the  clerk  of 
the  district,  and  the  entry  of  the  record  noticed  as  aforesaid  at 
the  beginning  of  the  work ;  and  all  these  regulations  must  be 
complied  with  within  six  months  before  the  expiration  of  the  first 
term.  And  in  addition  to  these  regulations,  the  author  or  pro- 
prietor must,  within  two  months  from  the  date  of  the  renewal, 
cause  a  copy  of  the  record  thereof  to  be  published  in  one  or  more 
of  the  public  newspapers  printed  in  the  United  States  for  the 
space  of  four  weeks.  (^) 

♦  It  was  for  some  time  the  prevailing  and  better  opinion  *  376 
in  England,  that  authors  had  an  exclusive  copyright  at 
oommon  law,  as  permanent  as  the  property  of  an  estate ;  and  that 
the  statute  of  8  Anne,  c.  19,  protecting  by  penalties  that  right 
for  foiirteen  years,  was  only  an  additional  sanction,  and  made  in 
affirmance  of  the  common  law.  This  point  came  at  last  to  be 
questioned ;  and  it  became  the  subject  of  a  very  serious  litiga- 
tion in  the  court  of  K.  B.  It  was  debated  at  the  bar  and  upon 
the  bench,  with  great  exertion  of  the  talent,  and  a  very  extensive 
erudition  and  skill  in  jurisprudence.  It  was  decided  that  every 
author  had  a  common-law  right  in  perpetuity,  independent  of 
statute,  to  the  exclusive  printing  and  publishing  his  original  com- 
positions, (a)  The  court  were  not  unanimous  ;  and  a  subsequent 
decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Donaldson  v.  Bechet^  in  Febru- 
ary, 1774,  settled  this  very  litigated  question  against  the  opinion 
of  the  K.  B.,  by  establishing  that  the  common-law  right  of  action 
(if  any  existed)  could  not  be  exercised  beyond  the  time  limited 
by  the  statute  of  Anne.  (6) 

The  act  of  Congress  is  declared  not  to  extend  to  prohibit  the 

(a)  Act  of  CongreM,  Febraary  8,  18S1,  c.  16.  The  righto  of  aathors  in  the 
printing,  publishing,  proflto,  and  sale  of  their  works,  published  prior  to  the  date  of 
this  statute,  depended  upon  the  acto  of  Congress  of  1790  and  ISC^ ;  and  for  the  pro- 
tection of  oopjright  under  those  statutes,  see  po§l,  876,  note  (a),  the  case  of  Wheaton 
V.  Peters.  See  Dwigfat  v.  Appleton,  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer,  L  195,  on  the  ralid 
security  of  a  copyright.         , 

(a)  Miller  9.  Taylor,  4  Burr.  280& 

(6)  Donaldson  p.  Becket,  cited  in  4  Borr.  2406;  7  Bro.  P.  C.  88;  0.  o.  Beckford 
r.  Hood,  7  T.  B.  620. 
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importation,  or  vending,  printing,  or  publishing,  within  the  United 
States,  any  map,  chart,  or  book,  musical  composition,  print,  or 
engraving,  written,  composed,  or  made  by  any  person  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  nor  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  thereof. 
The  statute  of  Anne  had  a  provision  against  the  scarcity  of 
editions  and  exorbitancy  of  price.  The  act  of  Congress  has  no 
such  provision  ;  and  it  leaves  authors  to  regulate,  in  their  discre- 
tion, the  number  and  price  of  their  books,  calculating  (and  prob- 
ably very  correctly)  that  the  interest  an  author  has  in  a  rapid  and 
extensive  sale  of  his  work  will  be  sufficient  to  keep  the  price 
reasonable,  and  the  market  well  supplied,  (c)  The  act  of  Con- 
gress, though  taken  generally  from  the  piovisions  in  the 

•  876    statutes  of  8  Anne,  c.  19,  varies  from  *  it  in  several  re- 

spects. The  statute  of  Anne  did  not  discriminate,  as  the 
act  of  Congress  does,  between  natives  and  foreigners,  or  require 
any  previous  residence  of  the  latter,  but  granted  the  privilege  of 
copyright  to  every  author  of  any  book,  (a)  The  statute  of  Anne 
renewed  the  copyright  at  the  expiration  of  the  fourteen  years, 
if  the  author  was  then  living,  for  another  term  of  fourteen  years, 
without  any  reentry  and  republication,  as  is  required  with- us.  In 
one  respect,  authors  with  us  are  exempted  from  an  exceedingly 
onerous  burden  imposed  upon  them  by  the  statute  of  Anne,  (i) 
That  statute  required  not  only  the  title  of  the  book  to  be  entered 
at  Stationers'  Hall,  but  nine  copies  to  be  deposited  there  for  the 
use  of  the  libraries  of  the  two  universities  and  other  libraries ;  and 
the  statute  of  54  Geo.  III.  enlarged  the  number  to  eleven  copies, 
by  requiring  two  copies  for  libraries  in  the  city  of  Dublin,  (c)    In 

(c)  When  the  copyright,  or  the  exclusive  privilege  of  printing  and  selling  booki 
for  a  limited  period  was  introduced  in  Spain,  under  Isabella,  it  was  granted,  says  Mr. 
Prcscott  (Hist,  of  Ferdinand  and  Isabella,  ii.  207)  in  consideration  of  the  grantee 
selling  at  a  reasonable  rate ;  and  foreign  books  of  every  description  were  aUowed  to 
be  imported  into  the  kingdom  free  of  all  duty  whatever. 

(a)  See  D'Alroaine  v.  Boosey,  1  Y.  &  Coll.  288. 

(6)  The  exemption  of  American  authors,  mentioned  in  the  text,  no  longer  existi. 
By  an  act  of  Congress  passed  August  10, 1846,  c.  178,  sec.  10.  it  is  provided  « thst 
the  author  or  proprietor  of  any  book,  Ac,  for  which  a  copyright  shall  be  secured, 
Ac.,  shall,  within  three  months  from  the  publication  of  said  books,  &c.,  deliver,  or 
cause  to  be  delivered,  one  copy  of  the  same  to  the  librarian  of  the  Smithscnian 
Institution,  and  one  copy  to  the  librarian  of  Congreta  Library,  for  the  use  of  aid 
libraries." 

(c)  A  statute  of  Wm.  IV.  repealed  this  part  of  the  former  act,  and  reduced  the 
number  of  deposited  copies  to  five.  The  law  of  copyright  was  again  amended  by 
the  act  of  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  45 ;  and  by  a  clause  in  the  acts  of  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  83,  the 
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the  case  of  splendid  and  expensive  publications,  supporting  only  a 
few  copies,  this  requisition  is  a  very  heavy  tax  upon  the  author. 
The  statute  of  8  Geo.  II.  c.  13,  securing  the  privilege  of  copy- 
right for  twenty-eight  years  to  the  inventors  of  prints  and  engrav- 
ings, did  not  require  the  deposit  of  any  copies  for  public  uses ; 
whereas  the  act  of  Congress  requires  the  like  entry,  publication, 
and  deposit  in  the  case  of  historical  and  other  prints,  as  in  the 
case  of  books.  The  statute  of  54  Geo.  III.  c.  156,  greatly  im- 
proved upon  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  gave  to  the  author  at  once 
the  full  term  of  twenty-eight  years ;  and  if  he  be  living  at  the  end 
of  that  period,  then  for  the  residue  of  his  life.  The  statute  of 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  provided  still  more  amply  in  favor  of  authors, 
by  declaring  that  every  book  published  in  the  lifetime  of  its  author 
shall  endure  for  his  natural  life,  and  seven  years  longer ;  and  if 
the  seven  years  shall  expire  before  the  end  of  forty-two  years  from 
the  first  publication,  the  copyright  shall  endure  for  such  period  of 
forty-two  years,  (i) 

absolate  prohibition  of  foreign  reprints  of  copyright  books  is  extended  to  the  British 
colonial  possessions. 

{d)  Under  the  English  statute  of  54  Geo.  III.,  the  omission  to  enter  the  work  at 
Stationers'  Hall  deprived  the  author  of  the  penalties  given  to  him  for  breach  of  the 
copyright,  and  subjected  hin}  to  certain  small  forfeitures ;  and  his  exclusive  copyright 
still  existed,  and  he  might  sue  for  damages  on  the  violation  of  it  Beckford  v.  Hood, 
7  T.  R.  620 ;  Stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  p.  The  act  of  Congress  is  not  susceptible 
of  that  construction,  though  the  omission  to  deposit  a  copy  of  the  book  in  the  clerk's 
office,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1881,  does  not  deprive  the  author  of  his  vested 
copyright,  nor  of  his  remedies  under  the  statute.  That  provision  is  merely  directory. 
It  has  been  decided  in  a  case  of  copyright,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1790,  that 
after  depositing  the  title  of  the  book  in  the  clerk's  office,  the  exclusive  right  was 
vested,  and  that  the  publication  of  the  title,  and  the  deposit  of  a  copy  of  the  book 
in  the  secretary's  office,  were  acts  merely  directory,  and  constituted  no  part  of  the 
essential  requisites  for  securing  the  copyright  Nichols  v,  Ruggles,  8  Day,  145.  But 
under  the  act  of  1802,  the  publication  was  held  to  be  essential.  Ewer  v,  Coxe, 
4  Wash.  487.  And  in  Wheaton  v,  Peters,  8  Peters,  591,  the  question  of  copyright  was 
discussed  by  counsel  with  great  learning  and  ability,  and  a  m^ority  of  the  Supreme 
Court  held,  that  an  author  had  no  common-law  copyright  in  his  published  works  ; 
lliat  if  such  a  common-law  right  ever  existed  in  England,  yet  tliere  was  no  common 
law  of  the  United  States  on  the  subject,  and  there  was  no  evidence  or  presumption 
That  any  such  common-law  right  had  ever  been  introduced  or  adopted  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, where  the  controversy  in  that  case  arose ;  and  that,  as  in  England,  since  the 
statute  of  8  Anne,  an  author's  exclusive  right  of  literary  property  in  his  published 
works  was  confined  to  the  period  limited  by  the  statute,  so  in  that  case  the  author's 
right  depended  upon  the  acts  of  Congress  of  1790  and  1802.  It  was  farther  held, 
that  the  requirements  in  the  act  of  1790,  as  explained  and  amended  by  the  act 
of  1802,  to  deposit  a  copy  of  the  title  in  the  clerk's  office,  and  to  insert  a  copy  of  that 
record  in  the  title-page  of  the  work,  or  hi  the  succeeding  page,  and  to  publish  the 
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«  877       *  The  cognizance  of  cases  arising  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress securing  to  authors  the  copyright  of  their  produc- 

•ame  for  four  weeki  in  a  newipaper»  and  to  deposit  a  copy  of  tlie  work,  within  six 
months,  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state,  were  all  acts  essential  to  the  title,  snd 
necessary  to  be  performed,  to  enable  the  author  to  claim  tlie  protection  and  benefit 
of  those  statutes.  The  court  lilcewise  declared  that  no  reporter  had  or  could  biTe 
any  copyright  in  the  written  opinions  delivered  by  the  judges  of  that  court.  Tlie 
minority  of  the  court  held  that  authors  had  a  common-law  riglit  in  their  worki, 
which  existed  independent  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  under  the  common  lav  of 
the  several  states ;  and  that  the  statute  right  and  remedy  vested  upon  recording  tlie 
title-page  of  the  book,  and  inserting  a  copy  of  the  act  in  the  page  next  to  the  title^ 
page :  and  that  the  subsequent  notice  and  deposit  were  merely  directory,  aooordiog 
to  the  decision  in  Nichols  v.  Ruggles. 

M.  Renouard,  the  author  of  a  treatise  on  patents,  as  mentioned  in  a  preceding 
note,  has  published  a  dissertation  on  the  rights  of  authors,  in  which  he  contends  that 
authors  have  not,  upon  just  principles,  any  perpetual  copyright,  and  are  only  entitled 
to  the  protection  and  remuneration  which  statute  law  affords.  The  substance  of  that 
dissertation  is  given  in  the  American  Jurist,  No.  48,  for  October,  1830 ;  and  if  the 
reason  and  policy  upon  which  the  opinion  of  M.  Renouard  is  founded  be  not  suft 
cient,  we  are,  nevertheless,  satisfied  that  the  protection  of  copjrright  in  perpetaitj, 
independent  of  statute  provision,  as  was  once  contended  for  in  the  great  case  of 
Miller  v.  Taylor,  is  visionary  and  impracticable. 

The  French  law  of  copyright  is  founded  on  the  republican  decree  of  July  19, 
1703,  which  gave  to  authors  of  writings  of  all  kinds,  composers  of  music,  painters, 
and  engravers,  a  right  for  life  in  their  works,  and  to  their  heirs  for  ten  years  after 
their  deaths,  with  strong  provisions  against  the  invasion  of  such  literary  property. 
One  copy  was  to  be  deposited  in  the  national  library.  The  imperial  decree  of  the 
6th  February,  1810,  made  some  modifications  of  that  law,  and  gave  the  right  to  the 
author  for  life,  and  to  his  wife,  if  she  survived,  for  life,  and  to  their  children  for 
twenty  years ;  and  the  right  was  secured  by  adequate  civil  penalties.  A  number  of 
interesting  questions  have  been  discussed  and  decided  in  the  French  tribunab  under 
the  above  law,  and  they  are  reported  in  the  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  par  Merlin, 
tit  Contrefavon,  sec.  1-15 ;  and  in  his  Questions  de  Droit,  tit  Propri^t^  Utt^raire. 
sec.  1,  2.  In  the  case  of  Masson  &  Besson  v.  Moutardier  &  Leclere,  in  the  latter 
work,  sec.  1,  a  new  edition  of  the  Dictionary  of  the  French  Academy,  with  colorable 
additions  only,  was  adjudged  to  be  a  fraudulent  violation  of  the  copyright ;  and 
Merlin  has  preserv^  bis  elaborate  and  eloquent  argument  in  support  of  literary 
property.  In  the  case  of  Lahante  &  Bonnemaison  v.  Sieber,  the  question  was  con- 
cerning the  rights  of  foreign  authors ;  and  it  was  decided  and  settled  on  appeal,  in 
March,  1810,  that  the  French  assignee  of  a  literary  or  musical  work,  not  published 
abroad,  acquired  in  France,  after  conforming  to  the  usual  terms  of  the  French  lav, 
be/ore  any  publication  abroad,  the  exclusive  copyright  under  the  law  of  1703.  See 
Questions  de  Droit,  tit.  Propridt^  Littdraire,  sec.  2.  It  is  understood  to  be  lawful  to 
publish  in  France,  without  the  permission  of  the  author,  a  work  already  published  in 
a  foreign  country.  Repertoire,  M  ntpra,  sec.  10.  The  French  law  is  much  more 
liberal  in  the  protection  of  intellectual  productions  to  authors  and  their  heirs,  than 
either  the  English  or  our  American  law ;  and  it  is  a  curious  &ct  in  the  history  of 
mankind,  that  the  French  national  convention,  in  July,  1703,  should  have  busied 
themselves  with  the  project  of  a  law  of  that  kind,  when  the  whole  republic  was  al 
that  time  in  the  most  violent  convulsions,  and  the  combined  armies  were  invading 
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tioDs,  belongs  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States ;  but  there 

*  are  no  decisions  in  print  on  the  subject,  and  we  must    *  878 

FTEnce  and  besieging  Valenciennes ;  when  Paris  was  one  scene  of  sedition,  terror, 
proscription,  imprisonment,  and  judicial  massacre,  under  the  forms  of  the  revolu- 
tionary tribunal ;  when  the  convention  had  just  been  mutilated  by  its  own  denunci- 
ation and  imprisonment  of  the  deputies  of  the  Gironde  party,  and  the  whole  nation 
was  preparing  to  rise  in  a  mass  to  expel  the  invaders.  If  the  production  of  such  a 
law,  at  such  a  crisis,  be  not  resolvable  into  mere  vanity  and  affectation,  then,  indeed, 
we  may  well  say,  with  Mr.  Hume,  so  inconsistent  is  human  nature  with  itself,  and  so 
easy  do  gentle,  pacific,  and  generous  sentiments  ally  both  with  the  most  heroic  cour- 
age and  the  fiercest  barbarity  I 

There  is  a  disposition  in  France  to  enlarge  still  further  the  term  of  an  author's 
properly  in  his  works ;  and  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  king  to  flrame  a  new 
law  on  the  subject,  reported,  in  the  summer  of  1826,  the  draft  of  a  law,  in  which 
they  proposed  to  give  to  authors  and  artists  of  works  of  aU  kinds,  property  in  their 
works  for  life,  and  to  their  legal  representatives  for  fifty  years  from  their  deaths ; 
and  copyright  in  a  work  to  be  protected  from  piracy  by  representation,  as  well  as 
piracy  by  publication.  But  it  is  understood  that  the  French  copyright  still  rests 
npon  the  provisions  of  1810,  and  that  the  proposed  modifications  of  1826  did  not  pass 
into  a  law.  In  Prussia,  by  an  ordinance  of  the  king,  in  June,  1887,  copyright 
endnres  for  the  life  of  the  author,  and  to  bis  heirs  for  thirty  years  after  his  death. 
The  rapid  and  piratical  reprint  in  Belgium  of  French  books,  as  soon  as  they  are  out, 
and  the  consequent  diffusion  of  them  all  over  France,  ruins  the  value  of  copyright  in 
France.  There  is  the  same  evil  as  respects  French  Switzerland.  Copyright  has  a 
fidr  claim  to  international  protection.  In  Germany,  copyright  is  perpetual ;  but  it 
cannot  be  of  much  value,  for  there  is  no  one  uniform  Germanic  legislation  on  the 
subject  to  protect  copyright  among  so  many  independent  states,  using  a  common 
language.  It  is  said,  however,  that  there  is  a  reciprocal  security  of  copyright  by 
treaty  between  Prussia  and  Austria;  and  by  the  act  of  union  of  the  Germanic 
confederacy  of  1816,  the  diet  was  directed  to  make  uniform  decrees  for  the  protection 
of  copyright  By  the  Prussian  ordinance  of  June,  1837,  the  copyright  law  of  that 
kingdom  applies  generaUy  to  works  published  in  foreign  states,  provided  the  copy- 
right law  of  such  state  applies  to  and  protects  works  published  in  the  Prussian 
dominions.  So,  also,  the  English  statute  of  1  &  2  Victoria,  c.  69,  secures  to 
anthers,  in  certain  cases,  the  international  copyright,  by  allowing  the  queen  in  coun- 
cU  to  grant  to  authors  of  books,  which  shall  thereafter  be  published  in  any  foreign 
country  to  be  si>ecified  in  the  order,  the  privilege  of  copyright  in  the  British  domin- 
ions, for  a  term  not  exceeding  that  granted  to  British  authors,  upon  entry  and 
deposit  of  the  work  with  the  warehouse  keeper  of  the  company  of  stationers  in 
London.  The  grant  to  be  upon  the  condition  that  British  authors  have  the  like  pro- 
tection in  the  foreign  country.  The  case  of  Germany  shows  how  important  it  was 
in  thb  country,  that  the  law  of  copyright  should  rest  on  the  broad  basis  of  federal 
jurisdiction.  By  the  law  in  Russia,  as  established  in  1828,  copyright  in  books  and 
translations  is  secured  to  an  author  for  life,  and  to  his  heirs,  after  his  death,  for 
twenty-five  years,  and  no  such  right  can  be  sold  for  debt  In  May,  1840,  a  treaty 
was  entered  into  by  the  Sardinuin  and  Austrian  Lombardy  governments,  providing 
for  the  security  of  literavy  property  within  their  respective  dominions;  and  the  King 
of  the  Two  Sicilies,  the  Grand  Duke  of  Tuscany,  and  the  Dukes  of  Lucca  and 
Modena,  have  acceded  to  the  treaty.  This  is  justly  deemed  a  very  auspicious  event 
in  the  history  of  copyright  The  copyright,  or  right  of  property  in  works  of  science, 
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recur  for  instruction  to  principles  settled  by  the  English  deci- 
sions under  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  which  are,  no  doubt, 
essentially  applicable  to  the  rights  of  authors  under  the  act  of 
Congress. 

It  was  decided,  in  Coleman  v.  Wathen^  (a)  that  the  acting  of  a 
dramatic  composition  on  the  stage  was  not  a  publication  within 
the  statute.  The  plaintiff  had  purchased  from  O'Keefe  the  copy- 
right of  an  entertainment  called  the  Agreeable  Surprise,  and  the 
defendant  represented  this  piece  upon  the  stage.  The  mere  act 
of  repeating  such  a  performance  from  memory  was  held  to  be  no 
publication.  On  the  other  hand,  to  take  down  from  the  mouths 
of  the  actors  the  words  of  a  dramatic  composition,  which  the 
author  had  occasionally  suffered  to  be  acted,  but  never  printed  or 
[)iiblished,  and  to  publish  it  from  the  notes  so  taken  down,  was 
deemed  a  breach  of  right ;  and  the  publication  of  the  copy  so 
taken  down  (being  the  farce  entitled  Love  a  la  Mode)  was  re- 
strained by  injunction.  (&)  Since  the  case  above  mentioned, 
•  379  injunctions  have  been  granted  in  chancery  even  *  against 
the  acting  of  a  dramatic  work,  without  the  consent  of  the 
proprietor ;  (a)  and  the  narrow  and  unreasonable  construction 
given  to  the  claims  of  an  author  by  the  K.  B.  seems  to  have  been 
very  properly  enlarged  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  But  as  the  lord 
chancellor,  as  late  as  1822,  took  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  K.  B., 
whether  an  action  would  lie  for  publicly  acting,  and  representing 
for  profit,  a  tragedy  altered  for  the  stage,  without  the  consent  of 
the  owner  of  the  copyright,  and  as  that  opinion  was  against  the 
action,  it  is  probable  that  the  rule  in  chancery  will  conform  to 
that  at  law.  (6)  In  England,  there  may  be  relief  granted  against 
the  piratical  publication,  for  profit,  of  lectures  delivered  orally, 

literature,  and  art,  Including  pictmet,  itatoes,  drawings,  copperplates,  and  litho- 
graphs, appearing  within  their  respectiTe  Italian  states,  is  secured  to  the  author  and 
his  assigns  for  his  life,  and  for  thirty  years  after  his  death.  If  published  after  his 
death,  it  is  protected  for  forty  years  from  the  time  of  publication.  EYexy  article  of 
an  encyclopedia  or  periodical  work,  exceeding  three  printed  sheets,  is  to  be  held  a 
separate  work,  and  all  allowable  extracts  are  to  be  confined  to  three  printed  pages 
of  the  original  In  Holland  and  Belgium,  the  author  is  protected  in  bis  copyright 
daring  his  life,  and  to  his  legal  representatiTes  during  twenty  years  after  bis 
death. 

(a)  6  T.  R.  246. 

{b)  Macklin  v.  Richardson,  Arab.  6M. 

(a)  Morris  v.  Harris  and  Morris  v.  Kelly,  cited  in  Eden  on  Iijunc.  lOS. 

(b)  Murray  v.  EUiston,  5  B.  &  Aid.  667. 
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ftDd  taken  down  in  short-hand  by  tiie  pupils,  (c)  But  relief  for 
such  an  injury  does  not  seem  to  come  within  any  of  the  pfovisions 
of  the  act  of  Congress  on  the  subject  of  copyrights ;  and  if  it  can 
be  afforded  at  all,  it  must  be  upon  the  principles  of  the  common 
law,  under  the  state  jurisdictions.  (<2) 

If  an  author  first  publishes  abroad,  and  does  not  use  due  dili- 
gence to  publish  in  England,  and  another  fairly  publishes  his 
work  in  England,  it  is  held  that  he  cannot  sue  for  a  breach  of 
copyright.  Whether  the  act  of  printing  and  publishing  abroad 
makes  the  work  publiei  Juris j  is  not  decided.  It  becomes  so  if 
the  author  does  not  promptly  print  and  publish  in  England ;  and 
the  statute  of  Anne  had  a  reference  to  publications  in  England, 
and  it  was  them  only  that  it  intended  to  protect,  (e) 

An  injunction  to  restrain  the  publication  of  unpublished 
•  manuscripts  has  been  frequently  granted  in  England ;  (a)    *  880 
and  on  the  ground  that  the  author  had  a  property  in 
an  unpublished  work  independent  of  the  statute.  (5)  ^    Literary 
property  is  the  ownership  to  which  an  author  is  entitled  in  the 

(c)  Abernethj  v.  Hatchison,  reported  in  Maugham  on  Literary  Property,  147* 
154.    The  Btatate  of  6  &  6  Wm.  IV.  c.  65,  has  Bince  secured  to  oral  lecturers  the  , 
sole  liberty  of  printing  and  publishing  their  own  compositions. 

(d)  In  Clayton  v.  Stone,  decided  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  tlie  United  States,  at 
New  York,  December,  1828,  it  was  held  that  a  price  cuireni,  published  in  a  semi- 
weekly  newspaper,  was  not  a  book,  within  the  act  of  Congress,  because  not  a  work 
of  science  or  learning,  but  of  mere  industry. 

(e)  Clementl  v.  Walker,  2  B.  &  C.  861.  In  the  case  of  Chappell  v.  Pnrday,  1845, 
14  M.  &  W.  810,  the  Lord  Ch.  Baron,  upon  a  review  of  the  Engliah  authorities, 
declared  the  result  to  be,  that  if  a  foreign  author,  not  having  published  abroad,  first 
publishes  in  EngUnd,  he  may  have  the  benefit  of  English  statutes  of  21  James  I.  and 
54  Geo.  m. ;  but  that  no  case  had  decided  that  if  the  author  first  published  abroad, 
he  can  afterwards  have  the  benefit  of  them  by  publishing  in  England.  The  decision 
in  the  case  was,  that  a  foreign  author  residing  abroad,  or  the  assignee  of  a  foreign 
author,  who  composes  and  publishes  his  work  abroad,  had  not  at  common  law,  nor 
under  tiie  English  statutes  above  mentioned,  any  copyright  in  EngUad.  The  British 
statutes,  said  Ch.  B.  Pollock,  meant  only  to  protect  British  subjects,  and  to  foster 
and  encourage  British  industry  and  talent 

(a)  Eden  on  Iigunctions,  [275.] 

(6>  Duke  of  Queensberry  v.  Shebbeare,  2  Eden,  829;  Southey  v,  Sherwood, 
2  Meriv.  435 ;  Macklin  v.  Richardson,  Amb.  694 ;  White  v.  Gerooh,  2  B.  &  Aid.  298. 

1  JefiFerys  9.  Boosey,  4  H.  I*  C.  815,  n.  1,  and  even  of  their  assignees.    As  to 

919;  Bartlett  v.  Crittenden,  5  McL.  82.  pictures,  see  Turner  v.  Robinson,  10  Ir. 

This  principle  has  been  pushed  a  great  Ch.  121 ;  ib.  510 ;  Parton  v.  Prang,  7  Am. 

way  in  ikvor  of  foreign  playwrights  who  Law  Rev.  857. 
have  not  acquired  a  copyright,  ante,  878, 
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original  manuBcript  of  his  literary  work ;  and  the  identity  of  the 
work  consists  in  the  sentiment  and  language,  (c)  It  is  clearly  the 
author's  exclusive  right,  inasmuch  as  it  is  created  by  his  own 
labor  and  invention ;  and  the  reason  and  moral  sense  of  mankiud 
acquiesce  in  the  solidity  of  the  title.  The  act  of  Congress  says 
that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act  unless 
he  shall,  before  publication,  record  the  book  in  the  clerk's  office 
of  the  District  Court,  by  depositing  a  printed  copy  of  the  title 
with  the  clerk;  but  there  is  another  section  of  the  act  which 
declares,  that  if  any  person  should  print  or  publish  any  mana- 
script,  without  the  consent  of  the  author  or  proprietor  (he  being 
a  citizen  or  resident  of  the  United  States),  he  shall  be  responsible 
in  damages  by  a  special  action  on  the  case.  The  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  authorized  to  grant  injunctions  to  protect  the 
violation  of  the  rights  of  authors  and  inventors,  and  to  protect 
manuscripts  from  piratical  publication,  (d)'  No  length  of  time 
will  authorize  the  publication  of  an  author's  original  manuscript 
without  his  consent.  In  England,  the  publication  of  private 
letters,  forming  a  literary  composition,  has  been  restrained,  on 
the  ground  of  a  joint  property  existing  in  the  writer,  as  well  as 
in  the  person  to  whom  the  letters  were  addressed.  The  letters 
of  Pope,  Swift,  and  others,  and  the  letters  of  Lord  Chesterfield, 
were  prevented  from  a  surreptitious  and  unauthorized  publication 
by  the  process  of  injunction.  Lord  Ch.  Hardwicke  declared  that 
the  receiver  of  a  private  letter  only  acquires  a  qualified  interest 
in  it  The  paper  on  which  it  is  written  may  belong  to  him, 
but  the  composition  does  not ;  and  he  cannot  publish  it  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  writer,  (e)     In  the  case  of  Perceval  t. 

(c)  The  identity  of  a  literary  composition,  says  Sir  Wm.  Blackttone,  coasisti 
entirely  in  tlie  sentiment  and  the  langaage.  Tiie  same  conceptions,  dotiied  in  the 
same  words,  most  necessarily  be  the  same  composition.  2  Bl.  Comm.  406.  The 
copyright  appliei  to  the  pecnliar  expression  of  ideas  which  the  author  has  used,  ind 
a  work  may  be  the  subject  of  copyright,  although  the  materials  which  compose  it 
may  be  found  in  the  works  of  other  authors  antecedently  printed,  provided  the  pltn, 
the  arrangement,  and  the  combination  of  those  materials  be  original,  and  which 
must  necessarily  be  the  result  of  intellectual  exertion  and  skill.  It  is  of  no  conse- 
quence whether  the  inyasion  of  the  coff^rright  be  a  simple  reprint,  or  by  incorporatiog 
the  whole,  or  a  large  portion  thereof,  in  some  larger  work.  The  form  in  which  the 
piracy  is  effected  is  not  material.  Gray  v.  Russell,  1  Story,  11 ;  Emerson  v,  Bariet, 
8  Story,  768.  An  equitable  right  to  a  copyright  is  equally  within  the  protecCioa  of 
the  law.    Shadwell,  Vioe-Chaucellor,  in  Bohn  v.  Bogue,  February,  1846. 

Id)  Act  of  Congress,  February  3, 1831,  sec.  9. 

(e)  Pope  V.  Curl,  2  Atk.  342;  Thompson  v.  Stanhope,  Amb.  787.    In  1804,  the 
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*  PhippSj  (a)  the  yice-chancellor  held  that  private  lettera,  *  881 
having  the  character  of  literary  composition,  were  within 
the  spirit  of  the  act  protecting  literary  property ;  and  that  by 
sending  a  letter,  the  writer  did  not  give  the  receiver  the  right  to 
publish  it.  But  the  court  would  not  interfere  to  restrain  the 
publication  of  commercial  or  friendly  letters,  except  under  cir- 
cumstances. (()  ^  The  publication  or  production  of  business 
letters  might  often  be  necessary  in  one's  own  defence.  If  the 
publication  of  private  letters  would  be  a  breach  of  trust,  the 
publication  has  been,  and  may  be,  restrained.  (<?)  It  is  easy  to 
perceive  the  delicacy  and  importance  of  this  branch  of  equity 
jurisdiction  relative  to  the  publication  of  manuscripts  and  private 
correspondence.  The  publication  of  private  letters  ought  to  be 
restrained,  when  it  would  be  a  breach  of  confidence  and  trust,  as 
letters  of  courtship;  or  when  injurious  to  the  character  and 
happiness  of  others.  On  the  other  hand,  the  courts  will  not  lend 
their  protection  to  works  which  are  evidently  injurious  to  the 

Court  of  SetBions  in  Scotland  interdicted,  at  the  instance  of  the  children,  the  publi- 
cation of  tlie  manuscript  letters  of  the  poet  Bums.  Cadell  &  DaYia  v.  Stewart,  cited 
in  1  Beirs  Comm.  116,  n. 

(a)  2  Yes.  &  B.  10. 

(6)  In  Wetmore  v.  Scovell,  3  £dw.  Ch.  516,  the  Tice-chancellor  refused  to  exer- 
cise the  power  to  prevent  the  publication  of  private  letters  ot  business,  when  Utey 
poueMted  no  attribute  of  literary  compoeition, 

[e)  Peroeral  v.  Phipps,  2  Ves.  &  B.  27,  Earl  of  Granard  v.  Dnnkin,  1  BaU  &  B. 
207 ;  Gee  v.  Pritchard,  2  Swanst  418.  Mr-  Justice  Story  asserts  strongly  the  pro- 
priety of  the  jurisdiption,  by  injunction,  to  restrain  the  publication  of  private  letters, 
though  not  strictly  literary  compositions,  except  when  called  for  in  the  administration 
of  public  justice.  Comm.  on  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  ii.  |§§  944-949  ;|  Denis  v,  Leclerc, 
1  Martin  (La.),  207.  This  doctrine  is  sound  and  just,  that  a  court  of  equity  ought  to 
Interpose  where  a  letter  from  its  very  nature,  as  in  the  cases  of  matters  of  business, 
or  friendship,  or  advice,  or  family  or  private  confidence,  imports  the  implied  or 
necessary  intention  and  rfitfy  of  privacy  and  secrecy,  or  where  the  publication  would 
be  a  vioUtion  of  trust  or  conjidence,  founded  in  contract  or  implied  from  circum- 
stances; or  when  made  for  the  purpose  of  indulging  a  gross  and  diseased  public 
curiosity  by  the  circulation  of  private  anecdotes,  or  family  secrets*  or  personal  con- 
cerns.   Story,  «6i  supra,  §§  947,  948,  94a 

1  As  to  letters,  the  case  of  Hoyt  v.  having  no  value  as  literary  productions 
McKenzie,  8  Barb.  Ch.  320,  which  denied  was  restrained  in  Woblley ».  Judd,  4  Duer. 
tlie  protection  of  equity  to  letters  having  379.  A  curious  case,  holding  the  prop- 
no  value  for  purposes  of  publication,  as  erty  in  letter  to  be  in  the  receiver,  sub- 
not  amounting  to  literary  property,  and  ject  to  the  writer's  right  to  restrain 
the  other  opinions  to  the  same  effect  publication,  is  Grigsby  r.  Breckenridge, 
mentioned  in  the  text,  were  said  not  to  2  Bush  (Ky.),  480.  Compare  Eyre  v. 
be  law,  and  the  publication  of  letters  Higbee,  36  Barb.  602. 
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public  morals  or  peace,  or  are  an  offence  against  decency,  or  are 
libels  upon  indiyiduals.  (d) 

A  copyright  may  exist  in  a  translation  as  much  as  in  an  original 

composition,  and  whether  it  be  the  result  of  personal  application 

and  expense,  or  a  gift,  (e)     A  copyright  may  exist  in  part  of  a 

work,  without  having  an  exclusive  right  to  the  whole.    Gray's 

poems  were  collected  and  published,  with  additional  pieces, 

*  382    by  Mason ;  and  Lord  Bathurst  *  prohibited  by  injunction 

the  unauthorized  publication  of  the  additions,  (a)  So 
Lord  Hardwicke  restrained  a  defendant  from  printing  Milton's 
Paradise  Lost,  with  Dr.  Newton's  Notes.  (J)  A  mere  colorable 
abridgment  of  a  book  is  an  evasion  of  the  statute,  and  will  be  re- 
strained J  but,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  this  will  not  apply 
to  a  real  and  fair  abridgment ;  for  an  abridgment  may,  with  great 
propriety,  be  called  a  new  book.  It  is  often  very  extremely  use- 
ful, and  displays  equally  the  invention,  learning,  and  judgment  of 
the  author,  (c)  A  bona  fide  abridgment  of  Hawkesworth*s  Voy- 
ages has  been  held  no  violation  of  the  original  copyright,  (ci)  So, 
an  abridgment  of  Johnson's  Rasselas,  given  as  an  abstract  in 
the  Annual  Register,  was  held  not  to  be  a  piratical  invasion 
of  the  copyright,  but  innocent,  and  not  injurious  to  the  original 
work,  (e) 

{d)  Fores  r.  Johnes,  4  Eip.  97 ;  Hime  v.  Dale,  2  Cunp.  27,  n.;  Sootfaej  v.  She^ 
wood,  2  MeriT.  485;  Walcot  v,  WaUcer,  7  Yes.  1;  Lawreuee  v.  Smith,  Jacob,  471; 
Murray  v.  Bcnbow,  and  Lawrence  v.  Smith,  decided  in  1822,  and  cited  in  Mangham 
on  Literary  Property,  90,  91. 

(e)  Wyatt  v.  Barnard,  8  Ves.  &  B.  77. 

(a)  Mason  ».  Murray,  cited  in  1  Baat,  869;  [Low  v.  Ward,  L.  B.  6  £q.  416.] 

{b}  Lord  Kenyon,  in  1  East,  361 ;  Tonaon  v.  Walker,  1762,  8  Swaast  672.  Thongta 
there  was  nothing  new  in  Milton's  Paradise  Lost,  with  Newton's  notes,  except  the 
notes.  Lord  Hardwicke  granted  an  injunction  against  the  whole  book ;  bnt  the  rule 
seems  now  to  be  that  chancery  cannot  grant  an  injunction  against  the  whole  of  a  book, 
on  account  of  the  piratical  quality  of  a  part,  unless  the  part  pirated  is  such  that 
granting  an  iijunction  against  that  part  necessarily  destroys  the  whole.  An  action 
at  law  may  be  brought  for  pirating  a  part  Lord  Eldon,  ia  Mawman  v.  Tegg,  2  Rus- 
sell, 398.  An  editor  may  haye  a  copyright  in  his  own  marginal  notes.  Wheaton  «. 
Peters,  8  Peters,  691. 

(c)  Gyles  v.  Wilcox,  2  Atk.  141.  {d)  Anon.,  Lofft,  776. 

(«)  Dodsley  v.  Kinnersley,  Amb.  493.  This  latitudinary  right  of  abridgment  is 
liable  to  abuse,  and  to  trench  upon  the  copyright  of  the  author.  The  question  as  to 
a  bona  Jide  abridgment  may  turn  not  so  much  upon  the  quantity  as  the  ralue  of  tlie 
selected  materials.  All  the  vital  part  of  another's  book,  said  Lord  Cottenham,  might 
be  taken,  though  it  might  be  of  a  smaU  proportion  of  the  book  in  quantity.  The 
slightest  circumstances  in  these  cases,  as  Lord  Eldon  well  obsenred,  make  the  most 
important  distinction.    Wilkins  i;.  Alkin,  17  Yes.  426;  Bramwell  v.  Halcomb,  8  My. 
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A  person  cannot,  under  the  pretence  of  quotation,  publish 
either  the  whole,  or  any  material  part  of  another's  work ;  but  he 

A  Cr.  737 ;  Smnndert  o.  Smith,  ib.  728^  729.  Mr.  Justice  Story  makes  some  yery  just* 
EDd  pertinent  obseryations  on  this  point  in  tlie  case  of  Graj  v.  Russell,  1  Story,  11. 
And  as  eyidence  of  the  sensibility  as  well  as  good  sense  and  sound  morality  of  auth- 
ors on  this  subject,  we  may  refer  to  Dr.  Lieber,  who  condemns  this  abuse  of  copyright 
under  the  sliape  of  abridgments,  and  holds  that  it  is  as  if  a  man  had  a  right  to  cut 
the  ean  of  my  com,  proyided  he  leayes  the  stalks  untouched.  Political  Ethics,  i.  183. 
Lord  Campbell,  in  his  yery  interesting  and  learned  "  Lives  of  the  Lord  Chancellors," 
▼.  66,  questions  the  extent  of  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  which  may 
extend  to  an  abridgment  tending  to  injure  the  reputation  and  lessen  the  profits  of  the 
author.  In  Curtis's  Treatise  on  Copyright,  the  author  reyiews  critically  the  English 
and  American  cases  on  this  point,  and  arriyes  at  the  foUuwing  conclusion :  *'  The 
result  to  which  English  and  American  jurisprudence  ought  to  come  upon  this  ques- 
tion, is,  tliat  an  abridgment,  in  which  the  text,  the  plan,  the  ideas,  arguments,  narra- 
^^tive,  and  discussion  of  an  original  author  are  reproduced,  in  a  condensed  form,  is  a 
yiolation  of  his  right  of  property."  Curtis  on  Copyright,  280.  He  cites  Renouard's 
DroiU  d'Auteurs,  i.  240, 269,  and  ii.  29-34,  by  which  it  seems  that  in  France,  by  the 
law  of  1793,  and  in  Belgium,  by  a  law  of  the  25th  January,  1817,  and  by  the  Prussian 
law  of  the  11th  June,  1887,  abridgments,  without  license,  are  yiolations  of  the  author's 
rights. 

There  would  seem  to  be  little  doubt  that  the  case  supposed  by  Mr.  Curtis,  and 
mdeed  much  less  than  the  case  supposed,  would  be  a  violation  of  copyright ;  and,  at 
the  same  time,  it  may  be  admitted  that  no  monopoly  can  or  ought  to  exist  in  ideas. 
In  the  appendix  to  Maugham's  Treatise  on  the  Laws  of  Literary  Property,  211-228, 
various  opinions  are  collected  on  the  nature  of  literary  property,  which,  if  allowed  to 
be  correct,  may  have  decisive  effect  in  resolving  the  present  inquiry.  A  writer  in 
the  Monthly  Review  for  1774  (Maugham,  appendix,  221),  observes :  "  Every  man's 
ideas  are  doubtless  his  own,  and  not  the  less  so  because  another  person  may  have 
happened  to  fitll  into  the  same  train  of  thinking  with  himself.  But  this  is  not  the 
property  which  an  author  claims ;  it  is  a  property  in  literary  composition,  the  identity 
of  which  consists  in  the  same  thoughts,  ranged  in  the  same  order,  and  expressed  in 
the  same  words."  Mr.  Hargrave*s  opinion  is  to  the  same  effect  (Maugham,  216) : 
*'  The  subject  of  the  property  is  a  written  composition ;  and  that  one  written  compo- 
sition may  be  distinguished  from  another  is  a  truth  too  evident  to  be  much  argued 
upon.  Every  man  has  a  mode  of  combining  and  expressing  his  ideas  peculiar  to 
himself.  The  same  doctrines,  the  same  opinions,  never  came  from  two  persons,  or 
even  from  the  same  person  at  different  times,  clothed  wholly  in  the  same  language. 
A  strong  resemblance  of  style,  of  sentiment,  of  plan,  and  disposition,  will  frequently 
be  found;  but  there  is  such  an  infinite  variety  in  the  modes  of  thinking  and  writing, 
as  well  in  the  extent  and  connection  of  ideas  as  in  the  use  and  arrangement  of  words, 
that  a  literary  work,  really  original,  like  the  human  face,  will  always  have  some 
singularities,  some  lines,  some  features  to  characterize  it,  and  to  fix  and  establish  its 
identity." 

These  opinions  seem  to  accord  in  the  principle  that  the  proper  object  of  the  copy- 
right is  the  peculiar  expression  of  the  author^s  ideas,  meaning  by  this  the  structure  of  his 
work,  the  sequence  of  his  remarks,  and.  above  all,  his  language ;  and  that  this  pecu- 
liarity is  always  distinguishable,  as,  by  a  law  of  nature,  every  human  production  is 
stamped  with  the  idiosyncrasy  of  the  author's  mind. 

If  these  views  are  correct,  it  will  follow  that  any  abridgment  of  the  work,  in  the 
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may  use,  what  is  in  all  cases  very  difficult  to  define,  fair  quota- 
tioD.  (/)  A  man  may  adopt  part  of  the  work  of  another.  The 
quo  animo  is  the  inquiry  in  these  cases.  The  question  is,  whether 
it  be  a  legitimate  use  of  another's  publication,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
mental  operation,  deserving  the  character  of  an  original  work,  (g) 
If  an  encyclopaedia  or  review  should  copy  so  much  of  a 

*  883    book  as  to  serve  as  a  *  substitute  for  it,  it  becomes  an  ac- 

tionable violation  of  literary  property,  even  without  the 
animus  furandi.  If  so  much  be  extracted  as  to  communicate  the 
same  knowledge  as  the  original  work,  it  is  a  violation  of  copy- 
right. It  must  not  be  in  substance  a  copy.  An  encyclopsedia 
must  not  be  allowed,  by  its  transcripts,  to  sweep  up  iJl  modern 
works.  It  would  be  a  recipe  for  completely  breaking  down 
literary  property,  (a) 

original  author's  language,  it  an  infringement  of  his  right ;  and,  indeed,  every  qnota- 
tion  will  be,  pro  tanto,  a  violation,  unless  excused  on  the  ground  of  its  inconsiderable 
extent,  or  on  the  presumed  assent  of  the  author,  which,  in  works  of  fair  criticism, 
might  be  justly  implied. 

(/)  Mr.  Curtis,  after  an  examination  of  the  authorities  on  the  question,  how  far 
the  quotation  of  passages  may  be  allowed,  even  when  there  is  a  fair  acknowledgment 
of  the  source  from  which  they  are  taken,  observes :  "  There  is  no  more  definite  and 
consistent  limit  than  the  point  where  an  injury  man  he  perceived^  which  varies  of  coune 
in  each  case,  and  is  not  by  our  Uw  supposed  to  be  capable  of  a  distinct  annomlo^ 
ment  by  a  positive  rule."    Curtis  on  Copyright,  262. 

[g)  Wilkins  V.  Aikin,  17  Ves.  422. 

(a)  Roworth  v.  Wilkes,  1  Camp.  04.  In  Bohn  v.  Bogue,  before  the  vice-chancellor 
of  England,  in  February,  1846  (New  York  Legal  Observer  for  August,  1846,  [iv. 
810],)  it  was  held  that  the  word  substitute  was  not  correctly  used  by  Lord  fUenbor- 
ough  in  the  case  in  Campbell ;  for  a  work  may  be  a  piracy  though  the  passages  copied 
are  stated  to  be  quotations,  and  are  not  so  extensive  as  to  render  the  piratical  work  s 
substitute  for  the  original  work.  If  the  piracy  take,  though  as  quotation,  a  mate- 
rially  valuable  part  of  a  work,  it  is  a  breach  of  copyright,  and  chancery  will  interfere 
and  direct  a  trial  on  that  point.  If  the  matter  extracted  from  a  publication  be  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  criticism,  or  if  the  matter  extracted  be  too  minute  as  a  matter  of 
property  or  value,  it  will  not  be  protected  under  an  iigunction.  Bell  v,  Whitdiead, 
in  the  English  Chancery.  1839,  [8  Jur.  68.]  In  the  case  of  the  Publishers  of  Spariu's 
Life  of  Washington  v.  The  Publishers  of  Uphara's  Life  of  Washington,  in  U.  S.  C.  C. 
fur  Massachusetts,  1841,  it  appeared  that  363  pages  out  of  886  pages,  of  which  tbe 
two  volumes  of  the  work  of  the  defendant  were  composed,  were  copied  verbatim  from 
tlie  former  work,  being  letters  of  Washington.  Judge  Story  granted  a  perpetual 
injunction,  and  held  that  the  letters  of  Washington  were  the  subject  of  oopyriglit 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  they  were  placed.  He  laid  down  the  general  propo- 
sition, that  if  so  much  of  a  work  be  taken  in  form  and  substance,  that  the  value  of 
the  original  work  is  sensibly  diminished,  or  the  labors  of  the  original  author  are 
substantially,  to  an  injurious  extent,  appropriated  by  another,  it  constitutes,  in  point 
of  law,  piracy  pro  tanto,^ 

1  AtUe,  873,  n.  1. 
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The  act  of  Congress  of  1831  (and  of  which  the  substance  has 
been  given  in  the  preceding  pages)  has  greatly  enlarged  the 
privilege  of  copyright  beyond  that  which  existed  under  the  acts 
of  Congress  of  1790  and  1802.  Under  those  acts,  the  exclusive 
right  of  printing,  publishing,  and  vending  was  confined  to  the 
term  of  fourteen  years,  with  the  privilege  of  renewal  for  the  fur- 
ther term  of  fourteen  years,  if  the  author  should  be  living  when 
the  first  term  expired.  The  act  of  1881  extends  and  continues  to 
the  proprietors  of  copyrights  then  existing,  and  not  expired  when 
the  act  passed,  the  benefit  of  all  its  provisions  for  the  enlarged 
term  given  by  the  act,  to  be  computed  from  the  time  of  the  first 
entry  of  the  copyright  under  the  former  statutes,  and  with  the 
like  privilege  of  renewal,  as  is  provided  in  relation  to  copyrights 
originally  secured  under  the  act  of  1881.  All  the  provisions  and 
remedies  intended  for  the  protection  and  security  of  copyrights 
are  declared  to  extend  to  the  benefit  of  the  proprietors  of  copy- 
rights already  obtained  according  to  law,  during  the  extended 
term  thereof,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  copyright  had  been 
entered  and  secured  under  the  new  act.  (6) 

Under  the  English  law  it  was  understood  that  if  the  author 
assigned  away  his  right  generally,  and  outlived  the  period  of 
twenty-eight  years,  his  assignee,  by  the  general  assignment, 
would  have  the  benefit  of  the  resulting  term  of  fourteen  years 
more.  Such  a  contingent  right  in  the  author  himself  will  pass  by 
the  general  assignment  of  all  his  interest  in  the  copy- 
right. Qe)  *But  if  the  author  died  before  the  expiration  *884 
of  the  period  entitling  him  to  a  renewal,  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives, and  not  the  assignee,  were  entitled  to  the  renewal,  (a) 

(6)  Act  of  CongreM,  February  8, 1881»  c  16,  lec.  16, 16.  The  act  of  Congreis 
of  February  15, 1810,  c.  19,  gave  to  Uie  circuit  courts  original  cognizance,  as  weU 
in  equity  at  at  law,  of  nil  suits  and  controTersies  arising  under  any  law  of  the  United 
States,  granting  or  confirming  to  authors  or  inventors  the  exclusive  right  to  their 
writings  or  discoveries ;  and  with  authority  on  bills  in  equity  to  grant  injunctions, 
according  to  the  course  and  principles  of  courts  of  equity,  to  prevent  the  violation  of 
the  rights  of  authors  or  inventors. 

(c)  Caroan  v.  Bowles,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  80.  By  act  of  Congress  of  June  80, 1884, 
instruments  in  writing  for  the  transfer  or  assignment  of  copyrights  are  to  be  proved 
or  acknowledged,  as  deeds  for  the  conveyance  of  land  are,  and  are  to  be  recorded  in 
the  office  where  the  original  copyright  is  deposited  and  recorded.  If  not  bo  recorded 
within  sixty  days  after  execution,  they  are  to  be  deemed  fraudulent  and  void  against 
any  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice. 

(a)  Petersdorff's  Abr.  vi.  666. 
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The  language  of  the  act  of  Congress,  giving  the  right  of  renewal, 
in  the  case  of  the  author's  death,  to  his  widow  and  children, 
would  seem  to  require  the  same  construction,  and  to  have  in- 
tended a  personal  benefit  to  the  widow  and  children.  The  statute 
speaks  of  the  widow  and  children  in  a  restrictive  sense  as  a 
descriptio  personarum ;  and  it  says  that  they  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  renewal  of  the  copyright,  on  complying  with  certain  terms.  (6) 
The  justice  and  policy  of  securing  to  ingenious  and  learned 
men  the  profit  of  their  discoveries  and  intellectual  labor  were 
very  ably  stated  by  the  court  of  K.  B.  in  the  great  case  of  MUUr 
V.  Taylor.  The  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  con- 
tain the  declared  sense  of  this  country  in  favor  of  some  reasonable 
provision  for  the  security  of  their  productions.  The  former  law 
of  Congress  afforded  only  a  scanty  and  inadequate  protection,  and 
did  not  rise  to  a  level  with  the  liberal  spirit  of  the  age.  Bat 
the  recent  statute  has  made  liberal  amends,  and  redeemed  the 
government  of  our  country  from  the  reproach  to  which  it  had 
been  exposed.  Lord  Camden  once  declaimed  against  literary 
property.  "  Glory, "  said  he,  "  is  the  reward  of  science,  and 
those  who  deserve  it  scorn  all  meaner  views.  It  was  not  for  gain 
that  Bacon,  Newton,  Milton,  and  Locke  instructed  and  delighted 
the  world."  In  answer  to  this  it  may  be  said,  that  the  most 
illustrious  writers  in  every  branch  of  science,  within  the  last  half 
centuiy,  have  reaped  a  comfortable  support,  as  well  as  immortal 
fame,  from  the  fruits  of  their  pen.  The  experiment  in  Great 
Britain  has  proved  the  utility,  as  well  as  the  justice,  of  securing 
a  liberal  recompense  to  intellectual  labor ;  and  the  prospect  of 
gain  has  not  been  found,  in  the  case  of  such  men  as  Robertson, 
or  Gibbon,  or  Sir  Walter  Scott,  either  to  extinguish  the  ardor  of 
genius  or  abate  the  love  of  true  glory. 

{b)  In  the  caw  of  the  ReT.  John  Fferpont  [Pierpont  v.  Fowie,  2  Wood,  ft  M.  23,  the 
plaintiff]  having  assigned  his  copjright  to  his  book,  The  Reader,  renewed  the  copj- 
right  at  the  expiration  of  the  fourteen  years,  and  the  assignee  conttnaing  to  pabliili 
the  book  as  hie  own,  the  court  (Judge  Woodbury)  held  that  the  author,  by  selling 
the  copyright,  sold  only  the  right  then  existing,  and  that  the  subsequent  copyright, 
BO  renewed,  belonged  to  the  original  author,  and  the  afsignee  was  decreed  to  aceoimt 
for  his  subsequent  sales. 
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LECTURE    XXXVn. 

OF  TITLB  TO  PERSONAL  PBOPEBTT  BY  TBAN8FEB  BY  ACT  OF  LAW. 

GooDB  and  chattelfl  may  change  owners  by  act  of  law  in  the 
cases  of  for£eiture,  succession,  marriage,  judgment,  insolvency, 
and  intestacy.  Those  of  succession  and  marriage  have  already 
been  considered,  and  I  shall  now  confine  myself  to  the  other 
means  of  acquiring  title  to  chattels  by  act  of  law. 

1.  By  Foxfeitiire.  —  The  title  of  government  to  goods  by  for<- 
feiture,  as  a  punishment  for  crimes,  is  confined,  in  New  York,  to 
the  case  of  treason.  The  right,  so  far  as  it  exists  in  this  country, 
depends,  probably,  upon  local  statute  law  ;  and  the  tendency  of 
public  opinion  has  been  to  condemn  forfeiture  of  property,  at 
least  in  cases  of  felony,  as  being  an  unnecessary  and  hard  punish- 
ment of  the  felon's  posterity.  Every  person  convicted  of  any 
manner  of  treason,  under  the  laws  of  New  York,  forfeits  his 
goods  and  chattels,  and  also  his  lands  and  tenements,  during 
im  lifetime ;  but  the  rights  of  all  third  persons,  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  treason,  are  saved,  (a)  Forfeit- 
ure of  property  for  crimes  in  any  other  case  is  expressly 
*  abolished,  (a)  And  even  the  attainder  of  treason  does  *  886 
not  extend  to  corrupt  the  blood  of  the  offender,  or  to  for- 
feit the  dower  of  his  wife.  (J)  The  forfeiture  in  treason  as  to 
real  estate  related  at  common  law  back  to  the  time  of  the  treason 
committed ;  and,  therefore,  all  alienations  and  incumbrances  by 
the  traitor,  between  the  time  of  the  offence  and  the  conviction, 
were  avoided ;  but  the  forfeiture  of  his  goods  and  chattels  related 

(a)  N.  Y.  Beyised  Statutes,  1. 284,  lec.  1,  2;  ii.  656,  sec.  &  It  is  made  the  duty  of 
the  attornej  general  to  recover,  h/  ejectment,  real  estate  escheated  to  the  people 
6f  the  8tate  of  New  York,  or  forfeited  upon  any  conriction  or  outlawry  for  treason, 
lb.  i.  283, 284.    There  is  a  simUar  statute  provision  in  some  of  the  other  states. 

(a)  N.  R.  Revised  Statutes,  U.  701,  see.  22. 

(6)  Jh.  1.  742,  sec.  16;  ib.  i  282;  ib.  IL  701,  sec  22;  lb.  u.  M,  sec.  81. 
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only  to  the  time  of  the  conviction,  and  all  sales  made  in  good 
faith  and  without  fraud,  before  conviction,  were  good,  (c) 

Forfeiture  of  estate  and  corruption  of  blood,  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  including  cases  of  treason,  are  abolished,  (d) 
Forfeiture  of  property,  in  cases  of  treason  and  felony,  was  a  part 
of  the  common  law,  and  must  exist  at  this  day  in  the  jurispru- 
dence of  those  states  where  it  has  not  been  abolished  by  their 
constitutions  or  by  statute,  (e)  Several  of  the  state  constitutious 
have  provided  that  no  attainder  of  treason  or  felony  shall  work 
corruption  of  blood  or  forfeiture  of  estate,  except  during  the  life 
of  the  offender,  (/)  and  some  of  them  have  taken  away  the 
power  of  forfeiture  absolutely,  without  any  such  exception,  (jj) 
There  are  other  state  constitutions  which  impliedly  admit  the 
existence  or  propriety  of  the  power  of  forfeiture,  by  taking  away 
the  right  of  forfeiture  expressly  in  cases  of  suicide,  and  in  the 
case  of  deodand,  and  preserving  silence  as  to  other  cases ;  and  in 
one  instance  (A)  forfeiture  of  property  is  limited  to  the  cases  of 
treason  and  murder. 

The  English  law  has  felt  the  beneficial  influence  of  the  prog- 
ress of  public  opinion  on  this  subject.  The  statute  of  7  Anne, 
c.  22,  abolished,  after  the  death  of  the  Pretender,  forfeiture 

*  887  for  treason  beyond  the  life  of  the  offender ;  and  *  though 

the  statute  of  17  Geo.  II.  c.  29,  postponed  the  operation 
of  that  provision,  it  was  only  until  the  death  of  the  Pretender 
and  his  sons.  And,  by  a  bill  inti*oduced  into  Parliament  bj 
Sir  Samuel  Romilly,  in  1814,  and  afterwards,  under  modifica- 
tions, passed  into  a  law,  corruption  of  blood,  in  cases  of  felony, 
except  murder,  was  abolished,  (a)     The  ingenious  and  spirited 

(c)  Hawk.  P.  C.  b.  2,  c.  40,  sec.  90 ;  4  Bl.  Comm.  881,  887.  In  the  case  of  cot- 
torn-house  seizures  for  forfeiture  of  goods,  the  title  of  the  gOYemment  relates  back  to 
the  time  of  the  forfeiture.    Ocean  Insurance  Co.  v.  Polleys,  18  Peters,  157. 

id)  Laws  of  U.  S.,  April  20, 1790,  c.  9,  sec.  24. 

(e)  In  Massachusetts,  as  lands  under  their  charter  were  held  as  of  the  manor  of 
East  Greenwich,  the  customs  of  gayelkind  were  so  far  applied  to  the  tenure  as  not 
to  subject  the  lands  to  forfeiture  for  treason  or  felony.    Hutch.  Hist.  L  447. 

(/)  Constitutions  of  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  Kentucky. 

ig)  Constitutions  of  Connecticut,  Ohio,  Tennessee,  Indiana,  IlUnoia,  and  Sfissoari 

(A)  Constitution  of  Maryland. 

(a)  This  wias  the  stetute  of  54  Geo.  III.  c.  146,  which  declared  that  no  attainder  for 
felony,  murder  excepted,  should  extend  to  disinherit  the  heirs  or  affect  tlie  right  sod 
title  to  the  lands  beyond  the  life  of  the  offender.  The  statute  of  8  &  4  Wm.  IV. 
c.  106,  went  further,  and  declared,  that  after  the  death  of  any  person  attainted,  his 
descendants  may  inherit 
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defence  of  the  law  of  forfeiture,  which  was  made  by  Sir  Charles 
Yorke  in  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  (b)  and  in  which  he 
insisted  that  it  stood  on  "  just,  social,  and  comprehensive  prin- 
ciples, and  was  a  necessary  safeguard  to  the  state,  whether  built 
on  maxims  of  monarchy  or  freedom, "  has  failed  to  convince  the 
judgment  or  satisfy  the  humanity  of  the  present  age. 

Government  succeeds,  as  of  course,  to  the  personal  and  real 
estate  of  the  intestate,  when  he  has  no  heirs  or  next  of  kin  to 
appear  and  claim  it ;  but  this  is  for  the  sake  of  order  and  good 
policy  ;  and  the  succession  in  such  cases  is  usually  regulated  by 
statute,  (c) 

2,  By  Judgment.  —  On  a  recovery  by .  law  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pa^  or  trover  of  the  value  of  a  specific  chattel.  Of  which  the 
possession  has  been  acquired  by  tort,  the  title  of  the  goods  is 
altered  by  the  recovery,  and  is  transferred  to  the  defendant;  and 
the  damages  recovered  are  the  price  of  the  chattel  so  transferred 
by  operation  of  law  —  solutio  pretii  emptionis  loco  habetur.  The 
books  either  do  not  agree,  or  do  not  speak  with  precision  on  the 
point,  whether  the  transfer  takes  place  in  contemplation  of  law 
upon  the  final  judgment  merely,  or  whether  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  must  first  be  actually  paid  or  recovered  by  exe- 
cution. In  Brawn  v.  Wootton^  (d)  *  Fenner,  J.,  said  that  *  388 
in  case  of  trespass,  after  the  judgment  given,  the  property 
of  the  goods  is  changed,  so  that  the  former  proprietor  may  not 
seize  them  again ;  and  in  Adams  v.  Brotighton^  (a)  the  K.  B. 
declared  that  the  property  in  the  goods  was  entirely  altered  by 
the  judgment  obtained  in  trover,  and  the  damages  recovered  were 
the  price  thereof.  On  the  other  hand,  the  rule  is  stated  in 
Jenkins  (i)  to  be,  that  if  one  person  recovers  damages  in  tres- 
pass against  another  for  taking  his  chattel,  "  by  the  recovery  and 
execution  done  thereon,"  the  property  of  the  chattel  is  vested  in 
the  trespasser;  and  in  the  Touchstone (<?)  it  is  said,  that  if  one 
recovers  damages  of  a  trespasser  for  taking  his  goods,  the  law 
gives  him  the  property  of  the  goods,  **  because  he  hath  paid  for 
th^y  The  rule  in  the  civil  law  was,  that  when  the  wrongful 
possessor  of  movable  property,  who  was  not  in  a  condition  to 

(h)  ConrideratioDS  on  the  Law  of  Forfeiture  for  High  Treason. 

(c)  Dane's  Abr.  ir.  68S;  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821,  p.  198. 

id)  Cro.  Jac.  73.  (a)  Andrew,  18;  8.  c.  Str.  1078. 

(6)  Jenk.  Cent.,  Case  88,  p.  189.  (c)  Shep.  Touch,  tit  Gift 
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restore  it,  had  been  condemned  in  damages,  and  had  paid  the  same 
to  the  original  proprietor,  he  became  possessed  of  the  title.  The 
Roman  and  the  French  law  speak  of  the  change  of  rights  as 
depending  upon  the  payment  of  the  estimated  value,  (d)  So, 
also,  in  the  modem  case  of  Drake  y.  MUehellf  (e)  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  observed  that  he  always  anderstood  the  principle  of 
tranwt  in  rem  judicatam  to  relate  only  to  the  particular  cause  of 
action  in  which  the  judgment  was  recovered,  operating  as  a 
change  of  remedy,  from  its  being  of  a  higher  nature  than  before, 
and  that  a  judgment  recovered  in  any  form  of  action  was  still 
but  a  security  for  the  original  cause  of  action,  until  it  was  made 
productive  in  satisfaction  to  the  party ;  and  until  then  it  would 
not  operate  to  change  any  other  collateral  concurrent 

*  889  remedy  which  the  party  might  *  have.     This  is  the  more 

reasonable,  if  not  the  most  authoritative,  conclusion  on  the 
question,  (a)  * 

(d)  Dig.  0.  1.  86,  63;  Pothier,  Traits  Droit  de  Propri^ttf,  n.  864;  Merlin,  IUp<3^ 
toire,  xiii.  84;  Verbo.  Pret. 

(e)  8  East,  251. 

(a)  It  remaiDs  a  vexed  qaettion,  by  reason  of  loote  or  contradictory  dediioni  in 
the  books,  whether  a  recovery  by  judgment  in  trespass  or  trover  of  the  value  of  a 
chattel,  does,  by  implication  of  law,  per  «e,  amount  to  a  transfer  of  title  to  the  defend- 
ant, or  those  who  held  under  him,  without  payment  or  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 
In  Smith  v.  Gibson,  Cas.  temp.  Hard.  808  [817],  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff recover  damages  for  a  tiling,  it  is  as  a  sale  of  a  thing  to  the  defendant  which  reiu 
the  property  in  him,  and  it  is  a  bar  to  another  action  for  the  same  thing.  The  plea  in 
that  case,  to  which  the  remark  applied,  was,  that  the  damages  given  were  recorded  m 

1  Effect  of  a  Judgment,  —  The  weight  sidered  as  overruled  even  in  the  Supreme 

of  authority  now  is  that  a  judgment  in  Court  of  the  United  States.     Mason  r. 

trover  without  satisfaction  does  not  vest  £ldred,6  WaU.2dl.  SeeExparUBig^, 

the  property  in  the  goods  in  the  defendant  In  re  Tyler,  3  De  G.  &  J.  83 '  Olmstead  e. 

This  is  clear  enough  when  the  judgment  Webster,  8  N.  Y.  (4  Seld.)  413.    And  it 

is  for   nominal  damages  only  (Barb  v.  has  been  held  tiiat  a.  judgment  against 

Fish,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  481),  and  the  same  one  of  two  joint  tortfeasors,  although  un- 

principle  has  been  applied  where    the  satisfied,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the 

judgment  was  for  the  value  of  the  article,  other  for  the  same  cause.    Brinsmead  v. 

Brinsmead  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  684  Harrison,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  684 ;  aflhmed  by 

(overruling  a  dictum  in  Buckland  v,  John-  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  L.  R.  7  C.  P. 

son,  16  C.  B.  146).     See  also  Love  joy  647;  Hunt  i;.  Bates,  7  R.  I.  217.    But 

».  Murray,  3  Wall.  1,16;  Hyde  r.  Noble,  this  is  denied  in   Lovejoy  ».  Muitty, 

18  N.  H.  404,  602;  Hepburn  o.  SeweU,  3  Wall.  1  (citing  earlier  American  cases); 

6  Harr.  &  J.  211 ;  [Brady  v.  Whitney,  24  SUiott  v.  Hayden,  104  Mass.  ISO ;  [Knight 

Mich.  164.]  V.  Nelson,  117  Mass.  466 ;  Ke^yM  v, 

Sheehy  v.  Maadevflle,  mentioDed  in  Woodruff,  88  Mich.  8ld] 
note  (a),  ad  Jinem,  may  perhaps  be  con- 
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3.  Bf  Znsolvenoy.  —  It  has  been  found  necessary,  in  govem- 
mentB  which  authorize  personal  arrest  and  imprisonment  for 
debt,  to  interpose  and  provide  relief  for  the  debtor  in  cases  of 
inevitable  misfortune ;  and  this  has  been  particularly  the  case  in 
respect  to  insolvent  merchants,  who  are  obliged  by  the  habits, 
the  pursuits,  and  the  enterprising  nature  of  ta*ade,  to  give  and 
receive  credit,  and  encounter  extraordinary  hazards.  Bankrupt 
and  insolvent  laws  are  intended  to  secure  the  application  of  the 
effects  of  the  debtor  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  then  to 
relieve  him  from  the  weight  of  them.  (() 

fidl  aatUfacticn  of  the  damages  sustained.  In  Moor  v.  Watts,  1  Ld.  Ra3nn.  614,  Lord 
Holt  is  made  to  say,  that  in  repleyin  for  cattle  with  adhunc  detinet,  damages  given  for 
the  cattle  will  change  the  property.  In  the  same  case,  as  reported  in  12  Mod.  428, 
he  says,  that  in  replevin  for  cattle  with  an  adhunc  detindt  and  judgment  for  damages 
against  the  defendant,  by  payment  thertof,  the  property  of  the  distress  rests  in  him. 
The  American  cases  leave  the  law  in  equal  uncertainty.  In  Curtis  v,  Groat^ 
6  Johns.  168  Osterhout  o.  Roberts,  8  Cowen,  43;  Prentiss,  J.,  in  Sanderson  r.  Cald- 
well, 2  Aiken,  203;  Jones  v.  McNeil,  2  Bailey  (S.  C),  466;  and  Walker  v.  Earns- 
worthy  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  September,  1844,  the  doctrine  is,  that  a  recovery 
in  damages  of  the  value  of  a  specific  chattel  does  not^  of  itself,  work  a  change  of 
title,  and  transfer  it  to  the  defoadant  or  his  vendee,  without  satisfaction  of  the  value 
found.  This  is  the  better  doctrine ;  property  does  not  pass  by  the  judgment,  but 
only  by  satisfaction  of  tlie  judgment ;  so  it  is  adjudged  in  Sharp  p.  Gray,  6  B.  Monr. 
4,  that  a  judgment  in  detinue  without  satisfaction  does  not  change  the  right  of  prop> 
erty.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  declared  in  Murrell  i;.  Johnson,  1  Hen.  &  Muni  460 ; 
Floyd  V.  Browne,  1  Bawle,  121 ;  Marsh  v.  Pier,  4  id.  273;  Fox  v.  The  Northern  Lib- 
erties, 3  Watto  &  S.  107 ;  Rogers,  J.,  in  Merrick  Estate,  5  Watts  &  S.  17;  Rogers  v. 
Moore,  1  Rice  (a  C),  60 ;  and  Carlisle  v.  Bnrley,  8  Greenl.  250,  [White  v.  Philbrick, 
5  Greenl.  147,]  that  a  recovery  of  the  value  of  a  chattel  by  judgment  devests  the 
plaintiff  of  his  title,  and  transfers  it  to  the  defendant,  though  the  judgment  be  not 
satisfied,  and  bars  him  from  asserting  his  title  in  any  other  action.  In  the  Am.  Law 
Mag.  for  April,  1844,  there  is  an  able  discussion  of  the  authorities  and  of  the  legal 
principles  applicable  to  the  question  of  the  "  transfer  of  personal  property  by  judg- 
ment;" and  in  King  v.  Hoare,  13  M.  ft  W.  404,  it  was  adjudged,  after  a  full  discus- 
sion, that  a  judgment  against  one  of  two  joint  debtors  is  a  bar  against  the  other.  It 
is  otherwise  where  the  debt  is  joint  and  mveral.  The  right  given  by  the  judgment 
without  satisfaction  merges  the  mferior  remedy  by  action  for  the  same  debt,  and  the 
same  result  follows  in  tort.  The  same  principle  of  law  was  declared  in  Ward  i;. 
Johnson,  18  Mass.  148 ;  Smith  v.  Black,  9  Serg.  &  R.  142 ;  and  Robertson  v.  Smith, 
18  Johns.  459.  If  one  defendant  in  a  joint  contract  and  action  can  plead  a  sufficient 
bar  as  it  respects  himself,  it  will  avail  the  other  defendant ;  whereas,  in  the  case  of 
a  joint  and  mveral  contract,  an  unsatisfied  judgment  against  one  of  the  debtors  is  no 
bar  to  a  subsequent  action  agahast  the  other.  The  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  Sutes,  in  Sheehy  v.  Mandeville,  6  Cranch,  258,  may  be  considered  as  having 
been  completely  overruled  by  our  American  authorities,  long  before  the  same  decision 
against  it  was  made  in  the  English  Court  of  Exchequer.  See  Trafton  o.  United 
States^  8  Story,  646,  for  confirmation  of  the  case  of  King  v.  Hoare. 

(6)  Inaolvency  means  tfad  condition  of  a  person  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they 
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(1.)  Of  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Laws.  —  The  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  gave  to  Congress  the  power  to  estabUsh  uniform 
laws  on  the  subject  of  bankruptcies  throughout  the  United  States. 
Bankruptcy  in  the  English  law  has,  by  long  and  settled  usage, 
received  an  appropriate  meaning,  and  has  been  considered  to  be 
applicable  only  to  unfortunate  traderSy  or  persons  who  get  their 
livelihood  by  buying  and  selling  for  gain,  and  who  do  certain 
acts  which  afford  evidence  of  an  intention  to  avoid  payment  of 
their  debts,  (<?) 

*  890        *  The  general  principle  that  pervades  the  English  bank- 

rupt system  is  equality  among  creditors  who  have  not  previ- 
ously and  duly  procured  some  legal  lien  upon  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt ;  and  in  order  to  attain  and  preserve  that  equality,  the 
bankrupt's  estate,  as  soon  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  committed, 
becomes  a  common  fund  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  he 
loses  the  character  and  power  of  a  proprietor  over  it.  (a)     He  can 

faU  dne,  or  in  the  usual  coarse  of  trade  and  business.  Deeds  of  oomposition  with 
creditors  frequently  avoid  the  necessity  of  a  resort  to  discharges  under  bankrupt  and 
insolvent  laws.  By  these  contracts,  the  creditors  agree  to  accept  a  composition  for 
their  debts,  on  a  part  of  the  whole,  and  discharge  the  debtor.  They  have  been 
termed  private  bankruptcies,  without  the  advantages  attending  a  regular  commis- 
sion ;  but  if  they  are  made  fairly,  and  in  good  faith,  and  strictly  conducted,  they  sre 
valid  in  equity  and  beneficial  to  aU  parties.  See  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Vere,  and  note ; 
lb.  19  Yes.  08.  A  creditor  who  does  not  agree  with  other  creditors  to  a  composition 
is  not  bound ;  but  if  he  does  consent,  an  agreement  in  derogation  of  the  composition 
is  fraudulent  in  respect  to  the  other  creditors,  and  void.  The  composition  binds  him 
to  good  faith.  Greenwood  v,  Lidbetter,  12  Price  (Ezch.),  183;  Acker  v.  Phcenix, 
4  Paige,  306 ;  Jackman  v,  Mitchell,  IS  Ves.  681 ;  Ex  parte  Sadler  &  Jackson,  15  id.  S2 ; 
Leicester  v.  Rose,  4  East,  372 ;  Browne  v.  Stackpole,  0  N.  H.  47a  See  a  collection  of 
all  the  modern  cases  on  the  subject,  Petersdorff's  Abr.  vi.  tit.  Comp.  with  Creditors, 
and  to  the  notes  added  to  the  case  of  Cumber  r.  Wane,  1  Str.  426,  in  Smith's  Selec- 
tion of  Leading  Cases,  In  the  Law  Library,  v.  a.  xxvii. 

(c)  2  Bl.  Comm.  285,  471.  The  Bankrupt  Act  of  6  Geo.  IV.  enlarged  the  descrip- 
tion of  persons  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws,  and  extended  it  to  persons  following 
the  vocation  of  "  victuallers,  keepers  of  inns,  taverns,  hotels,  or  coffee-houses.'*  A 
bankrupt  means  a  broken  up  and  ruined  trader,  according  to  the  original  signification 
of  the  term ;  a  person  whose  table  or  counter  of  business  is  broken  up,  bancui  nptus. 
Story,  J.,  in  Everett  v.  Stone,  8  Story,  458. 

(a)  The  English  law  carries  the  lien  of  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  back  to  the 
time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed,  so  that  the  sheriff,  who  on  Ji,  fit.  seizes  snd 
sells  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt  before  the  commission  issued,  but  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed,  and  without  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  becomes  liable 
in  trover  to  the  assignees,  inasmuch  as  the  assignment  has  relation  back  to  the  set 
of  bankruptcy,  and  vests  the  title  to  the  property  in  the  assignees  from  that  time. 
Cooper  V.  Chitty,  1  Burr.  86 ;  Balme  v.  Button,  1  Cromp.  A  Bl  262 ;  a.  c.  9  Bing.  471. 
This  last  decision  was  made  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber^  after  a  very  able  and  kamed 
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no  longer  give  any  preferences  among  his  creditors,  and  the  race 
of  diligence  between  them  to  gain  advantages  is  wholly  inter- 
rupted; and  if  the  bankrupt  acts  fairly  and  candidly,  he  will 
ultimately  be  relieved  from  imprisonment,  and  even  from  the 
obligation  of  his  debts.  In  this  respect  there  is  a  marked  differ- 
ence in  general  between  the  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws,  for 
while  the  bankrupt  may  be  discharged  from  his  debts,  the 
insolvent  debtor  is  usually  only  discharged  from  imprisonment. 
But  the  line  of  partition  between  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws  is 
not  so  distinctly  marked  as  to  enable  any  person  to  say,  with  posi- 
tive precision,  what  belongs  exclusively  to  the  one  and  not  to  the 
other  class  of  laws.  It  is  difficult  to  discriminate  with  accuracy 
between  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws ;  and  therefore  a  bankrupt 
law  may  contain  those  regulations  which  are  generally  found  in 
insolvent  laws,  and  an  insolvent  law  may  contain  those  which 
are  conunon  to  a  bankrupt  law.  (i)  The  legislature  of  the  Union 
possesses  the  power  of  enacting  bankrupt  laws ;  and  those  of  the 
states  the  power  of  enacting  insolvent  laws;  and  a  state  has 
likewise  authority  to  pass  a  bankrupt  law.  {c)  But  no  state  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent  law  can  be  permitted  to  impair  the  obligation  of 
contracts ;  and  there  must  likewise  be  no  act  of  Congress  in  ex- 
istence on  the  subject,  conflicting  with  such  law.  (d)     There  is 

diMnission,  and  the  rule  was  considered  as  settled,  as  it  had  been  unifonnly  recog- 
nized and  acted  upon  ever  since  the  decision  under  Lord  Mansfield. 

(6)  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  Sturges  v.  Crowninshield,  4  Wheaton,  195. 

(c)  Insolvent  laws,  quite  coextensiye  with  the  English  bankrupt  system  in  their 
operations  and  objects,  hare  not  been  unfrequent  in  our  colonial  and  state  legisla- 
tion, and  no  distinction  was  erer  attempted  to  be  made  in  the  same,  between  bank- 
mptcies  and  insolrencles.    Story's  Comm.  on  Const.  U.  S.  iii.  [§  1106.] 

{d)  Sturges  r.  Crowninshield,  4  Wheaton,  122.  See  also  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  0  id. 
197,  227,  235,  288;  Houston  v.  Moore,  6  id.  S4,  49,  62,  54.  These  cases  have  settled 
the  doctrine  that  the  power  in  Congress  to  pass  bankrupt  laws  is  not  exclusive,  but 
the  same  power  may  be  exercised  by  the  states  respectirely,  under  the  restrictions 
which  are  mentioned  in  the  text.  Judge  Stoiy  says  that  Judge  Washington  main- 
tained at  all  times  an  opposite  opinion  in  faror  of  the  power  being  exclusive  in  Con- 
gress ;  and  he  says  that  his  opinion  was  known  to  have  been  adopted  by  at  ieatt  onn 
otker  of  the  judges.  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Const,  i.  428,  note.  Since  the  passage  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act  of  the  United  States,  in  1841,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  stote 
insolvent  act  may  exist  in  full  vigor  so  far  as  it  does  not  impede  the  operation  of  the 
bankrupt  law.  They  do  not  come  in  conflict  until  the  bankrupt  law  attaches  upon 
the  person  and  property  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that  is  not  until  it  is  judicially  asoer* 
tained  that  the  petitioner  is  a  person  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  act,  by  being 
declared  a  bankrupt  by  a  decree  of  the  court  Ex  parte  Ziegenfuss,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.) 
463.  This  case  has  been  overruled,  and  I  think  very  justly,  in  Griswold  v.  Pratt, 
9  Met.  16,  where  it  was  adjudged,  that  while  a  bankrupt  law  of  the  U.  S.  is  in  force, 
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this  further  limitation,  also,  on  the  power  of  the  separate  states  to 
pass  bankrupt  or  insolvent  laws,  that  they  cannot,  in  the  exercise 

of  that  power,  act  upon  the  rights  of  citizens  of  other 
*  891    states,  (e)    At  present,  there  is  not  any  bankrupt  *  system 

in  existence  under  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  several  states  are  left  free  to  institute  their  own  bankrupt 
systems,  subject  to  the  limitations  which  have  been  mentioned,  (ay 

it  destroys  the  yalidity  of  the  operation  of  a  state  insolyent  law,  eren  though  no  pro- 
ceedings be  had  under  it  at  the  time.  The  one  system  supersedes  the  other,  for  they 
would,  in  their  proceedings,  be  repugnant  to  each  other. 

(e)  Ogden  v.  Saunders,  12  Wheaton,  218. 

(a)  Congress  passed  an  act,  April  4, 1800,  establishing  a  uniform  system  of  bank- 
ruptcy throughout  the  United  States.    The  act  was  limited  to  five  years,  and  from 


>  Batikrvpi  Act,  ^  The  United  SUtes 
Bankrupt  Act  of  1867  x^  allows  any  per- 
$on  residing  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  and  owing  prorable  debts 
amounting  to  more  than  three  hundred 
dollars,  to  file  a  voluntary  petition.  §  11. 
And  the  word  "  person  "  includes  corpora- 
tions, S  48 ;  aliens,  In  re  Goodf  ellow,  3  B.  B. 
114 ;  and  married  women.  In  re  O'Brien, 
B.  R.  Sup.  38.  It  is  further  provided 
that  any  such  person  who  shall  commit 
certain  specified  acts  of  bankruptcy,  shall 
be  adjudged  a  bankrupt  on  the  petition  of 
creditors  the  aggregate  of  whose  provable 
debts  amount  to  at  least  two  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars.  §  39.  The  assignee  takes 
all  the  bankrupt's  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, including  property  conveyed  in 
fraud  of  creditors,  rights  in  equity,  choses 
in  action,  patents,  patent  rights  and  copy- 
rights, debts  and  liens  and  securities  there- 
for, rights  of  action  for  property  or  injury 
to  property  or  arising  out  of  contract, 
rights  of  redemption,  &c.,  but  subject  to 
considerable  exemptions  of  necessary  fur- 
niture, clothing,  &c.  §  14.  All  debts  due 
from  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  and  payable 
then  or  thereafter,  may  be  proved  against 
his  estate,  in  the  latter  case  with  a  rebate 
of  interest.    So  may  demands  for  goods 


or  chattels  wrongfully  uken  or  withheld. 
So  may  a  claim  against  him  aa  drawer, 
indorser,  surety,  bail,  or  guarantor  upon 
any  bill,  bond,  note,  or  any  other  specialty 
or  contract,  or  for  any  debt  of  another 
person,  may  be  proved  at  any  time,  when 
his  liability  becomes  fixed,  before  the  final 
dividend  is  declared.  So  contin gent  debts 
may  be  claimed,  with  a  right  to  share  in 
the  dividends  if  the  contingency  happens 
before  final  dividend,  or  their  present 
value  may  be  liquidated  and  proved  for. 
Sureties  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the  like, 
who  have  paid  any  part  of  the  debt,  msj 
prove ;  or  if  they  remain  liable,  and  the 
creditor  does  not  prove,  may  prove  in  his 
name  or  otherwise.  Rent  is  apportioned 
and  may  be  proved  for  up  to  the  time  of 
bankruptcy.  So,  finally,  may  unliqui- 
dated damages  ex  contractu  or  on  accoont 
of  any  goods  or  chattels  wrongfully  taken, 
converted,  or  withheld.  §  19.  §  20  pro- 
vides for  set-offs,  and  that  secured  cred- 
itors shaU  only  prove  for  the  excess  of 
their  claim  over  the  security,  unless  they 
release  their  security  to  the  assignee.  The 
bankrupt  is  subject  to  examination  at  all 
times.  §  26.  In  the  distribution  of  asseto 
the  following  claims  are  to  be  first  paid  in 
full  in  the  following  order:  1.  Expenses 
of  the  proceedings  for  the  custody  of  the 


x^  The  act  was  repealed,  except  as  to  pending  caaei,  by  statute  June  7,  1878, 
20  St  at  L.  99. 
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The  objection  to  a  national  bankrupt  system  consists  in  the  dif- 
ficulty of  defining,  to  the  satisfaction  of  every  part  of  the  country, 


thence  to  the  end  of  the  next  session  of  Congress ;  bat  the  net  was  repealed  within 
that  period,  by  the  act  of  December  10, 1808,  and  the  system  was  not  renewed  nntil 
1841. 

An  ^ort  was  made  in  Congress,  in  tlie  spring  of  1840,  to  reestablish  a  uniform 
system  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  subject  received  an  able  and  thorough  inrestigation 
and^sciusion;  but  Congress  could  not  agree  on  the  principles  of  the  system,  and  the 
effort  failed.  The  biU  which  was  reported  and  debated,  enabled  debtors  of  erery 
description  pxkd  class  to  take  advantage  of  it  at  their  option,  and  to  be  thereby  com- 
pletely discharged  from  their  debts  without  the  cooperation  or  assent  of  any  creditor. 
Some  of  the  members  of  Congress  were  opposed  to  any  bankrupt  system  on  the  part 
of  the  United  Stotes,  as  it  would  enlarge  the  powers  of  the  federal  courts  to  a  great 
extent,  and  lead  to  the  creation  of  a  crowd  of  officers  and  agents  to  administer  it,  and 
probably  to  much  abuse  and  corruption.  They  preferred  that  the  administration  of 
bankrupt  and  insolrent  laws  should  remain  with  the  state  goTemments.  The  com- 
pnUoiy  {irocess  of  bankruptcy,  at  the  instance  of  the  creditor,  was  urged  by  others  as 
essential  to  the  system,  and  that  the  proyision  should  even  be  extended  so  as  to  include 
corxwrations  instituted  under  state  authority  for  banking,  manufacturing,  commercial, 
insurance,  and  trading  purposes.  But  this  last  provision  was  objected  to,  as  most  inex- 
pedient, if  not  absolutely  beyond  the  purview  of  the  Constitution.  It  was  apprehended 
that  such  a  power  would  lead  to  infinite  abuse,  and  become  expensive  and  extremely 
oppressive,  and  would  tend  to  break  up  all  the  moneyed  and  business  institutions 
created  under  state  laws,  or  render  the  power  of  control  of  them  most  formidable  and 


property;  2.  Debts  due  to  the  United 
States,  taxes  and  assessments  under  their 
laws ;  8.  Debts  due  to  the  state  in  which 
the  proceedings  are  pending,  taxes  and 
assessments  under  its  laws;  4.  Wages 
not  over  #50  to  any  operative,  clerk,  or 
house  servant  for  labor  performed  within 
six  months  of  the  (adjudication,  §  27) 
first  publication  of  notice;  5.  All  debts 
due  to  any  persons  who,  by  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  are  entitled  to  pref- 
erence, f  28.  No  discharge  is  to  be 
granted,  or,  if  granted,  to  be  valid,  if 
the  bankrupt  has  been  guilty  of  any  of  a 
long  series  of  enumerated  acts  of  fraud  or 
negligence.  J  ^-  Moreover,  debts  cre- 
ated by  the  fraud  or  embezzlement  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  by  his  defalcation  as  a  pub- 
lic oflftcer,  or  while  acting  in  any  fiduciary 
character  (7  Am.  L.  Rev.  32),  are  not  dis- 
charged, but  they  may  be  proved,  and 
dividends  received  thereon.  Nor  does 
the  discharge  affect  the  liability  of  other 
persons  liable  for  the  same  debt  as  joint 


contractors  or  otherwise.  §  38.  The  cer- 
tificate of  discharge  is  conclusive  evidence 
in  fflvor  of  the  bankrupt  of  the  fact  and 
of  the  regularity  of  the  discharge,  but 
creditors  who  had  no  knowledge  of  fraud- 
ulent acts  on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  discharge  are 
allowed  two  years  to  contest  it  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  fraudulently  obtained. 
§  34.  This  seems  to  limit  the  signification 
of  §  29  that  the  discharge  shall  not  be 
valid  in  certain  cases.  See  Perkins  v. 
Qny,  8  B.  R.  180.  But  it  has  been  held 
that  the  discharge  may  be  impeached  col- 
laterally for  want  of  jurisdiction,  e.  g.  on 
the  ground  that  the  creditor  impeaching 
it  had  never  been  properly  notified  of  the 
bankruptcy  proceedings.  For  they  are 
not,  like  admiralty  proceedings  m  rem^ 
notice  to  all  the  world.  Barnes  i;.  Moore, 
2  B.  R.  174.  See  mu  v.  Bobbins,  1  Mich. 
N.  P.  306;. 22  Mich.  476.  But  see  Payne 
r.  Able,  7  Bosh,  344 ;  Symonds  v.  Barnes, 
60  Me.  101,  cases  in  which  there  was  no 
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the  precise  class  of  debtors  who  can,  consistently  with  the  consti- 
tutional jurisdiction  of  Congress  over  the  subject,  be  made  the 


dangerovi.  The  adrocatei  for  the  bill  contended  that  bankniptcy  was  a  general  term, 
and  meant  faUare*  and  was  eqoalijr  applirahle  to  all  persons  of  broken  fortunes ;  that 
the  Constitution  was  not  intended  to  be  bound  to  the  English  system  of  bankruptcy, 
and  that  Congress  had  the  same  power  as  the  British  Parliament  to  extend  the 
application  of  It,  and  that  it  might  and  ought  to  extend  to  all  classes  of  debtors  who 
had  become  disabled  and  orerwhelmed  in  the  peculiar  and  serere  calamity  of  the 
times ;  that  though  the  assent  of  at  least  a  majority  of  the  creditors  to  the  debtor's 
discharge  was  deemed  by  the  New  York  board  of  trade  to  be  essential  to  the  stability 
of  credit,  the  rights  of  creditors,  the  claims  of  justice,  and  the  reputation  of  the 
country,  it  was  insisted  upon,  as  a  compensation  for  this  omission,  that  the  operstioD 
of  the  act  would  be  useful  to  creditors,  though  the  debtor  should  be  enabled  to  obtain 
the  benefit  of  a  discharge  without  tlieir  consent  or  action,  for  it  would  put  an  end  to 
the  pernicious  practice  of  giving  preference  among  creditors,  and  enable  the  asiets 
of  insolrentB  to  be  distributed  equally  among  the  creditors. 

The  biU  was  strongly  opposed  by  other  members  of  Congress  on  constitutioosl 
grounds  reaching  to  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  bill.  It  was  contended  that 
the  power  giren  to  Congress  to  establish  uniform  laws  on  the  eubject  of  bankruptcy 
was  one  incidental  to  the  regulation  of  commerce,  and  applicable  only  to  merchants 
and  traders,  or  persons  essentially  engaged,  in  yarious  ways  and  modes,  in  trade  and 
commerce ;  that  the  term  "  bankruptcy  "  was  adopted  in  the  Constitution  as  it  stood 
defined  and  settled  in  the  English  law,  where  it  had  a  clear  and  definite  meaning  ; 
that  it  was  unirenally  taken  and  understood  in  that  sense,  contemporaneously  with 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  it  receired  that  practical  construction,  and  nons 
other,  \n  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1800;  that  the  English  bankrupt  Uws  discharge  the 


fraud.  See,  further,  Corey  v.  Bipley,  67 
Me.  60.  So,  it  has  been  held,  it  may  be 
for  the  frauds  specified  in  {  29.  Beards- 
ley  V.  Hall,  86  Conn.  270.  But  see  Ocean 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Olcott,  46  N.  Y.  12.  By 
S  36,  intentional  preferences  made  within 
four  months  of  the  filing  of  the  petition 
to  persons  haying  claims,  &&,  against  the 
bankrupt,  and  haying  reason  to  believe 
that  he  is  insolyent,  and  that  the  payment 
or  pledge,  Ac.,  was  made  in  fraud  of  the 
bankrupt  act,  are  avoided.  So  are  dispo- 
sitions of  property,  Ac.,  made  within  six 
months  before  the  filing  of  the  petition, 
with  a  view  to  prevent  it  from  coming  to 
the  assignee,  or  to  evade  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bankrupt  act»  &c.  There 
are  provisions  for  the  bankruptcy  of  part* 
ners  (§  96),  and  of  moneyed,  business,  or 
commercial  corporations  and  joint-stock 
companies.  (ST;  /ii rs Boston, EUtrtford, 
4  Erie  B.  B.,  9  Blatchf.  101.  Three 
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fourths  in  value  of  the  creditors  in  sny 
case  whose  claims  have  been  proved  may 
resolve  that  the  bankrupt's  estate  shall  be 
wound  up  by  trustees  under  the  direction 
of  a  committee,  and  the  resolution  may  be 
confirmed  by  the  court  in  its  discretion, 
after  hearing.  There  is  no  provision  Uke 
that  of  the  Scotch  law,  which  allows  the 
bankrupt,  after  the  creditors  have  had 
time  to  look  into  his  aflEairs,  to  offer  an 
engagement  with  security  to  pay  a  ce^ 
tain  percentage  of  the  demandaUe  debts, 
and  which  makes  this  engagement,  if 
assented  to  by  a  certain  proportion  of  the 
creditors  in  number  and  value,  discharge 
the  debts  due  to  all,  supersede  the  bank- 
ruptcy, and  entitle  the  bankrupt  to  s 
reconveyance  of  his  property,  the  en- 
gagement remaining  available  to  all  tlie 
creditors  instead  of  their  former  rights. 
Beirs  Comm.  iv.  6,  87.  See  the  English 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  }  28. 
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objects  of  it;  and  in  the  great  expense,  delay,  and  litigation 
which  have  been  found  to  attend  proceedings  in  bankruptcy ;  and 

bftDkriipt  from  his  debts  and  contracts,  and  were  ooerciTe  on  the  debtor,  and  pat  in 
action,  at  the  instance  of  creditors,  and  at  tlieir  instance  onlj ;  that  the  proceeding 
was  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  and  its  justice  and  policy,  as  applicable 
to  that  class  of  debtors,  were  founded  on  the  peculiarly  hazardous  business  of  trade 
and  commerce,  and  the  necessity  of  large  credits  to  sustain  an  extensive  foreign  and 
domestic  trade ;  that  there  was  a  marked  difference  between  bankrupt  and  insolvent 
laws,  in  the  jurisprudence  of  England  and  of  America,  and  which  had  been  recog- 
nized by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  {vide  supra,  890) ;  that  insolvent 
laws  were  left  to  the  cognizance  of  the  individual  states,  each  of  which  had  its  own 
system  of  insolvent  laws,  and  which  the  bill  before  the  house  would  entirely  supers 
sede,  for  it  was  in  fact  a  general  and  sweeping  insolvent  law,  and  it  was  apprehended 
that  its  operation  on  credit,  and  the  popular  sense  of  the  legal  and  moral  obligations 
of  contracts,  would  be  disastrous. 

The  effort  to  establish  a  national  bankrupt  law  was  renewed  at  the  next  session 
of  Congress,  and  was  successful.  An  act  of  Congress  "  to  establish  a  uniform  sys- 
tem of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States,"  was  passed  the  19th  of  August, 
1S41.  It  was  declared  to  apply  to  all  persons  whatsoever  residing  within  the  United 
States,  who  owed  debts,  not  created  in  consequence  of  a  defalcation  as  a  public  offi- 
cer, or  as  executor,  administrator,  guardian,  or  trustee,  or  while  acting  in  any  other 
fiduciary  character,  and  who  should  by  petition  on  oath,  setting  forth  a  list  of  their 
creditors  and  an  inventory  of  their  property,  apply  to  the  District  Court  for  the 
benefit  of  the  act,  and  declare  themselves  unable  to  meet  their  debts  and  engage- 
ments. The  act  was  further  declared  to  apply  to  all  persons  being  merchants,  or 
Tumg  the  trade  of  merchandise,  and  all  retailers  of  merchandise,  and  all  bankers, 
factors,  brokers,  underwriters,  or  marine  insurers,  owing  debts  to  the  amount  of 
$2,000,  who  should  be  liable  to  become  bankrupts,  upon  petition  of  one  or  more  of 
their  creditors  to  the  amount  of  f500,  provided  they  had  absconded,  or  fraudulently 
procured  themselves  or  their  property  to  be  attached  or  taken  in  execution,  or  had 
fraudulently  removed,  or  concealed,  or  assigned,  or  sold  their  property.  The  bank- 
rupt, when  duly  discharged,  was  declared  to  be  free  from  all  his  debts.  Tlie  first 
provision  Is  a  sweeping  insolvent  law,  and  applies  to  all  debtors,  and  upon  their  own 
voluntary  application  ;  the  second  is  confined  to  merchants  and  traders,  and  the  act 
is  put  in  operation  only  at  the  instance  of  the  creditors.  The  numerous  details  of 
the  statute,  and  the  many  questions  which  were  raised,  discussed,  and  decided  in  the 
Pistrict  and  Circmt  Courts  of  the  United  States,  in  the  execution  of  the  act,  cannot 
be  noticed  in  the  limited  space  allowed  to  thb  note,  nor  would  they  be  any  longer 
interesting,  since  the  entire  statute  was  repealed  by  Congress  on  the  Sd  of  March, 
1843.  The  provision  in  the  Bankrupt  Act  which  rendered  it  a  general  insolvent  act, 
and  was  the  one  almost  exclusively  in  operation,  gave  occasion  to  serious  doubts 
whether  it  was  within  the  true  construction  and  purview  of  the  Constitution,  and  it 
was  that  branch  of  the  statute  that  brought  the  system,  and  I  think  justly,  into 
general  discredit  and  condemnation,  and  led  to  the  repeal  of  the  law.  In  the  case  of 
Kunzler  v.  Kohaus,  and  of  Sackett  i^.  Andross,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.),  817,  827,  the  constitu* 
tionality  and  construction  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  Congress  of  1841  were  largely 
discussed,  and  it  was  held  that  the  voluntary  as  well  as  the  other  branch  of  the  act 
was  constitutional,  and  applied  as  well  to  debts  created  before  as  after  its  passage. 
Mr.  Justice  Bronson,  in  a  very  elaborate  opinion,  dissented  from  both  of  those  propo- 
sitions.   And  Judge  Wells,  of  the  U.  S.  District  Court  of  Missouri,  in  the  case  of 

[549] 


*  392  OP  PERSONAL  PBOPEBTr.  [PART  V. 

in  the  still  more  grevious  abuses  and  fraud  which  the  system  leads 
to,  notwithstanding  the  vigilance  and  integrity  of  those  to  whom 
the  administration  of  the  law  may  be  committed.  To  show  the 
subtlety  of  the  English  distinctions  on  this  subject,  it  may  be 
here  observed,  that  a  farmer,  a  grazier,  or  drover,  cannot,  from 
their  occupations,  be  bankrupts,  for  the  statute  of  5  Geo.  II. 
c.  80,  exempted  them ;  and  yet  if  a  farmer  buys  and  sells  apples, 
or  potatoes  or  other  produce  of  a  farm,  for  gain,  or  manufactures 
brick  for  sale,  and  becomes  a  dealer  in  such  articles,  he  becomes, 
like  any  other  trader,  subject  to  the  English  bankrupt  laws,  (b) 
So  a  farmer  who  becomes  a  dealer  in  horses,  for  the  sake  of  gain, 
or  an  inn-keeper,  who  sells  liquor  out  of  his  house  to  all  customers 
who  apply  for  it,  will  become  an  object  to  the  bankrupt  laws. 
The  question  turns  upon  the  person's  common  or  ordinary  mode 
of  dealing  in  the  case,  and  whether  there  be  any  trading  carried 
on  ultra  his  particular  calling,  as  farmer,  grazier,  or  drover,  (c) 
If  a  man  exercises  a  manufacture  from  the  produce  of  his  own 
land,  as  a  necessary  or  usual  mode  of  enjoying  that  produce,  he 
is  not  a  trader  ;  but  if  the  produce  of  his  farm  be  merely  the  raw 
material  of  a  manufacture,  and  that  manufacture  not  the  neces- 
saiy  mode  of  enjoying  his  land,  he  is  a  trader,  {d)  And  if  a 
person  use  the  profession  of  a  scrivener,  receiving  other  men's 
money  or  estates  into  his  trust  or  custody,  he  is  a  trader,  liable 
to  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  16.    And  with 

*  392   respect  to  the  *  infirmities  of  the  English  bankrupt  system, 

which  has  been  the  growth  of  upwards  of  two  centuries, 
and  been  constantly  under  the  review  of  Parliament,  and  matured 

Edward  Klein,  2  N.  Y.  Legal  Obserrer,  185,  after  a  very  fuU  consideration  of  the 
•ubject,  also  decided  that  the  provision  in  the  act  of  Congress  of  1841,  for  the  dis- 
charge of  a  volutUaty  debtor  from  his  debts  and  future  acquisitions,  without  payment 
or  assent  of  his  creditors,  was  unconstitutional. 

(6)  Mayo  v.  Archer,  Str.  618;  Wells  v.  Parker,  1  T.  B.  S4. 

(c)  Patman  v.  Vaughan,  1  T.  R.  672;  Bartholomew  v.  Sherwood,  ib.  note;  Bolton 
V,  Sowerby,  11  East,  274;  Wright  w.  Bird,  1  Price  Ex.  20. 

{d)  WeUs  V.  Parker,  1  T.  B.  84.  A  planter  who  gahis  by  the  raising  of  crops  by 
slave  labor,  and  who  has  a  saw  mill  and  brick  yard  as  an  appendage  to  a  lugtr 
plantation,  in  which  he  makes  for  sale  planks  and  bricks,  is  not  a  trader  within  the 
bankrupt  law  of  Louisiana  of  1826.  Foucher  v.  His  Creditors,  7  La.  426.  In  Patten 
V.  Browne,  7  Taunt.  409,  this  distinction  was  taken,  that  if  a  farmer  buys  an  article, 
with  the  direct  object  of  making  a  profit  upon  the  resale  of  it,  he  is  a  trader  witliin 
the  bankrupt  laws ;  but  if  purchases  be  made  as  ancillary  to  the  more  profitable  occn- 
pation  of  the  farm,  •and  expenditure  of  the  procedure  of  it,  and  mixing  it  with  the 
produce  for  that  purpose,  he  is  not  a  trader. 
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by  the  talents  and  experience  of  a  succession  of  distinguished  men 
in  chancery,  we  may  refer  to  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon, 
when  he  succeeded  to  the  great  seal,  in  1801,  who  took  the  ear- 
liest opportunity  to  express  his  strong  indignation  at  the  frauds 
committed  under  cover  of  that  system.  He  remarked,  (a)  that 
the  "  abuse  of  the  bankrupt  law  was  a  disgrace  to  the  country, 
and  that  it  would  be  better  at  once  to  repeal  all  the  statutes,  than 
to  Buffer  them  to  be  applied  to  such  purposes.  There  was  no 
mercy  to  the  estate.  Nothing  was  less  thought  of  than  the  object 
of  the  commission.  As  they  were  frequently  conducted  in  the 
country,  they  were  little  more  than  stock  in  trade  for  the 
commissioners,  the  assignees,  and  the  solicitor."  (&) 

The  respective  states,  as  we  have  already  seen,  may  pass  bank- 
rupt and  insolvent  laws.  The  power  given  to  the  United  States 
to  pass  bankrupt  laws  is  not  exclusive.  This  is  now  established 
by  judicial  decisions ;  (e)  and  the  exercise  of  the  power  residing 
in  the  states  to  pass  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws  does  not  impair, 
in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution,  the  obligation  of  contracts  made 
posterior  to  the  law.  ((2)  The  discharge  under  a  state  law  is  no 
bar  to  a  suit  on  a  contract  existing  when  the  law  was  passed,  nor 
to  an  action  by  a  citizen  of  another  state,  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  *  or  of  any  other  state  than  that  where  *  393 
the  discharge  was  obtained.  The  discharge  under  a  state 
law  will  not  discharge  a  debt  due  to  a  citizen  of  another  state  who 
does  not  make  himself  a  party  to  a  proceeding  under  the  law.  (a) 

{a)  6  Ves.  1. 

(b)  The  English  bankmpt  system  has  been  much  improyed  hy  the  statute  of  [6] 
Geo.  IV.  c.  16,  which  was  the  consolidation  of  all  the  previous  statutes  of  bankruptcy, 
and  by  the  act  of  1  &  2  Wm.  IV.  c.  66.  The  improvements  have,  of  course,  given 
more  simplicity  and  uniformity  to  the  code,  and  rendered  it,  in  several  respects,  more 
remediaL  The  system  has  been  thoroughly  illustrated  by  the  treatises  of  Eden, 
Archbold,  and  Warrand.  On  the  other  hand,  the  bankrupt  law  of  Scotland  is  said 
to  have  attained  great  excellence,  by  a  slow  and  gradual  course  of  improvement, 
Boggcsted  in  the  course  of  practice,  and  with  the  aid  of  combined  wisdom  of  lawyers 
of  profound  knowledge,  and  merchants  of  large  views  and  great  experience.  Bell's 
Comm.  i.  17.  The  French  law  of  bankruptcy,  in  the  commercial  code,  is  said,  by 
M.  Dapin,  to  be  compUiined  of  equally  by  bankrupts  and  by  their  creditors. 

(c)  See  supra,  880,  note  (c). 

{d)  The  parties  to  a  contract  are  supposed  to  make  the  contract  in  reference  to  the 
exiattng  laws  in  relation  to  the  subject>matter,  and  the  law  itself  becomes  a  part  of  the 
contract.    Belcher  adt.  Commissioners  of  the  Orphan  House,  2  M'Cord  (S.  C),  28. 

(a)  Sturges  v.  Crowninshield,  4  Wheaton,  122;  Ogden  v.  Saunders,  12  id.  218; 
Brsynard  r.  Marshall,  8  Pick.  194;  Clay  v.  Smith,  8  Peters,  4li ;  8  Story,  Comm. 
Const  U.  S.  262-266;  Norton  r.  Cook,  9  Conn.  814;  Pugh  o.  Bussel,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
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It  will  only  operate  upon  contracts  made  within  the  state  between 
its  own  citizens  or  suitors,  subject  to  state  power.  The  doctrine 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ogden  y.  Saunden 
is,  that  a  discharge  under  the  bankrupt  law  of  one  country  does 
not  affect  contracts  made  or  to  be  executed  in  another.  The 
municipal  law  of  the  state  is  the  law  of  the  contract  made  and  to 
be  executed  within  the  state,  and  travels  with  it  wherever  the 
parties  to  it  may  be  found,  unless  it  refers  to  the  law  of  some 
other  country,  or  be  immoral,  or  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
country  where  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced.  This  was  deemed  to  be 
a  principle  of  universal  law ;  and  therefore  the  discharge  of  the 
contract,  or  of  the  party,  by  the  bankrupt  law  of  the  countrj 
where  the  contract  was  made,  is  a  discharge  every  where,  (i)  ^ 

894;  WoodhttU  p.  Wagner,  Baldw.  C.  C.  296;  Browne  v,  Stackpole,  9  N.  H.  478. 
See  also  $upra,  1. 422. 

(6)  Ogden  v.  Satinden,  12  Wheaton,  213;  see  alao  Storget  v.  Crownioalueld, 
4  id.  122;  M'MUlan  v.  M'NeUl,  ib.  200;  Le  Roy  v.  Crowninehield,  2  Mason,  161. 162; 
Pugh  V.  Bussel,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  894.  And  see  Comm.  \cmU  f]  i.  419^22 ;  Lord  SUir'i 
Institutions,  1.  note  a,  p.  4,  by  L  S.  More,  the  editor  of  the  edition  of  1832.  This 
edition  of  that  auttioritatiye  work  of  Lord  Stair  is  rendered  rery  ral liable  by  the 
notes  and  illustrations  of  the  learned  editor.  It  is  equaUy  well  established  that  the 
discharge  of  a  contract  by  the  law  of  a  place  where  the  contract  was  not  made,  or  to 
be  performed,  will  not  be  a  discharge  in  any  other  country.  In  Phillips  v.  Allan, 
8  B.  &  C.  477,  the  discharge  of  an  insolvent  debtor  by  a  Scotch  court  was  held  to  be 
no  defence  to  an  action  brought  in  England,  by  an  English  subject,  for  a  debt  con- 
tracted in  England ;  but  the  rule  would  hare  been  different  if  the  creditor  had  come 
in  for  his  diridend  under  the  Scotch  law,  or  the  debt  had  been  contracted  in  Scot- 
land. The  same  rule  was  declared  in  Van  Raugh  r.  Van  Arsdale,  8  Caines,  154, 
and  it  has  repeatedly  been  recognized  in  England  and  Scotland,  as  well  as  in  this 

1  But  see  i.  422,  n.  1.  x^    A  debt  con-  acts  done  in  the  colony  was  held  to  dis* 

tracted  and  payable  in  England  to  one  charge  and  aroid  a  right  of  action  in 

domiciled  there  has  been  held  not  to  be  England  in  Phillips  v.  Eyre,  L.  R.  6  Q.B. 

affected  by  a  colonial  discharge.   Bartley  1,  SO;  and  an  English  discharge  or  an 

V.  Hodges,  1  Best  &  S.  375 ;  a.  c.  30  L.  J.  English  composition  deed  containhig  a 

Q.  B.  862.    But  it  is  otherwise  of  one  con-  covenant  not  to  sue,  and  equivalent  bj 

tracted  and  payable  in  the  colony  grant-  the  English  law  in  effect  to  a  discharge, 

ing  the  discharge.   Gardiner  p.  Houghton,  may  be  pleaded  to  a  previoas  Canadian 

2  B.  &  S.  748.   A  colonial  act  discharging  debt   in    a    Canadian    court.     Ellis  a 

and  avoiding  an  obligation  tx  delicto  for  M'Hemy,  L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  228. 

x^  Neither  a  bankrupt  nor  an  insolvent  within  the  Jurisdiction  is  ImmateriaL  One 

discharge  bars  debts  contracted  to  per-  state  has  no  power  to  discharge  debts  doe 

sons  outoide  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  citizens  of  another  state.     McDongall  v. 

States  or  of  the  sUte  respectively.    And  Page,  66  Vt.  187 ;  Bedell  v.  Scruton,  64  Vt. 

it  would  seem  that  the  fact  that  the  con-  493 ;  Hills  v,  Carlton,  74  Me.  166;  Gnem- 

tract  was  made  and   to  be  performed  sey  v.  Wood,  130  Mass.  603. 
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There  is  not  any  bankrupt  law,  technically  so  called,  existing  in 
New  York;  but  there  is  a  permanent  insolvent  law,  enabling 
every  debtor  to  be  discharged  from  all  his  debts  upon  the  terms 
and  in  the  mode  pi*escribed.  The  first  general  insolvent  law  of 
New  York  was  passed  in  the  year  1784,  and  alterations  and 
amendments  have  from  time  to  time  been  made,  until  the 
system  attained  all  the  consistency,  provision,  *  and  im-  *  394 
provement  that  the  nature  of  the  subject  easily  ad- 
mits. (joC) 

Insolvent  laws  prevail  throughout  the  Union,  and  constitute  a 
system  of  an  important  and  interesting  character,  and  subject  to 
diversified  modifications,  for  the  relief  of  the  debtor.  In  the 
states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Virginia,  and  Kentucky,  they 
are  confined  to  the  relief  of  debtors  charged  in  execution.  In 
New  Jersey,  Delaware,  Maryland,  Tennessee,  North  and  South 
Carolina,  Georgia,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Illinois,  the  insol- 
vent laws  extend  to  debtors  in  prison  on  mesne  or  final 
*  process.  In  Massachusetts,  New  York,  Connecticut,  *  895 
Rhode  Island,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Missouri,  and 
Louisiana,  they  are  still  more  extensive,  and  reach  the  debtor 

coontiy.  See  Doug.  170;  1  H.  Bl.  698;  2  id.  658;  1  East,  6, 11;  6  id.  124;  Lewis 
r.  Owen,  4  B.  &  Aid.  664;  2  Bell's  Comm.  689-691;  WoodhuU  v,  Wagner,  Bald. 
C.  C-  U.  S.  296;  Van  Hook  v.  Whitlock,  26  Wend.  43. 

(a)  With  respect  to  the  operation,  value,  and  policy  of  the  general  system  of  insol- 
Tent  law,  it  is  ohserved,  by  the  chancellor  and  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
York,  in  a  report  made  by  them  to  the  legislature,  January  22, 1819,  in  pursuance  of 
a  concorrent  resolution  of  the  two  houses,  that,  "  judging  from  their  former  experi- 
ence, and  from  observation  in  the  course  of  their  judicial  duties,  they  were  of  opinion 
thAt  the  insolvent  law  was  the  source  of  a  great  deal  of  fraud  and  perjmy.  They 
were  apprehensive  that  the  evil  was  incurable,  and  arose  principally  from  the  in- 
firmity inherent  in  every  such  system.  A  permanent  insolvent  act,  made  expressly 
for  the  relief  of  the  debtor,  and  held  up  daily  to  his  view  and  temptation,  had  a 
powerful  tendency  to  render  him  heedless  in  the  creation  of  debt,  and  careless  as  to 
payment.  It  induced  him  to  place  his  hopes  of  relief  rather  in  contrivances  for  his 
discharge  than  in  increased  and  severe  exertion  to  perform  his  duty.  It  held  out  an 
easy  and  tempting  mode  of  procuring  an  absolute  release  to  the  debtor  from  his 
debts ;  and  the  system  had  been,  and  still  was,  and  probably  ever  must  be,  from  the 
very  nature  of  it,  productive  of  incalculable  abuse,  fraud,  and  perjury,  and  greatly 
injurioua  to  the  public  morals."  See,  on  this  subject,  tupra,  i.  419-422.  It  was  stated 
by  the  chief  justice,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
Sutea,  in  Sturges  v,  Crowninshield,  4  Wheaton,  122,  that  the  insolvent  laws  of  most 
of  the  atates  only  discharge  the  person  of  the  debtor,  and  leave  his  obligation  to  pay, 
oat  of  his  future  acquisitions,  in  full  force.  The  Insolvent  Act  of  Maryland,  of  1774, 
subjected  to  the  former  debts  of  the  insolvent  his  future  acquisitions  by  descent, 
gift^  deriae,  bequest,  or  in  a  course  of  distribution.    See  2  Harr.  &  J.  61. 
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whether  in  or  out  of  prison,  (a)  The  insolvent  laws  of  New  York 
enable  the  debtor,  with  the  assent  of  two  thirds  in  value  of  his 
creditors,  and  on  the  due  disclosure  and  surrender  of  his  property, 
to  be  discharged  from  all  his  debts  contracted  within  the  state, 
subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  due  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment  of  his  property,  or  contracted  before  that 
time,  though  payable  afterwards,  (h)  The  creditor  who  nuses 
objections  to  the  insolvent's  discharge  is  entitled  to  have  his  alle- 
gations heard  and  determined  by  a  jury.  The  insolvent  is  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  of  a  discharge,  if,  knowing  of  his  insolvency, 
or  in  contemplation  of  it,  he  has  made  any  assignment,  sale,  or 
transfer,  either  absolute  or  conditional,  of  any  part  of  his  estate, 
or  has  confessed  judgment,  or  given  any  security  with  a  view  to 
give  a  preference  for  an  antecedent  debt  to  any  creditor,  (c)    The 

(a)  The  ttattttei  of  Connecticut,  Ohio,  New  Jersey,  PenntylTania,  Illinois,  North 
Carolina,  Tennessee,  Georgia,  and  Missouri,  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  go  only 
to  discharge  and  exempt  the  person  of  the  debtor  from  imprisonment.  Statutes  of 
Connecticut,  1888,  p.  270;  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831;  Statutes  of  UUnois,  1888;  R.  L 
of  Missouri,  1886;  Prince's  Dig.  of  Statutes  of  Georg:ia,  2d  ed.  1837,  p.  287,298; 
Purdon's  Big.  of  Penn.  Laws,  514 ;  Elmer's  Dig.  266 ;  R.  S.  of  New  Jersey,  1847.  tit  9, 
c.  1,  2,  8,  4,  contains  the  whole  system  of  provisions  for  the  relief  of  debtors.  Nortli 
Carolina  R.  S.,  i.  820;  Statute  Laws  of  Tennessee,  p.  890.  This  is  understood  to  be 
the  limitation  of  insolvent  laws  in  the  greater  number  of  the  states.  See  supra^  1 4S0. 
The  new  insolvent  law  of  Massachusetts  was  passed  in  1838,  granting  a  complete 
discharge  to  debtors,  whether  in  or  out  of  prison,  who  comply  with  its  provisions. 
The  application  for  relief  may  be  made  by  the  debtor,  or  by  certain  of  his  creditors. 
It  applies,  of  course,  only  to  contracts  made  subsequent  to  its  passage,  and  it  re- 
sembles, in  several  of  its  features,  the  United  States  Bankrupt  Act  of  1800,  and 
appears  to  be  cautiously  and  wisely  digested.  See  infira,  622,  note.  In  Vermont,  it 
is  even  a  constitutional  provision  that  the  debtor  shall  not  be  continued  in  prison 
where  there  is  not  a  strong  presumption  of  fraud,  after  delivering  up  and  asrigning, 
bona  fide,  all  his  estate  for  the  use  of  his  creditors. 

(6)  Laws  of  N.  Y.,  April  12,  1813;  February  28, 1817;  February  20, 1823;  and 
April  0, 1833.  Under  the  English  Insolvent  Debtor's  Act,  the  discharged  insolvent 
becomes  liable  to  a  surety,  who  pays  for  him,  after  hb  discharge,  an  annuity  due 
before.  Abbot  v.  Bruere,  6  Bingham,  N.  C.  698.  The  insolvent  laws  of  New  York 
have  been  redigested  and  amended  by  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  16-23 ;  but  the 
Insolvent  Act  of  April  12,  1818,  is  declared  to  be  in  force,  although  consolidated  in 
the  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  16-23.  See  N.  Y.  R.  S.  iii.  647.  It  appears,  notwithstsnd- 
ing  that  dictum  of  the  revisers,  that  the  General  Insolvent  Act  of  1813,  and  all  the 
acts  amending  the  same,  are  in  force  only  in  a  very  modified,  if  in  any  degree;  for 
under  the  General  Repealing  Act,  N.  Y.  R.  S  iii.  183,  sec.  116,  and  ib.  164,  sec.  649, 
so  much  of  the  Insolven  Act  of  1813,  and  the  acts  amending  it,  as  are  not,  and  also 
that  are  consolidated  and  reenacted  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  are  repealed  1  The  sys- 
tem has  been  improved  by  more  effectual  provisions  against  fraud  and  abuse. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  20,  sec.  24.  By  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  an  insolvent 
debtor  cannot  give  preference.     Hodge  v.  Morgan,  14  Martin  (La.),  61.     By  the 
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discharge  applies  to  all  debts  founded  upon  contracts  made  within 
the  state,  or  to  be  executed  within  it ;  and  from  debts  due  to 
persons  resident  within  the  state  at  the  time  of  the  publication  of 
notice  of  the  application  for  a  discharge ;  or  to  persons  not  resid- 
ing within  the  state,  but  who  united  in  the  petition  for  his  dis- 
charge, or  who  accept  a  dividend  from  his  estate.  The  discharge 
likewise  applies  to  all  liabilities  incurred  on  contracts  made  after 
January  1, 1830,  by  making  or  indorsing  any  promissory  note  or 
bill  of  exchange  prior  to  his  assignment,  or  incurred  by 
reason  of  payments  by  any  other  party  *  to  the  paper,  made  *  396 
prior  or  subsequent  to  the  assignment.  The  discharge 
likewise  exonerates  the  insolvent  from  arrest  and  imprisonment 
thereafter,  upon  all  debts  existing  prior  to  the  assignment.  Any 
fraud  whatever,  in  relation  to  any  proceedings  under  this  statute, 
or  its  requisitions,  renders  the  discharge  null  and  void,  (a) 

Insolrent  Act  of  Fennjlyania,  of  16th  JunCi  1836,  the  InBolvent  debtor  is  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  the  act,  if  it  appears  that  the  insolvencj  arose  from  losses  by  gamb- 
llDg,  or  bj  the  purchase  of  lottery  tickets. 

(a)  N.  T.  Bevised  Statutes,  ii.  1&-23.  The  fraud  that  goes  to  defeat  the  relief, 
under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Fennsjlvania,  is  the  fraudulent  concealment  or  convey- 
ance of  the  estate,  and  not  the  fraudulent  means  by  which  the  insolvent  acquired 
possession  of  property,  nor  his  unprincipled  and  extravagant  waste  of  it.  Case  of 
Bemiey,  1  Ashm.  261.  In  England,  by  the  statutes  of  1  Geo.  IV.,  3  Geo.  IV.,  and 
5  Geo.  IV.,  the  system  of  their  insolvent  laws  was  new  modelled  and  greatly  im- 
proved, and  placed  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  insolvent's  court.  The  insolvent  acts 
in  England  were  consolidated  by  statute  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  57,  and  greatly  amended  by 
statute  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  They  apply  to  persons  in  actual  custody  for  debt,  and 
the  estate  is  vested  in  assignees,  and  the  prisoner  or  his  creditors  may  petition  for  an 
order  to  vest  his  estate  in  assignees.  The  main  object  of  the  last  statute  was  to 
abolish  imprisonment  for  debt  on  mesne  process,  except  where  fraud  can  be  shown.  It 
is,  in  many  of  its  provisions,  analogous  to  their  bankrupt  system.  Voluntary  pref- 
erences, by  the  insolvent,  before  or  after  imprisonment,  are  declared  fraudulent 
for  debts  fraudulently,  improvidently,  or  maliciously  contracted,  and  for  damages 
arising  upon  torts,  or  acts  ear  delicto^  the  insolvent  is  liable  to  close  imprisonment,  and 
to  be  deprived  of  his  discharge  for  a  period  not  exceeding  two  years.  The  discharge 
only  protects  the  person  from  imprisonment,  and  does  not  protect  the  future  acquisi- 
tions and  property  of  the  debtor ;  and  the  act  enables  the  creditor  to  reach  such 
property,  whether  in  the  funds,  or  existing  in  choees  in  action,  or  held  in  trust.  In 
1844,  by  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  06,  the  English  insolvent  law  was  further  meliorated  and 
improved.  Imprisonment  in  execution  was  by  statute  abolished  as  to  all  debts  not 
exceeding  £20 ;  and  every  debtor  may  be  released  from  his  debts  upon  surrender  of 
his  property,  and  without  any  imprisonment,  be  his  debts  of  whatsoever  amount,  if 
he  applies  for  the  benefit  of  the  act  while  at  liberty,  and  before  execution.  The 
assignment  of  the  debtor's  property  includes  all  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  at  home 
and  abroad,  which  is  vested,  or  which  may  in  future  revert,  descend,  or  come  to  him, 
by  purchase,  will,  or  otherwise,  before  he  shall  have  obtained  the  final  order  of  discharge, 
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*897  *(2.)  Of  Bankrupt  and  Insolvent  Laws  discharging 
from  Imprisonment.  —  There  are  other  provisions  belong- 
ing to  the  insolvent  system  which  are  exclusively  applicable  to 
imprisoned  debtors,  who  may,  in  all  cases  free  from  fraud,  be  dis- 
charged from  prison,  and  exempted  from  future  arrest,  without 
the  hazard  of  any  constitutional  objection.  Imprisonment  is  no 
part  of  the  contract ;  and  simply  to  release  the  prisoner  does  not 
impair  the  obligation,  but  leaves  it  in  full   force  against  his 

and  alto  all  debta  due  to  him  before  snch  order  (wearing  apparrel,  bedding,  and  imple' 
menu  not  exceeding  £20,  excepted).  It  was  further  declared,  that  after  the  find 
order  to  be  given  on  the  fair  surrender  of  his  property,  the  fitlwrt  acquired  pn^fteriy  0/ 
the  debtor  woe  not  to  be  taken.  But  much  complaint  is  made  in  England,  hy  merchsnti 
and  traders,  against  the  operation  of  their  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws,  as  being  s 
fruitful  source  of  fraud  and  abuse ;  and  the  true  cause  of  the  evil  is  said  to  be  the 
abolition  of  arrest  on  mesne  process.  It  is  proposed  to  restore  arrest  on  mesne  pro- 
cess, guarding  it  carefully  against  abuse.  A  bill  for  that  purpose  was  Introdaoed 
into  Parliament  in  1846.  It  is  likewise  proposed  in  the  English  discussions,  and  with 
much  plausibility,  if  not  reason,  to  abolish  all  process  against  goods  and  chatteli, 
except  in  bankruptcy,  and,  as  a  substitute,  to  extend  the  bankrupt  laws  to  att  dasset 
of  debton.  See  tlie  London  Law  Review  for  November,  1846,  v.  87-99,  where  the 
subject  is  considered  at  large.  See  i.  422,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  cessio  bonorum,  in  the 
civil  law,  and  to  which  our  insolvent  laws  are  analogous.  The  learned  commentator 
on  the  Partidas  (Greg.  Lop.  Gl.  8),  as  cited  in  a  note  to  the  Institutes  of  the  CiTil 
Law  of  Spain  by  Asso  and  Manuel  (b.  2,  tit.  11,  c.  3,  sec.  2,  n.  49),  says  that  the  fatare 
acquirements  of  the  debtor  would  not  be  liable  under  the  ceesio  bonarum  in  the  case 
of  a  compulsory  cession,  and  in  any  case  sufficient  must  be  left  for  the  debtor  to  live 
upon,  ne  egeat. 

The  laws  of  the  individual  states  on  the  subject  of  bankrupt  and  insolvent  debton 
have  hitherto  been  unstable  and  fluctuating ;  but  they  will  probably  be  redigested, 
and  become  more  stable,  since  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  have  at  last  defined  and  fixed  the  line  around  the  narrow  enclosure  of  state 
jurisdiction.  The  commissioners  appointed  to  revise  the  Civil  Code  of  Pennsylvania, 
in  their  report,  in  January,  1835,  pp.  62,  68,  complain,  in  strong  terms,  of  the  existp 
ing  state  of  things.  Congress  will  not  exert  their  constitutional  power,  and  pass  a 
bankrupt  law,  and  no  state  can  pass  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent  law,  except  so  far  as 
regards  their  own  citizens ;  and  even  then,  only  in  relation  to  contracts  made  after 
the  passage  of  the  law.  Foreign  creditors,  and  creditors  in  other  states,  cannot  be 
barred,  while  state  creditors  may  be.  The  former  preserve  a  perpetual  lien  on  after 
acquired  property,  except  so  far  as  the  statutes  of  limitations  interpose.  State  bank- 
rupt and  insolvent  laws  cannot  be  cherished  under  such  inequalities.  A  dilBcalty 
exists  in  Massachusetts  in  respect  to  their  attachment  and  insolvent  laws.  The  pro- 
cess of  attachment  of  the  goods  of  the  debtor  on  mesne  process,  in  that  state,  hu 
existed  since  1789,  but  their  insolvent  law  dissolves  the  attachment,  on  the  debtor 
being  placed  under  the  operation  of  that  system,  either  by  his  voluntary  act  or  by 
the  act  of  his  creditors,  and  which  system  aims  at  equal  distribution  among  the  cred- 
itors. Creditors  suing  in  the  federal  courts  are  said  to  hold  their  attachments  without 
having  them  dissolved,  aa  they  are  in  the  state  courts  by  the  force  of  the  provisioa 
in  their  hisolvent  system.  The  Law  Reporter  for  March,  1840,  viii.  524. 
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property,  (a)  *  The  English  process  of  execution  against  *  898 
the  body  (and  which  we  have  generally  followed  in  this 
country),  is  intended  to  confine  the  debtor  until  he  satisfies  the 
debt-  It  is  not  a  satisfaction  strictly,  but  a  means  to  procure  it ; 
though  the  language  of  the  writ  directs  the  defendant  to  be  im- 
prisoned to  9ati%fy  the  plaintiff  for  his  debt,  (a)  In  Scotland, 
the  imprisonment  on  execution  is  avowedly  to  enforce  payment 
and  the  discovery  of  funds ;  and  it  does  not,  like  the  English 
imprisonment,  preclude  an  execution  concurrently  against  the 
property.  The  Scottish  law  of  imprisonment  for  debt  is  slow, 
cautious,  and  tolerant  in  its  operation.  (6)  In  this  country,  the 
progress  of  public  opinion  is  rapidly  tending  to  enlarge  the 
remedies  against  property,  and  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt, 
except  where  the  judgment  is  founded  upon  tort,  misfeasance, 
or  fraud,  (c) 

(a)  MflsoD  V.  Haile,  12  Wheaton,  870 ;  Marshall,  C.  J.,  4  Wheaton,  201 ;  Been 
V.  Haughton,  9  Peters,  329.  The  insolvent  law  of  New  York,  in  its  application  to 
imprisoned  dehtors,  and  as  it  existed  prior  to  April,  1881,  and  April,  1840,  may  be 
teen  in  the  N.  T.  Reyised  Statutes,  ii.  24,  39.  But  since  imprisonment  for  debt  in 
New  York  is  now  essentially  abolished,  a  detail  of  the  proyisions  of  that  system  is  no 
longer  requisite. 

(a)  Imprisonment  on  ca.  sa.  is  no  extinguishment  of  a  lien  by  mortgage  for  the 
same  debt.  Davis  v,  Battine,  2  Russ.  &  My.  76.  It  was  said  by  the  court,  in  Sir 
William  Herbert's  case  (8  Co.  11),  that  at  common  law,  and  prior  to  the  statutes  of 
Hen.  III.,  Ed.  L  and  HI.,  the  body  of  the  debtor  was  not  liable  to  execution  for 
debt^  except  in  cases  of  injuries  accompanied  with  force,  and  for  the  king^s  debta. 
Sir  William  Blackstone,  iii.  281,  has  followed  that  opinion,  and  Sir  Francis  Falgrave, 
who  has  examined  with  great  research  the  Anglo-Saxon  institutions,  says  that  no 
arrest  of  the  person  was  allowed  at  common  law,  except  when  justified  by  a  breach 
of  the  peace,  or  a  contempt  of  the  king's  authority.  The  Anglo-Saxon  or  Teutonic 
law  gave  a  distringas  on  neglect  to  obey  a  summons,  by  which  the  defendant's  goods 
and  chattels  were  seized  as  pledges  to  compel  his  submission  to  the  judgment  of  the 
court.  Rise  and  Progress  of  the  English  Commonwealth,  i.  181.  But  this  position 
appears  from  Bracton,  and  from  the  history  of  legal  progress  as  detailed  by  Mr. 
Reeres,  to  be  unfounded,  if  we  consider  the  common  law  as  it  existed  as  early  as  the 
reign  of  Henry  UI.  Sir  F.  Palgraye  refers  to  the  Anglo-Saxon  common  law.  Brao> 
ton,  440,  441 ;  2  Reeves's  History  of  English  Law,  439,  440. 

(6)  1  Bell's  Comm.  7 ;  2  id.  537. 

(c)  In  New  York,  bj  the  act  of  April  26, 1831,  c.  800,  and  which  went  into  opera- 
tion on  March  1,  1832,  arrest  and  imprisonment  on  ciyil  process  at  law,  and  on 
execution  in  equity  founded  upon  contract,  were  abolished.  The  proyision  under 
that  act  was  not  to  apply  to  any  person  who  should  have  been  a  non-resident  of  the 
state  for  a  month  preceding  (and  even  this  exception  was  abolished  by  the  act  of 
April  26, 1840) ;  nor  to  proceedings  as  for  a  contempt  to  enforce  dyil  remedies ;  nor 
to  actions  for  fines  and  penalties ;  nor  to  suits  founded  in  torts,  7  Hill  (N.  C),  678; 
nor  on  promises  to  marry ;  or  for  moneys  collected  by  any  public  officer ;  or  for 
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*899        *The  assignment  of  the  insolvent  passes  all  his  in- 
terest, legal  and  equitable,  existing  at  the  time  of  execut- 

miflcondact  or  neglect  in  officei  or  in  any  proferaional  employment.  The  plftintifi. 
however,  in  any  gait,  or  upon  any  Judgment  or  decree,  may  apply  to  a  Judge  for  a 
warrant  to  arrest  the  defendant,  upon  affldavit  stating  a  debt  or  demand  doe,  to 
more  than  f60;  and  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  remore  property  out  of  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors ;  or  that  he  has  prop- 
erty or  rights  in  action  which  he  fraudulently  conceals;  or  public  or  corporate  stock, 
money,  or  evidences  of  debt,  which  he  unjustly  refuses  to  apply  to  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  or  decree  In  favor  of  the  plain ti£F;  or  that  he  has  assigned,  or  is  about 
to  assign  or  dispose  of  his  property,  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors ;  or  has 
fraudulently  contracted  the  debt,  or  incurred  the  obligation  respecting  which  the  suit 
is  brought.  If  the  judge  shall  be  satisfied,  on  due  examination,  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge,  he  is  to  commit  the  debtor  to  jail,  unless  he  complies  with  certain  prescribed 
conditions,  or  some  one  of  them,  and  which  are  calculated  for  the  security  of  the 
plaintifTs  claim.  Nor  is  any  execution  against  the  body  to  be  issued  on  justices' 
judgments,  except  in  cases  essentially  the  same  with  those  above  stated.  To  be  a 
resident  of  the  state  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  1831,  it  was  held  that  the  per 
son  must  have  a  fixed  abode,  and  an  intention  to  remain  and  settle,  and  not  to  be  a 
transient  visitor.  Frost  v.  Brisbin,  19  Wend.  11.  But  this  decision  ceases  now  to 
be  of  any  application,  inasmuch  as  the  exception  itself  is  repealed.  By  the  Mew 
York  act  of  1846,  c.  160,  the  defendant  is  liable  for  imprisonment  as  in  actions  for 
wrong,  if  he  be  sued  and  Judgment  pass  against  him  in  actions  on  contracts  for 
moneys  received  by  him  (and  it  applies  to  all  male  persons),  in  a  fiduciary  character. 
The  legislature  of  Massachusetts,  in  1884  and  1842,  essentially  abolished  arrest  and 
imprisonment  for  debt,  unless  on  proof  that  the  debtor  was  about  to  abscond.  As 
early  as  1790,  the  constitution  of  Pennsylvania  established,  as  a  fundamental  princi- 
ple, that  debtors  should  not  be  continued  in  prison  after  surrender  of  their  estates  in 
the  mode  to  be  prescribed  by  law,  unless  in  cases  of  a  strong  presumption  of  fraud. 
In  February,  1819,  the  legislature  of  that  state  exempted  women  from  arrest  and 
imprisonment  for  debt ;  and  this  provision  as  to  women  was  afterwards  applied  in 
New  York  to  all  civil  actions  founded  upon  contract.  (N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  249, 
428.)  A  provision  to  that  e£Fect  had  been  recommended  to  the  legislature  by  the 
chancellor  and  judges,  in  January,  1819.  Females  were  first  exempted  from  imprison- 
ment for  debt  in  Louisiana  and  Mississippi ;  and  imprisonment  for  debt,  in  all  casei 
free  from  fraud,  is  now  abolished  in  each  of  those  states.  The  commissionera  in 
Pennsylvania,  in  their  report  on  the  Civil  Code,  in  January,  18S6,  recommended  that 
there  be  no  arrest  of  the  body  of  the  debtor,  on  mesne  process,  without  an  affidavit 
of  the  debt,  and  that  the  defendant  was  a  non-resident,  or  about  to  depart  wi^nt 
leaving  sufficient  property,  except  in  cases  of  force,  fraud,  or  deceit,  verified  by 
affidavit.  This  suggestion  was  carried  into  effect  by  the  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Pennsylvania  of  July  12, 1842,  entitled,  "An  Act  to  abolish  imprisonment  for  debt, 
and  to  punish  fraudulent  debtors."  In  New  Hampshire,  imprisonment  on  mesne 
process  and  execution  for  debt  existed  under  certain  qualifications,  until  December 
23, 1840,  when  it  was  abolished  by  statute,  in  cases  of  contract  and  debts  accruing 
after  the  first  of  March,  1841.  In  Vermont,  imprisonment  for  debt,  on  contracts 
made  after  first  January,  1839,  is  abolished,  as  to  resident  citizens,  unless  there  be 
evidence  that  they  are  about  to  abscond  wifh  their  property ;  so,  also,  the  exception 
in  Mississippi  applies  to  cases  of  torts,  frauds,  and  meditated  concealment,  or  fraud- 
ulent disposition  of  property.    Laws  of  Mississippi,  by  Alden  &  Van  Hoesen,  18S9, 
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ing  the  *  assignment,  in  any  estate,  real  or  personal ;  but  *  400 
no  contingent  interest  passes,  unless  it  shall  become  vested 

pp.  511,  612, 016, 91S.  In  Connecticut,  imprisonment  for  debt  on  contract  is  abol- 
idled,  except  in  the  usually  excepted  cases  of  fraud,  &c.,  by  statute  of  June  10, 1842. 
In  Indiana  (R.  S.  1S38),  prison  bounds  for  debtors  are  declared  to  be  coextensive 
with  the  county.  This  is  reducing  imprisonment  to  the  mere  vox  et  prceterea  nil.  In 
Alabama,  by  statute  of  Ist  February,  1889,  imprisonment  for  debt  is  abolished,  except 
in  cases  of  fraud. 

In  Tennessee,  by  statute  of  1831,  c.  40,  and  of  January,  1840,  no  ca.  sa.  can  issue 
to  imprison  for  debt,  without  an  affidavit  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  remove,  or 
has  removed,  his  property  beyond  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  that  he  has  fraudu- 
lendy  conveyed  or  concealed  it.  A  similar  law  was  passed  in  Ohio  and  in  Micliigan,  in 
1838  and  1839.  The  power  of  imprisonment  for  debt,  in  cases  free  from  fraud,  seems 
to  be  fast  going  into  annihilation  in  this  country,  and  it  is  considered  as  repugnant 
to  humanity,  policy,  and  justice.  In  addition  to  the  states  of  Massachusetts,  New 
Himpahire,  Vermont,  Connecticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Michigan, 
Ohio,  Tennessee,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and  Alabama,  already  mentioned,  imprison- 
ment for  debt  is  abolished  in  Delaware,  Florida,  Wisconsin,  and  Iowa,  with  the  usual 
exception  of  all  or  most  of  the  cases  of  contempts,  fines,  and  penalties,  promises  to 
marry,  moneys  collected  by  public  officers,  misconduct  in  office,  and  frauds.  By  the 
new  constitution  of  New  Jersey,  in  1844,  imprisonment  is  abolished  in  actions  for 
debt,  or  on  any  judgment  upon  contracts,  unless  in  cases  of  fraud.  But  imprisonment 
for  debt  is  still  retained,  under  mitigated  modifications,  in  Maine,  Rhode  Island,  Mary- 
Und,  Virginia,  North  and  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Arkansas,  Kentucky,  Missouri, 
niinois,  Indiana,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  See  Kinne  on  Imprisonments  for  Debt, 
New  York,  1842 ;  Act  of  Congress,  March  3, 1843,  c.  98.  The  constitution  of  Rhode 
Island  of  1842,  and  which  went  into  operation  in  May,  1843,  declares  that  the  person 
of  a  debtor,  where  there  is  not  strong  presumption  of  fraud,  ought  not  to  be  continued 
in  prison  after  he  has  delivered  up  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  An 
act  of  Congress  of  14th  January,  1841,  abolished  imprisonment  for  debt  under  process 
in  the  federal  courts,  in  all  cases  in  which,  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  court 
is  held,  such  imprisonment  has  been  abolished.  In  1838,  an  act  was  passed  by  the 
British  Parliament,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt  on  mesne 
process,  except  under  special  order,  when  the  debtor  is  about  to  abscond,  and  requir- 
ing the  remedies  against  property  to  be  exhausted  before  it  can  be  permitted  on  final 
process.  The  execution  against  the  debtor's  property  reaches  the  whole  profits  of  the 
real  estate,  instead  of  a  moie^  as  before ;  and  money  or  bank  notes,  checks,  bills  of 
exchange,  promissory  notes,  specialties  and  other  securities  for  money,  may  be  taken 
on  Jiari/acias.  So  stocks,  funds,  or  annuities,  or  any  stock  or  shares  in  any  public 
company,  may  be  attached  for  the  payment  of  the  judgment  creditor.  The  creditor 
has  full  power  over  all  the  debtor's  property,  and  the  latter  is  also  liable,  as  before, 
to  eventual  imprisonment  on  execution. 

But  it  is  understood  that  the  English  commissioners,  appointed  to  inquire  into  the 
laws  affecting  bankrupts  and  insolvents,  have  recently  (1840)  made  an  interesting 
report  on  the  subject,  in  which  they  condemn  as  unjust  and  impolitic  the  existing 
laws,  holding  the  future  acquired  property  of  insolvent  debtors,  who  are  discharged, 
liable  for  their  preexisting  debts ;  and  they  recommend  that  this  distinction  between 
the  operation  of  bankrupt  and  insolvent  laws  be  abolished ;  and  also,  that  imprison- 
ment for  debt,  on  final  process  by  ca,  sa,,  except  in  special  cases,  be  also  abolished. 
In  1842,  the  cemo  banorum  act  was  introduced  into  the  British  Parliament,  by  Lord 
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within  three  years  after  making  the  assignment,  and  then  it 
passes,  (a)  y* 

This  I  apprehend  to  be  the  general  effect  of  the  assignment,  in 
every  state,  and  under  the  English  law.  Possibilities,  coupled 
with  an  interest,  are  assignable,  but  not  bare  possibilities,  such 
as  the  expectancy  of  an  heir.  (()  The  assignment  does  not  affect 
property  held  by  the  debtor  in  trust ;  ((?)  nor  does  the  assign- 
ment by  the  insolvent  husband  affect  the  property  settled  to  the 
separate  use  of  the  wife,  free  and  clear  of  her  husband,  (d)  It 
has  been  repeatedly  held  that  the  insolvent's  discharge  applied 
only  to  debts  existing  when  the  petition,  inventory,  and  schedule 
of  debts  were  presented,  and  not  so  as  to  cover  debts  contracted 
between  that  time  and  the  time  of  the  discharge.  The  distinction 
is  founded  on  obvious  principles  of  justice ;  for  the  computation 
of  the  amount  of  the  debts  and  creditors  is  founded  upon  the 
inventory  and  schedule  accompanying  the  petition,  and  the 
assignment  and  discharge  relate  to  them.  («)     It  is  like- 

*  401    wise  the  general  policy  of  all  insolvent  *  laws  to  distribute 

the  property  assigned  ratably  among  all  the  creditors,  sub- 
ject, nevertheless,  to  existing  legal  liens,  and  priorities  existing 

Brongliam,  abolishing  virtually  the  practice  of  imprisonment  for  debt  In  April, 
1844,  Lord  Cottenham  introduced  a  bill  into  the  House  of  Lords  for  abolishing  entirelj 
imprisonment  for  debt  on  mcnse  process  and  on  execution,  in  cases  free  from  fnad 
or  violence ;  and  that  the  discharge  of  insolvents,  as  well  as  bankrupts,  should  pro- 
tect all  after-acquired  property.  It  was  during  the  Samnite  war  that  the  Roman  law 
was  passed  prohibiting  personal  slavery  for  debt,  and  confining  the  creditor's  remedy 
to  the  property  of  the  debtor ;  but  the  insolvent  debtor,  nevertheless,  forfeited  all  his 
political  rights.    Dr.  Arnold's  Hist  of  Rome,  ii.  277. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  21.  The  English  bankrupt  laws  have  a  nore 
extensive  and  strict  operation  upon  the  bankrupt's  property ;  for  the  assignment, 
whenever  made  by  the  commissioner,  operates  by  rdation  so  far  as  to  carry  to  the 
assignees  all  the  property  which  the  bankrupt  had  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  sn 
act  of  bankruptcy.  Vide  ntprOy  S90,  n.  The  bankrupt  is  incapable  of  affecting  his 
estate  by  any  act  of  his,  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  though  before  the  issuing  of  the 
commission.    Smallcombe  v.  Bruges,  13  Price  Exch.  136. 

(b)  Cariton  v.  Leighton,  3  Meriv.  667;  Comegys  p.  Vasse,  1  Peters,  198, 220. 

(c)  Kip  V.  Bank  of  New  York,  10  Johns.  68;  Dexter  v.  Stewart,  7  Johns,  Ch.  62; 
Tates  V.  Curtis,  6  Mason,  80. 

(rf)  Adamson  &  Armitage,  Cooper's  Eq.  283;  Wagstafl  v.  Smith,  0  Ves.  620.  8ee 
Mr.  Ingraharo's  View  of  the  Insolvent  Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  2d  ed.  228-227. 

(c)  Ernst  v.  Sciaccaluga,  Cowp.  527;  Pease  v.  Folger,  14  Mass.  264;  MTfefllyr. 
Richardson,  4  Cowen,  607 ;  Ingraham  on  Insolvency,  168, 169. 

y^  As  to  what  actions  of  tort  pats  to  assignee,  aee  No<»uui  v.  Qrton,  84  Wii- 
250 ;  DUlard  v.  Collins,  25  Gratt  848. 
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before  the  assignment ;  (a)  and  under  the  New  York  insolvent 
laws,  a  creditor  cannot  become  a  petitioning  creditor  in  respect 
to  any  debt  secured  by  a  legal  lien,  unless  he  previously  relin- 
quishes that  lien  for  the  general  benefit  of  the  creditors.  (6) 

(8.)  Attachment9  against  Property.  —  The  case  of  absconding 
and  absent  debtors  may  be  referred  to  this  head  of  insolvency. 
The  attachment  law  of  New  York  (like  insolvent  acts  and  the 
acts  for  the  relief  of  debtors  from  imprisonment)  is  a  legal  mode 
by  which  a  title  to  property  may  be  acquired  by  operation  of 
law.  (c)  When  the  debtor,  who  is  an  inhabitant  of  New  York, 
absconds,  or  is  concealed,  a  creditor  resident  within  or  out  of 
the  state,  to  whom  he  owes  one  hundred  dollars,  or  any  two, 
to  whom  he  owes  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  or  any  three,  to 
whom  he  owes  two  hundred  dollars,  may,  on  application  to  a 
judge  or  commissioner,  and  on  due  proof  of  the  debt  and  of  the 
departure  or  concealment,  procure  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
be  attached  ;  and  on  due  public  notice  of  the  proceeding,  if  the 
debtor  does  not,  within  three  months,  return  and  satisfy  the  cred-: 
iter,  or  appear  and  offer  to  contest  the  fact  of  having  absconded, 
or  offer  to  appear  and  contest  the  validity  of  the  demand,  and 
give  the  requisite  security,  then  trustees  are  to  be  appointed, 
who  become  vested  with  the  debtor*s  estate ;  and  they  are  to 
collect  and  sell  it,  and  settle  controversies,  and  make  dividends 
among  all  his  creditors  in  the  mode  prescribed.  From  the  time 
of  the  notice,  all  sales  and  assignments  by  the  debtor  are  declared 
to  be  void,  (rf)  If  the  debtor  resides  out  of  the  state,  and  is 
indebted  on  a  contract  made  within  the  state,  or  to  a  creditor 
residing  within  the  state,  although  upon  a  contract  made 
elsewhere,  his  property  is  liable  to  be  attached  and  *  sold  *  402 
in  like  manner ;  but  the  trustees  are  not  to  be  appointed 
until  nine  months  after  public  notice  of  the  proceeding,  (a)     Per- 

(a)  This  is  the  case  in  most,  and  perhaps  now  in  all,  the  states,  though  equality  of 
distribution  was  understood  not  to  exist  some  few  years  past  in  Maine,  New  Hamp- 
shire, and  Vermont,  and  that  the  race  of  diligence  among  creditors  was  kept  up. 

(6)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  86,  46;  Harth  v,  Gibbes,  4  M'Cord,  a 

(c)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  3-14.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  minute 
and  full  of  details,  and  a  general  outline  only  is  given  in  the  text  See  also  N.  Y. 
Statute  of  Afay  8, 1846,  c.  153,  amending  the  same. 

(d)  The  colony  act  of  New  Brunswick  transfers  to  the  trustees  all  rights  to  action 
of  the  debtor  existing  at  the  time  of  their  appointment.  Ritchie  v.  Boyd,  Kerr  (N.  B.), 
264. 

{a)  The  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased  debtor  are  not  liable  to  be  pro- 
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isbable  goods,  other  than  vessels,  when  attached  under  the 
Absconding  Debtor  Act,  may  be  immediately  sold  and  converted 
into  money  ;  and  if  the  sheriff,  under  the  attachment,  seizes 
property  claimed  by  third  persons,  he  is  to  summon  a  jury,  and 
to  take  their  inquisition  as  to  the  title  to  the  property  claimed. 
If  any  American  vessel  belonging  to  the  debtor  be  attached  under 
these  proceedings,  it  may  be  released  on  the  claimant  of  the 
vessel  giving  security  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  valuation  of  the 
vessel  to  the  trustees  or  to  the  debtor,  as  the  case  may  be  ;  and 
if  it  be  a  foreign  vessel,  claimed  by  a  third  person,  the  attaching 
creditor  must  give  security  to  prosecute  the  attachment,  and  pay 
the  damages,  if  it  should  appear  that  the  vessel  belonged  to  the 
claimant. 

It  has  been  decided  that  a  creditor,  having  an  unliquidated 
demand  resting  in  contract,  is  a  creditor  within  the  Absconding 
Debtor  Act,  and  competent  to  apply  for  the  attachment,  (b)  It 
was  formerly  held,  that  the  creditor  who  instituted  proceedings 
against  an  absconding  debtor  must  be  a  resident  within  the 
state  ;  (c)  but  the  statute  declares,  that  any  ci*editor,  residing  in 
or  out  of  the  state,  shall  be  deemed  a  creditor  within  the  act,  and 
he  may  proceed  by  attorney.  Under  the  former  statute  laws  of 
New  York,  the  process  by  attachment  did  not  apply  in  case  of  a 
foreign  creditor  against  a  debtor  residing  abroad,  and  whose  debt 
was  not  co!itracted  within  the  state,  (d)  The  same  provision 
still  exists  under  the  new  revised  statutes.  Any  creditor  may 
proceed  against  an  absconding  or  concealed  debtor,  being  an 
inhabitant  of  the  state,  or  against  any  non-resident  debtor, 

♦  408    if  the  contract  was  made  in  New  York  ;  but  if  *  the  con- 

tract was  made  elsewhere,  then  the  creditor  must  be  a 
resident  of  the  state,  (a) 

ceeded  agsinat  under  the  attachment  laws  in  New  York.  Jackson  v.  Walsworth, 
1  Johns.  Cas.  872 ;  In  the  matter  of  Hnrd,  9  WendeU,  465.  Bat  the  proceedings  bj 
attachment  may  be  instituted  by  assignees  of  the  debt  in  their  own  names.  Beasle/ 
r.  Palmer,  1  Hill,  482. 

(b)  Lenox  v.  Howland,  8  Gaines,  323.  This  was  under  the  act  of  1801,  and  Uie 
N.  Y.  Rerised  Act  of  1830  corers  the  very  case. 

(r)  Case  of  Fitzgerald.  2  Caines,  8ia 

{(i)  Ex  parte  Schroeder,  6  Cowen,  008. 

{n)  N.  Y.  Rerised  Statutes,  ii.  3,  sec.  1,  2,  6,  7;  Laws  of  N.  Y.,  ICay  8,  184f 
c.  163 ;  Fitch's  Case,  2  Wend.  296 ;  In  the  matter  of  Brown,  31  id.  316.  The  attach- 
ment process  for  reaching  the  property  of  absconding  and  absent  and  non-reeident 
debtors  was  a  favorite  measure  of  justice  with  tlie  colonial  legialatores ;  but  in  respect 
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Debtors  imprisoned  in  New  York  in  a  state  prison  fdr  a  term 
less  than  their  natural  lives,  or  imprisoned  in  any  penitentiary  or 

to  noo-fosident  debtors,  it  was  strongly  opposed  by  the  governor  and  coancil  in  some 
of  the  states,  as  being  different  from  the  mode  of  recovery  allowed  in  like  cases  in 
England.  Boyal  instructions  were  communicated  to  the  colonial  governors,  to  refuse 
assent  to  such  attachment  laws,  and  the  subject  was  for  some  time  a  matter  of 
discussion  and  warmth  between  the  goTemor  and  house  of  assembly  of  North 
Carolina.  The  great  objection  on  the  part  of  the  ezecutive  power  was,  that  the 
attachment  laws,  as  contended  for  by  the  colony,  did  not  place  the  English  and 
American  creditors  on  an  equal  footing,  but  allowed  the  American  creditor  the  pref^ 
erence,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  obuined  for  his  own  benefit  a  judgment  and 
execution.  2  liCartin's  Hist  N.  C.  302.  Attachment  laws  against  the  property,  real 
and  personal,  of  absconding  and  non-resident  debtors,  prevail  throughout  the  several 
United  States;  but  these  statute  laws  are  not  uniform  on  this  point. 

In  England,  the  proceeding  by  foreign  attachment  is  used  in  London,  Bristol, 
Liverpool,  and  Chester;  but  it  has  fallen  into  disuse  in  Oxford,  Exeter,  and  other 
places. 

In  the  New  England  States  the  trustee  process  has  in  many  respects  the  opera- 
tion of  the  domestic  as  well  as  foreign  attachment,  and  it  operates  in  a  greater  or  less 
degree  upon  persons  as  well  as  property.  The  strict  trustee  process  extends  to  the 
goods,  effects,  and  credits  of  the  principal  debtor,  in  the  hands  of  his  agent,  trustee, 
or  debtor,  and  who,  as  trustee,  is  summoned  to  appear  and  answer.  The  first  pror 
cess  in  civil  actions  against  the  debtor  is  not  only  to  compel  appearance,  but  to 
attach  the  goods  and  estate  of  the  debtor,  and  hold  them  in  pledge  to  pay  the 
debt  or  damages  recovered.  The  strict  trustee  process  does  not  extend  to  the  real 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee.  (Cushing's  Treatise  on  the  Trustee  Process,  1838^ 
pp.  6-16.) 

The  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes  of  1836,  part  3,  tit.  4,  c.  109,  contain  very 
specific,  minute,  and  remedial  provisions  relative  to  the  procen  of  foreign  attachment 
or  tnutee  process.  All  personal  actions,  except  detinue  and  replevin,  and  action^ 
sounding  in  tort,  may  be  commenced  by  this  process,  which  authorizes  the  attach- 
ment of  the  goods  and  estate  of  the  principal  defendant  in  his  own  hands,  and  also  in 
the  hands  of  trustees  or  garnishees.  Every  person  having  goods,  effects,  or  credits 
of  the  defendants  intrusted  to  or  deposited  in  his  posseosion,  may  be  summoned  as  a 
trustee,  and  the  property  in  his  hands  attached  and  held  to  respond  the  final  judg- 
ment in  the  suit.  But  there  are  limitations  to  the  demands  attachable  by  the  trustee 
proc:ess;  (1)  No  person  is  to  be  adjudged  a  trustee,  by  reason  of  having  drawn, 
accepted,  made,  or  indorsed   any  negotiable   bill,  draft,  note,  or  other  security; 

(2)  nor  by  reason  of  any  money  or  other  thing  received  or  collected  by  him  as  sheriff, 
or  other  officer,  by  execution  or  other  process  in  favor  of  the  principal  defendant; 

(3)  nor  by  reason  of  any  money  in  his  hands,  and  for  which  he  is  accountable  as  a 
public  officer,  to  the  principal  defendant;  (4)  nor  by  reason  of  any  money  or  other 
thing  due  from  him  to  the  principal  defendant,  unless  due  absolutely,  and  without 
depending  on  any  contingency ;  (5)  nor  by  reason  of  any  debt  due  from  him  on  a 
judgment,  so  long  as  he  is  liable  to  an  execution  on  that  judgment;  (6)  nor  as 
guardian  for  the  debts  of  liis  ward.  If  a  legacy  accrue  to  the  wife  during  coverture/ 
il  is,  like  her  choses  in  action,  liable  to  be  attached  by  the  trustee  process,  at  a  suit 
of  a  creditor  of  the  husband,  though  not  reduced  to  possession  by  him.  Ilolbrook 
r.  Waters,  19  Pick.  854;  Gassett  v.  Grout.  4  Met.  486.  By  the  act  of  1838,  c.  163, 
authorizing  proceedings  against  insolvent  debtors,  upon  their  voluntary  application, 
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county  jail  for  a  criminal  offence,  for  a  term  more  than  one 
year,  are  liable  to  the  like  proceedings  against  their  estates  as  in 

or  upon  the  application  of  a  creditor,  the  proceedings  are  confined  to  resident  dehton. 
Ciaflin  V,  Beach,  4  Met  892. 

In  Maine,  the  law  concerning  foreign  attachment  is  essentially  the  same  under  the 
act  of  Fehroary  28,  1821,  c.  61,  and  the  several  subsequent  acts  in  addition  thereto. 
The  statute  of  1886,  c.  188,  gave  the  trustee  process  against  third  persons  holding 
the  debtor's  property  bj  way  of  mortgage  or  pledge.  The  proceedings  n gainst  trus- 
tees of  debtors  are  of  the  same  import  in  New  Hampshire,  by  the  act  of  July  8, 1829. 
The  process  reaches  debts,  choses  in  action,  stocks,  &c.,  in  the  hands  of  third  perBooa. 
8o,  also,  in  Vermont,  by  the  several  statutes  of  October  1, 1797,  November  10, 1807, 
November  6, 1817,  and  November  10,  18S0,  the  trustee  process  is  given  to  crediton 
against  persons  possessed  of  money,  goods,  chattels,  rights,  or  credits  of  concealed  oi 
absconding  debtors,  or  of  debtors  residing  out  of  the  state,  or  removed  out  of  the 
state,  leaving  effects  within  it.  The  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1889,  p.  188.  It 
has,  however,  been  held,  and  very  Justly,  that  a  person  residing  out  of  the  state,  sod 
coming  within  it  for  a  temporary  purpose,  is  not  liable  to  be  summoned  as  a  trustee 
of  an  absconding,  concealed,  or  absent  debtor.  Baxter  v.  Vincent,  6  Vt.  614.  The 
same  principle  applies  to  the  trustee  process  in  Massachusetts.  Ray  v.  Underwood, 
8  Pick.  902.  From  the  time  of  service  of  process  on  the  trustee,  it  fixes  the  property 
or  debt  in  his  hands,  as  a  stakeholder  for  the  party  ultimately  entitled.  But  it  will 
not  hold  choses  in  action  previously  assigned  with  notice.  The  attaching  creditor 
acquires  priority  according  to  the  order  of  time.  The  Massachusetts  practice  Id  re- 
spect to  the  trustee  process  goes  further  than  that  of  Connecticut  or  Vermont,  snd 
gives  it  against  any  person  as  the  trustee  of  his  resident  neighbor.  Leach  v.  Cook, 
10  Vt.  289.  Neither  in  Vermont  or  Ohio  can  the  foreign  attachment  be  sustained, 
unless  all  the  debtors  are  non-residents  or  have  absconded.  Leach  v.  Cook,  wpra; 
Taylor  v,  McDonald,  4  Ohio,  149. 

In  Connecticut,  the  effects  and  debts  of  absconding,  or  absent  or  non-resident 
debtors,  in  the  hands  of  any  agent,  factor,  trustee,  or  debtor,  may  be  attached  by  any 
creditor  by  the  process  of  foreign  attachment  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1838,  p.  287. 
But  ckosa  in  action,  as  notes  not  negotiable,  are  not  goods  and  chattels  liable  to  the 
process  of  foreign  attachment,  or  liable  to  be  sold  on  execution.  Fitch  v.  Waite, 
5  Conn.  117;  Orosvenor  v,  F.  &  M.  Bank,  18  id.  104.  It  lies,  also,  against  debtors 
imprisoned  for  debt,  who  shall  not,  within  three  months,  be  admitted  to  take  the 
poor  man's  oath  ;  and  debtors  discharged  from  imprisonment  are  to  be  deemed 
absconding  debtors,  so  as  to  allow  the  creditor  to  proceed  against  their  goods  snd 
effects  in  the  hands  of  their  attorney,  agent,  trustee,  or  debtor.  Statutes  of  Connect- 
icut, 1838,  pp.  293, 294. 

In  Rhode  Island,  under  the  statute  of  January,  1822,  the  trustee  process  lies 
against  the  attorney,  agent,  factor,  trustee,  or  debtor,  of  absent  or  non-resident  or 
concealed  debtors ;  and  also  against  the  personal  estate  of  any  incorporated  com- 
pany established  without  the  state,  and  being  indebted,  and  having  personal  estate 
in  the  possession  of  any  person  or  corporate  body  within  the  state.  Seamen's 
wages  are  exempted  from  the  attachment  process,  prior  to  the  terminatiion  of  the 
Toyage. 

In  New  Jersey,  the  attachment  Issues  by  any  creditor,  foreign  or  domestic,  agsinst 
absconding  or  non-resident  debtors;  and  the  statute  is  rery  provisional,  and  is 
construed  liberally  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The  attachment  becomes  a  lien  from 
the  time  of  executing  the  same.    It  reaches  all  the  debtor's  property  and  effects  in 
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the  case  of  absconding  debtors.  (6)  The  court  in  which  proceed- 
ings under  the  Absconding  Debtor  Act  are  pending^  has  an 

the  possessioii  of  the  garnishee  or  debtor's  debtor.  The  property  attached  is  dis- 
tributed, ratably,  among  all  the  creditors  who  come  in  on  due  notice ;  and  in  this 
respect  it  resembles  the  New  York  attachment  law.  Elmer's  Digest,  20-31 ;  R.  S. 
New  Jersey,  1847,  p.  48. 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  process  of  domestic  attachment  is  provided  by  statute  against 
absconding  and  concealed  debtors,  and  resident  debtors  who  are  absent  Trustees 
are  appointed,  and  the  proceeds  ratably  distributed  among  all  the  creditors  who 
come  in  and  prove  their  demands.  Purdon's  Digest,  277,  282.  The  process  of  for- 
eign attachment  is  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  attaching  creditor,  and  it  may 
issue  at  the  suit  of  any  creditor,  resident  or  non-resident.  Mulliken  v,  Aoghinbaugh, 
1  Penn.  117.  It  issues  against  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  non-resident  debtors, 
and  of  debtors  confined  for  crimes.  Process  may  be  awarded  against  any  person 
who  has  property  or  effects,  or  money  of  the  debtor  in  possession ;  and  the  attach- 
ment binds  all  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  the  debtor  in  his  own  hands,  or  in 
those  of  his  trustee,  debtor,  or  garnishee.  Purdon's  Digest,  45,  46,  485.  The  foreign 
attachment  can  only  be  sued  out  against  a  debt  presently  demandable,  but  a  domestic 
attacliment,  like  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  under  6  George  IV.,  can  be  sued  out 
for  a  debt  not  due,  for  it  is  a  process  of  distribution  among  creditors.  4  Watts  &  S. 
201.  But  under  the  attachment  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  stock  of  the  United  States, 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  debtor  on  the  books  of  the  treasury,  cannot  be  attached. 
Neither  the  United  States,  nor  the  ofilcers  of  the  treasury,  in  their  official  capacity, 
are  amenable  to  the  process  of  law  or  equity.  Opinions  of  the  Attorneys  General, 
i.  657-665  (Oct.  20, 1828).  The  very  clear  and  able  argument  of  Mr.  Wirt,  the 
Attorney  General,  would  seem  to  be  equally  applicable  to  the  laws  of  every  state ; 
and  the  only  limitation  to  the  principle  is,  where  the  United  States  held  the  stock 
as  stakeholders,  ready  to  pay  to  the  rightful  claimant;  and  a  voluntary  submission, 
on  terms,  to  the  process,  is  recommended,  to  have  the  rightful  claim  judicially  ascer- 
tained. 

In  Ohio,  the  process  of  attachment  lies  at  the  instance  of  any  creditor,  resident  or 
non-resident,  and  whether  the  debtor  has  absconded  or  is  a  non-resident ;  and  the 
statute  regulates  proceedings  against  the  garnishee,  in  whose  possession  the  property 
may  be,  or  who  owes  money  to  the  original  debtor.  Chase's  Statutes  of  Ohio,  ii. 
1321 ;  and  in  Indiana  and  Illinois,  the  foreign  attachment  lies  against  the  estate  of 
non-resident  debtors,  and  against  their  effects  and  property  in  the  hands  of  a  gar- 
uisliee,  and  the  proceeding  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff ;  but  in  Illinois,  if  the 
process  be  against  the  estate  of  a  non-resident  debtor,  the  creditor  must  be  a  resident. 
Revised  Laws  of  Indiana,  ed.  1838,  pp.  78-70 ;  Revised  Laws  of  Illinois,  ed.  1833, 
pp.  82,  83.  So  in  Maryland,  under  the  act  of  1825,  the  creditor  must  be  a  resident  of 
the  United  States.  Wever  v.  Baltzell,  6  Gill  &  J.  335  ;  Baldwin  v.  Neale,  10  id.  274. 
The  laws  of  several  of  the  states  are  restrictive  as  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff. 
In  North  Carolina  and  Tennessee,  the  creditor,  in  the  case  of  an  absconding  debtor, 
need  not  be  a  resident;  but  in  the  case  of  an  attachment  against  a  non-resident 
debtor,  he  must  be.  1  Minor  (Ala.),  14.  69  ;  North  Carolina  Statutes,  1777,  c.  115; 
N.  C.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  71 ;  Tennessee  Act  of  1794  ;  1  Yerg.  101;  6  id.  473.  By 
the  old  attachment  law  of  Alabama,  only  resident  citizens  could  commence  suits  by 
attachment,  but  a  subsequent  statute  gave  the  power  equally  to  non-resident  plaintiffs. 


(b)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  15. 
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equitable  jurisdiction  over  all  claims  between  the  trostees  and  the 
creditors.    The  trustees  are  liable  to  be  called  to  account  at  the 

2  Ala.  If .  8. 826.  In  Tenneuee,  no  attachment  will  lie  against  property,  when  both 
creditor  and  debtor  are  non-reaidents,  unlew  judgment  had  been  first  obtained,  and 
execution  iMned  in  the  courts  of  the  Juriadiction  where  the  defendant  was  a  resident  ; 
nor  in  cases  in  which  personal  service  of  process  cannot  be  made,  nor  an  attach- 
ment at  law  lie.  In  those  special  cases,  the  non-resident  creditor  may,  by  a  bill  in 
chancery,  cause  stocks  and  choses  in  action,  and  other  property  belonging  to  the 
non-resident  defendant,  or  held  in  trust  for  him,  to  be  applied  to  his  debt.  Sut 
1801.  c.  6 ;  Stat.  1832,  c.  11 ;  Garget  v.  Scott,  9  Yerg.  244,  where  the  reason  of  their 
statute  law  is  clearly  and  Justly  vindicated;  Stat.  18S6,  c.  43.  In  Virginia,  Mis- 
souri, and  Loubiana,  the  foreign  attachment  lies,  though  both  the  creditor  and 
debtor  reside  out  of  the  state.  Williamson  v.  Bowie.  0  Munf.  170 ;  Posey  v.  Bnckner. 
8  Mo.  604 ;  Flower  v.  Griffith,  12  La.  346 ;  5  id.  300.  The  statute  of  Missonri  seems 
to  apply  to  all  creditors,  and  the  attachment  and  proceeding  in  rem,  and  against  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  garnishees,  apply  when  the  debtor  is  a  non-resident,  or  has 
absconded,  or  concealed,  or  absented  himself,  or  is  about  to  remove  his  property 
out  of  the  state,  or  fraudulently  to  convert  it  Revised  Statutes  of  Bfissouri,  1835, 
p.  76. 

In  Virginia,  the  domestic  attachment  Ifes  against  the  absconding  debtor,  and  also 
against  non-resident  debtors  for  debts  not  exceeding  $20.  and  against  a  garnishee, 
though  the  debt  be  not  due.  The  foreign  attachment  lies  against  absent  debtors ;  and 
resident  debtors  of  the  foreign  debtor  may  be  prosecuted  as  garnishees.  1  Revised 
Code,  ed.  1814,  p.  100;  2  id  08.  It  is  grounded  upon  two  facts :  non-residence  of  the 
debtor,  and  his  having  effects  in  Virginia ;  and  the  proceeding  is  conclusive  against 
parties  and  privies.  Mankin  v.  Chandler,  2  Brock.  126.  In  the  case  of  non-resident 
debtors,  it  is  a  general  principle  that  all  the  proceedings  are  construed  strictly,  for  the 
greater  safety  of  the  absentee,  to  whom  notice  may  not  have  reached.  State  Bank 
V.  Hinton.  1  Dev.  (N.  C.)  307.  In  Kentucky,  the  lands  of  a  non-rtndeni  debtor  may  be 
appropriated  by  attachment  by  the  creditor,  if  tlie  debtor  has  no  personal  property. 
0  Dana.  08.  200.  So  a  bill  in  equity  will  lie  to  sequester  the  effects  of  abtetU  debtors 
in  the  hands  of  persons  resident  in  the  stfcte.  Statutes,  1700. 1827, 1837.  These  stat- 
utes give  the  remedy  against  the  lands  and  goods  of  non-resident  and  absent  debtors. 
0  Dana,  307,  808 ;  8  B.  Mon.  119. 

In  South  Carolina,  their  foreign  attachment  law  is  founded  on.  and  has  received 
construction  from,  the  custom  of  London.  Smith  v.  Posey.  2  Hill,  471.  See  Rice's 
Taluable  Digest  on  the  cases  decided  in  that  state,  and  in  which  the  decisions,  under 
the  title  of  "attachment  (foreign),"  are  fully  and  clearly  stated. 

In  Georgia,  the  same  process  of  domestic  attachment  lies  when  the  debtor  is 
absconding ;  and  if  he  is  about  to  remove,  it  lies,  though  the  debt  he  not  due.  The 
foreign  attachment  lies  when  the  debtor  is  a  non-resident,  and  also  in  favor  of  a  non- 
resident creditor.  It  reaches  debu  and  credita  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  and  is  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  Prince's  Digest,  2d  ed.  1887,  pp.  30-42. 
The  same  statute  provisions  in  Alabama.    Aikin's  Digest.  2d  ed.  87--40. 

In  Louisiana,  they  have  the  like  process  of  attachment  as  in  tlie  other  states,  when 
the  debtor  absconds,  or  is  about  to  remove,  or  is  non-resident.  Third  persons,  who 
have  funds  and  effecta  of  the  debtor  in  hand,  may  be  cited  to  answer  upon  interroga- 
tories ;  and  if  the  garnishee  has  funds  of  the  debtor,  the  creditor,  after  Judgment 
against  the  debtor,  may  pursue  them  by  judgment  and  execution  against  the  gar- 
nishee.   IVoseus  p.  Mason,  12  La.  10.    The  debtor  about  to  remove  may  he  arrested 
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instance  of  either  the  debtor  or  creditor.  So  the  assignees, 
nnder  the  Insolvent  Act,  are  *  declared  to  be  trustees ;  *  404 
and  where  there  are  two  trustees,  either  of  them  may  col- 
lect the  debts ;  and  where  there  are  more  than  two,  the  powei-s 
appertaining  to  the  trust  may  be  exercised  by  any  two  of  them. 
Bnt  no  suits  in  equity  are  to  be  brought  by  the  assignees  of 
insolTcnt  debtors,  without  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the 
creditors  in  interest,  unless  the  sum  in  controversy  exceeds  $300. 
They  are  to  sell  the  assets  at  auction,  and  may  allow  a  reasonable 
credit  on  good  security.  They  are  to  redeem  mortgages  and 
pledges,  and  conditional  contracts,  and  settle  accounts,  and  com- 
pound with  debtors  under  the  authority  of  the  officer  appointing 
them.  They  are  to  call  a  general  meeting  of  the  creditors  ;  and 
the  mode  of  distribution  is  specially  declared.  They  are  to  de- 
clare dividends ;  and  dividends  unclaimed  for  a  ^year  are  to  be 
deemed  relinquished.  They  are  to  account  upon  oath,  and  are 
allowed  a  commission  of  five  per  cent  on  all  moneys  received ; 
and  they  may  be  discharged  from  their  trust  by  the  proper  author- 
ity on  their  own  application,  and  new  assignees  appointed  in 
their  stead,  (a)  These  trustees,  in  many  respects,  resemble  com- 
missioners under  the  English  bankrupt  laws;  and  the  proper 
remedy  against  them  is,  either  by  a  bill  in  chancery,  or  an  appli- 
cation to  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court  in  which  the  proceed- 
ings are  pending,  to  compel  an  account  and  an  adjustment.  It 
was  held,  in  Peck  v.  Randall^  (h)  that  the  creditor  could  not 
maintain  a  suit  at  law  against  the  trustees  of  an  absconding  debtor 
before  the  demand  had  been  adjusted  and  a  dividend  declared. 
In  England,  it  is  well  settled  in  the  analogous  case  of  a  claim  for 

and  held  to  bail,  thoagli  the  debt  be  not  due.  Desha  17.  Solomons,  12  La.  272 ;  ib.  479. 
If  the  garnishee  be  a  consignee  of  goods,  and  has  made  advances  on  them,  he  may 
elaim  a  preference  as  a  creditor  of  consignor,  if  the  attachment  be  levied  while  the 
goods  are  tn  transitu ,  and  before  deliveiy  to  the  consignee.  Wilson  r.  Smith,  12  La. 
375;  Gardiner  v.  Smith,  ib.  370. 

In  Mississippi,  there  is  the  like  process  of  foreign  and  domestic  attachment  against 
non-resident  and  absconding  debtors,  and  debtors  preparing  to  remove,  though  the 
debt  be  not  due.  Debts  and  credits  of  the  debtor  in  the  hands  of  third  persons  maj 
be  attached  by  process  of  summons  or  garnishment.  The  party  suing  out  a  foreign 
attachment  must  be  a  resident.  R.  Code  of  Mississippi,  1824,  pp.  167-168.  The 
process  of  attachment  in  most  of  the  states  is  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  attach- 
ing [creditor].  But  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  bill  filed  by  a  non-resident 
plaintiff  against  a  non-resident  debtor,  if  there  be  also  a  resident  defendant.  Comstock  v. 
Bayford,  1  Sm.  &  M.  428;  Ib.  584,  8.  p. 

(a)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  u.  39-61.  (h)  1  Johns.  166. 
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dividends  on  the  bankrupt's  estate,  that  a  suit  at  law  cannot  be 
sustained  for  a  dividend,  and  that  the  creditor  applies  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  for  assistance  to  obtain  it.  (c) 
A    grave   and    difficult  question    has   been    frequently   dis- 
cussed in  our  American  courts,  respecting  the  conflicting 

*  405  *  claims  arbing  under  our  attachment  laws,  and  under  a 

foreign  bankrupt  assignment.  If  a  debtor  in  England 
owing  a  house  in  New  York,  as  well  as  creditors  in  England,  be 
regularly  declared  a  bankrupt  in  England,  and  his  estate  duly 
assigned,  and  if  the  house  in  New  York  afterwards  sues  oat 
process  of  attachment  against  the  estate  of  the  same  debtor,  and 
trustees  are  appointed  accordingly,  the  question  is,  which  class  of 
trustees  is  entitled  to  distribute  the  fund,  and  to  whom  can  the 
debtors  of  the  absent  or  bankrupt  debtor  safely  pay.  In  such  a  case, 
there  are  assignees  in  England  claiming  a  right  to  all  the  estate 
and  debts  of  the  bankrupt,  and  there  are  trustees  in  New  York 
claiming  the  same  right.  This  question  was  considered  in  Holmes 
y.  Remsen^  (^d)  and  the  English  and  Scotch,  and  other  foreign 
authorities  examined  ;  and  the  conclusion  was,  that  by  the  Eng- 
lish law,  and  by  the  general  international  law  of  Europe,  the 
proceeding  which  is  prior  in  point  of  time  is  prior  in  point  of 
right,  and  attaches  to  itself  the  right  to  take  and  distribute  the 
estate.  It  was  considered  that  as  the  English  assignees  in  that 
case  were  first  appointed,  and  the  assignment  of  the  bankrupt's 
estate  first  made  to  them,  that  assignment  carried  the  bankrupt's 
property,  wherever  situated;  and  it  consequently  passed  the 
debt  due  by  a  citizen  of  this  state  to  the  English  bankrupt ;  so 
that  a  payment  of  such  a  debt  to  the  English  assignees  was  a 

good  payment  in  bar  of  a  claim  for  that  same  debt,  by  the 

*  406   trustees,  under  our  Absconding  Act.    This  *  rule  appeared 

to  be  well  settled,  (a)  and  to  be  founded  in  justice  and 

(c)  Ex  parte  White,  and  Ex  parte  Whitchurch,  1  Atk.  90 ;  Assignees  of  Gardiner 
p.  Shannon,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  229. 

(a)  4  Johns.  Ch.  460. 

(a)  The  authorities  cited  in  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  to  show  that  the  rule  contended 
for  in  that  case  was  incontrovertiblj  established  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  United 
Kingdoms  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  are  Pipon  v.  Plpon,  Amb-  25;  case  of  Wilson, 
before  Lord  Hardwicke,  cited  hy  Lord  Loughborough,  in  1  H.  Bl.  691 ;  Solomons  v. 
Ross.  ib.  181,  note ;  JoUett  v.  Deponthien.  ib.  182,  note ;  Neal  v.  Cottingham  & 
Houghton,  ib. ;  Phillips  v.  Hunter,  2  id.  402 ;  Sills  r.  Worswick,  1  id.  665 ;  Lord 
Thurlow,  in  the  case  Ex  parte  Blakes,  1  Cox,  898 ;  Lord  Kenjon,  in  Hunter  p.  Potts, 
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policy,  and  the  comity  of  nations.  It  rested  on  the  principle  of 
general  jurisprudence  that  personal  property  was  deemed,  by 
fiction  of  law,  to  be  situated  in  the  country  in  which  the  bank- 
rupt had  his  domicile,  and  to  follow  the  person  of  the  owner ;  and 
it  was  to  be  administered  in  bankruptcy  according  to  the  rule  of 
the  law  of  that  country,  as  if  it  was  locally  placed  within  it.  No 
doubt  was  entertained,  that  if  the  appointment  of  trustees  under 
the  New  York  act  had  been  the  first  in  point  of  time,  the  title  of 
the  trustees  would  have  been  recognized  in  the  English  courts,  as 
controlling  the  personal  property  in  England.  By  the  same  rule, 
the  English  assignees,  being  first  in  time,  were  held  entitled  to 
control  the  personal  property  of  the  debtor  existing  in  New  York. 
But  whatever  consideration  might  otherwise  have  been  due  to 
the  opinion  in  that  case,  and  to  the  reasons  and  decisions  on 
which  it  rested,  the  weight  of  American  authority  is  decidedly 
the  other  way ;  and  it  may  now  be  considered  as  part  of  the  set- 
tled jurisprudence  of  this  country,  that  personal  property,  as 
against  creditors,  has  locality,  and  the  lez  loci  rei  sites  prevails 
over  the  law  of  the  domicile  with  regard  to  the  rule  of  preferences 
in  the  case  of  insolvent's  estates.  The  laws  of  other  governments 
have  no  force  beyond  their  territorial  limits  ;  and,  if  permitted  to 
operate  in  other  states,  it  is  upon  a  principle  of  comity,  and  only 
when  neither  the  state  nor  its  citizens  would  suffer  any  incon* 
venience  from  the  application  of  the  foreign  law.  (6)  A  prior 
assignment  in  bankruptcy,  under  a  foreign  law,  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  prevail  against  a  subsequent  attachment  by  an  Ameri- 
can  creditor  of  the  bankrupt's  effects  found  here ;  and  our  courts 
will  not  subject  our  citizens  to  the  inconvenience  of  seeking  their 

4  T.  R.  132 ;  Lord  Ellenborough,  5  East,  131 ;  Stein's  Case,  1  Rose's  Cas.  in  Bank- 
ruptcy, App.  462 ;  Selkrig  v.  Davis  and  Salt,  2  Dow,  230 ;  2  Rose's  Cas.  in  Bank- 
ruptcy, 291.  By  the  Scotch  law,  the  foreign  assignment  will  not  prevent  a  subsequent 
attachment  in  Scotland  by  a  Scotch  creditor,  unless  notice  of  the  assignment  be  given 
to,  or  had  by,  the  creditor.  No  such  notice  is  requisite  to  the  operation  of  the  assign- 
ment under  the  English  law.  The  English  doctrine  applies  equally  to  voluntary  and 
bona  fide  assignments  of  personal  property  by  the  owner  domiciled  abroad,  to  assign- 
ments under  bankrupt  and  insolvent  statutes,  and  to  the  distribution  of  the  movable 
property  of  testators  and  intestates  by  will,  and  under  the  law  of  distribution.  The 
cases  all  rest  on  the  same  general  principle  giving  a  universal  operation  to  transfer, 
or  the  disposition  of  personal  property,  made  or  existing  at  the  owner's  domicile, 
wherever  that  property  may  be  situated,  and  when  not  bound  by  any  local  lien  at 
the  time. 

(h)  Parsons,  Ch.  J.,  in  Greenwood  w.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  378 ;  Porter,  J.,  in  Olivier  v, 
Townes,  14  Martin  (La.),  »9>10I. 
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dividends  abroad  when  thej  have  the  means  to  sati!>ry 
•407  them  under  their  own  control.     ♦This  was  the   rule  in 

Maryland  prior  to  our  Revolution,  according  to  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Dulanj,  reported  in  Burk  v.  M^Cla%n;(a)  and  afterwards 
in  1790,  it  was  decided  in  Wallace  v.  Patterson^  (b)  that  property 
of  the  bankrupt  could  be  attached  here,  notwithstanding  a  prior 
assignment  in  bankruptcy  in  England.  The  same  doctrine  was 
declared  in  Pennsylvania,  (c)  after  an  elaborate  discussion  of  the 
question.  The  court  in  that  state  considered  that  an  assignment 
abroad,  by  act  of  law,  had  no  legal  operation  extra  territariun^  as 
against  the  claims  of  their  own  citizens.  But  the  foreign  assignee 
in  bankruptcy  may  sue  in  Pennsylvania  in  the  name  of  the  bank- 
rupt, for  the  assets  of  the  estate,  and  recover  them,  except 
as  against  the  rights  of  the  American  creditor,  ((f)  The  same 
doctrine  was  declared  in  North  Carolina  as  early  as  1797.  («)  In 
South  Carolina  the  question  arose  in  the  case  of  The  Assignees  of 
Topham  v.  Chapman^  in  1817  ;  (/)  and  the  court  in  that  case 
followed  some  prior  decisions  of  their  own,  and  the  case  of 
Taylor  v.  Geary^  decided  in  Connecticut  as  early  as  1787 ;  (y) 
and  they  held  that  law,  justice,  and  public  policy  all  combined  to 
give  a  preference  to  their  own  attaching  creditors.  So,  in  Vir- 
ginia and  Kentucky,  under  their  statute  laws,  all  real  and 
personal  property  within  the  state,  even  debts  and  choses  in 
action,  are  held  to  be  bound  by  the  attachment  laws  of  the  state, 
though  the  owner  should  execute  an  instrument  in  control  of  it 
at  his  domicile  abroad.  The  rule  of  curtesy  is  held  to  be  over- 
ruled by  positive  law.  The  law  of  the  locus  rei  sttce  overrules 
the  law  of  the  domicile  in  this  case,  and  debts  due  to  absentees 
have  so  far  locality,  and  are  subject  to  attachment  by  the  credit- 

(a)  1  Harr.  &  M'Hen.  236.  (b)  2  id.  468. 

(c)  Milne  v.  Moreton,  6  Binney,  353.  See  MuUiken  v.  Aiigfainbaagh,  1  Penn.  117, 
to  the  same  point.  See  also  Ogden  v,  GilUngham,  Baldw.  C.  C.  38 ;  L0W17  0.  Hall, 
2  WatU  &  S.  129. 

{d)  Merrick's  Estate,  2  Ashm.  485;  8.  c.  5  Watts  &  S.  20.  This  is  the  scope  of 
the  American  cases ;  and  the  New  York  case  of  Abraham  v.  Plestoro,  8  Wend.  538» 
went  further  wlien  it  ruled  the  foreign  assignment  in  bankruptcy  void,  even  ai» 
against  a  British  creditor,  not  domiciled  here.  They  do  not  go  so  far  in  Pennsylvania. 
Lowry  v.  Hall,  Mupra ;  MuUiken  v.  Aughinbaugh,  1  Penn.  117. 

(c)  M'Neil  V,  Colquhoon,  2  Hayw.  24. 

(/)  Const.  S.  C.  283.    See  also  Robinson  v.  Crowder,  4  M*Cord,  519,  to  the  1 
point. 

{g)  Kirby,  818. 
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ors  of  suck  absentees.  But  the  rule  is  not  carried  so  far  as  to 
apply  to  absolute  sales,  b<yna  fide  for  a  valuable  consideration,  of 
cboses  in  action,  accompanied  with  assignment  and  delivery  of  the 
evidences  of  the  debt.  (A)  The  point  arose  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Massachusetts,  Ingraham  v.  CreyeVy  in  1816 ;  (i)  and  they 
would  not  allow  even  a  voluntary  assignment  by  an  insolvent 
debtor  in  another  state,  to  control  an  attachment  in  that  state,  of 
the  property  of  the  insolvent,  made  subsequently  to  the  assign- 
ment, and  before  payment  to  the  assignees ;  and  the  court  denied 
that  any  such  indulgence  was  required  by  the  practice  or  comity 
of  nations.  (/)  ^    The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Rem-- 

{h)  Huth  V,  Bank  of  the  United  SUtes  in  Chan.,  Louisville,  Ky.,  August,  1843 
[4  B.  M.»nr.  423]. 

(i)   13  Mass.  146. 

(j )  See  also,  to  the  same  point,  Borden  v.  Sumner,  4  Pick.  266 ;  Blake  v.  Wil- 
liams, e  id.  286 ;   Fall  River  Iron  Works  v.  Croade,  15  id.  11 ;    Fox  v.  Adams, 


1  Lex  loci  rei  stta  as  affecting  the  Trans- 
fer of  Chattels.  —  It  seems  now  to  be 
accepted  as  law  that  such  an  assignment 
will  not  affect  moyable  (i.  e.  corporeal) 
property  in  another  state,  at  least  in  the 
courts  of  that  state,  if  it  is  contrary  to 
law  there,  although  valid  and  legal  at  the 
domicile  of  the  assignor  where  it  was 
made.  Guillander  v.  Howell,  35  N.  Y.  657 ; 
Green  v.  Van  Buskirk,  7  Wall.  139,  150  ; 
s.  c.  5  Wall.  307 ;  Moore  v.  Bonnell,  2 
Vroom,  90 ;  Zipcey  v.  Thompson,  1  Gray, 
243;  Kidder  v.  Tufts,  48  N.  H.  121.  125. 
But  see  Law  v.  Mills,  18  Fenn.  St.  185 ; 
Hanford  v,  Faine,  32  Y t.  442 ;  Rice  v. 
Courtis,  ib.  460 ;  Livermore  i^.Jenckes,  21 
How.  120.  x^  In  Southern  Bank  v.  Wood, 
14  La.  An.  554,  a  vessel  at  sea  was  licld 
to  pass  by  an  assignment  in  another  state 
in  trust  for  creditors  as  against  an  attach- 
ment on  its  arrival  In  port  But  Massachu- 


setts assignees  in  insolvency  of  a  vessel  at 
sea  were  held  to  have  no  claim  as  against 
a  New  York  creditor  attaching  in  port  in 
Kelly  V.  Crapo,  45  N.  Y.  86.  A  distinction 
is  sometimes  taken  between  movables  and 
debts,  and  it  is  said  that  the  latter  follow 
the  person  of  the  creditor.  Guillander  o. 
Howell,  35  N.  Y.  657,  661,  citing  Caskie  v. 
Webster,  2  Wall.  Jr.  131,  and  other  cases. 
And  this  again  is  perhaps  to  be  qualified 
by  the  rule  that  contracts  respecting  pub- 
lic funds,  stock,  &c.,  regulated  by  peculiar 
local  laws,  must  be  made  and  carried  into 
execution  according  to  those  laws.  Dow 
V.  Gould  &  Curry  S.  M.  Co.,  31  Cal.  629, 
653;  Black  v.  Zacharie,  3  How.  483; 
Story,  Confl.  L.,  §  383.  See  458,  n.  (a) ; 
but  compare  430,  n.  (/).  In  Moore  v. 
Bonnell,  supra^  which  was  the  case  of  an 
assignment  in  New  York  of  a  debt  due 
from  a  New  Jersey  creditor,  although  the 


3f*  Hervey  v.  R.  I.  Locomotive  Works, 
08  U.  S.  664 ;  Fierce  v.  O'Brien,  129  Mass. 
814 ;  Clark  v.  Tarbell,  58  N.  H.  88.  Kelly 
9.  Crapo,  otter  in  the  note,  was  reversed 
in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 
Crapo  V.  Kelly,  16  Wall.  610. 

In  Osgood  V,  Maguire,  61  N.  Y.  524,  it 
was  held  that  a  receiver  who  took  in  New 


York  promissory  notes  made  by  a  Masssr 
chusetts  citizen,  but  payable  in  New  York, 
could  hold  them  as  against  a  subsequent 
attaching  creditor  of  the  debt  in  Massa- 
chusetts. See  especially  on  subject. 
Story,  Confl.  of  Laws,  8th  ed.  543,  a; 
Canada  Southern  R.  R  Co.  v,  Gebhart, 
109  U.  S.  527. 
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$en  was  also  questioned  by  one  of  the  judges  of  the 

*  408  *  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  a  suit  at  law  between 

the  same  parties,  (a)  And  still  more  recently,  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  (b)  the  English  doctriae  (for 
it  is  there  admitted  to  be  the  established  English  doctrine)  was 
peremptorily  disclaimed,  in  the  opinion  delivered  on  behalf  of  the 
majority  of  the  court,  (c) 

6  Green.  245;  Olivier  v.  Townes,  14  Martin  (La.),  03;  Norris  v.  Mumford.  4  id.  20; 
The  Brid^  Watchman,  in  the  District  Court  of  Maine,  Ware,  282 ;  Saunders  v.  Wil- 
liams, 5  N.  H.  213 ;  Mitchel  v.  M'Millan,  3  Martin  (La.)*  ^^»  to  the  same  point  Bat 
in  Goodwin  v,  Jones,  8  Mass.  617,  C.  J.  Parsons  held  to  tlie  English  doctrine ;  and  m 
Bholen  v.  Cleveland,  6  Mason,  174,  an  assignment  was  held  to  prevail  over  a  trustee 
or  attachment  process,  as  against  creditors  living  in  the  same  state  with  the  debtor. 
It  is  likewise  held,  in  Rogers  v.  Allen,  3  Ohio,  488,  that  an  assignment  by  an  insol- 
vent debtor  in  one  state  will  not  affect  the  title  to  lands  in  another  state  in  derogation 
of  the  Ux  rei  gita.  In  South  Carolina,  a  bona  Ji<U  foreign  assignment  in  trust  for 
creditors  takes  precedence  of  a  subsequent  attachment  levied  within  the  state,  but 
not  if  executed  under  the  operation  of  a  statute  of  bankruptcy.  Green  r.  Mowrj, 
2  Bailey,  163. 

(a)  Piatt.  J.,  in  20  Johns.  264. 

(b)  Ogden  v.  Saunders,  12  Wheaton,  218.  In  Harrison  r.  Sterry,  6  Cranch,  289, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  had  long  previously  held  that  the  bankrupt 
law  of  a  foreign  country  could  not  operate  a  legal  transfer  of  property  in  this  country. 
The  doctrine  rests  on  the  same  footing  between  one  state  and  another.  An  assign- 
ment in  invitum  under  the  law  of  one  state  or  nation,  has  no  operation  in  anotlter, 
even  with  respect  to  its  own  citizens.  Abraliam  v,  Plestoro,  3  Wend.  638 ;  Johnsoa 
V.  Hunt,  23  id.  00,  01. 

(c)  It  was  the  received  doctrine  in  England,  according  to  the  opinion  of  counsel, 
as  early  as  1716,  that  the  English  creditors  of  an  insolvent  debtor  residing  in  Holland, 
could  attach  and  recover  by  execution  levied  on  his  effects  in  England,  without  being 
responsible  to  tlie  curator  in  Holland,  who  had  entered  upon  his  trust  prior  to  the 
attachment  in  England.  See  opinions  of  R.  Raymond,  J.  Jekyll,  and  others,  in  the 
Appendix,  254-266,  of  Mr.  Henry's  Treatise  on  Foreign  Law.  In  Blake  v.  Williami, 
6  Pick.  286 ;  Lord  v.  The  Brig  Watchman,  in  the  District  Court  of  Maine.  Ware, 
232 ;  Abraham  t*.  Plestoro,  3  Wend.  688 ;  and  Johnson  v.  Hunt,  23  id.  87.  the  ques- 
tion was  again  discussed,  and  the  decisions  made  in  entire  conformity  with  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  now  prevalent  in  the  United  States.  The  authorities  for  the  contniy 
and  more  liberal  doctrine  in  the  English,  Scottish,  and  Irish  courts,  are  collected  in 
Bell's  Commentaries,  ii.  681-687,  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  nrpn. 
406.  Mr.  Bell  says  that  the  rule  giving  effect  to  conveyances,  made  for  tlie  purpose 
of  collecting  and  distributing  among  creditors  the  f  ands  and  estate  of  the  debtor, 
according  to  the  law  of  his  residence  and  seat  of  trade,  does  not  rest  in  any  legislatire 
enactment,  but  upon  those  principles  of  international  law  which  guide  the  connection 

distinction  between  movables  and  debts  69.  But  see  Green  v.Van  Buskirk,  7  Wall 

was  disregarded,  it  was  considered  that  139, 161.    See,  as  to  the  law  govern inf 

the  assignment  could  not  be  impeached  transfers  of  ship  and  cargo,  bottomry,  &c.i 

in  the  New  Jersey  courts  by  a  New  York  piytt,  iii.  164,  n.  1 ;  174,  n.  1. 
creditor.    Ace.  Einer  v.  Dcynoodt,  30  Mo. 
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4.  By  Intestacy.  —  The  last  instaDce  which  was  mentioned  of 
acquiring  title  to  goods  and  chattels  by  act  of  law  was  the  case 
of  intestacy.  This  is  when  a  person  dies,  leaving  personal  prop- 
erty undisposed  of  by  will ;  and,  in  such  case,  the  personal  estate, 
after  the  debts  are  paid,  is  distributed  to  the  widow,  and  among 
the  next  of  kin.  To  avoid  repetition  and  confusion,  I  shall  be 
obliged  to  confine  myself  essentially  to  the  discussion  of 
the  *  leading  principles  of  the  English  law,  and  assume  *  409 
them  to  be  the  law  of  the  several  states,  in  all  those  cases 
iu  which  some  material  departure  from  them  in  essential  points 
cannot  be  clearly  ascertained. 

This  title  will  be  best  explained  by  examining  —  1.  To  whom 
the  administration  of  such  property  belongs,  and  to  whom 
granted ;  2.  The  power  and  duty  of  the  administrators  ;  and, 
3.  The  persons  who  succeed  to  the  personal  estate  by  right  of 
succession. 

(1.)  Of  granting  Administration.  —  When  a  person  died  in- 
testate, in  the  early  periods  of  the  English  history,  his  goods 
went  to  the  king  as  the  general  trustee  or  guardian  of  the  state. 
This  right  was  afterwards  transferred  by  the  crown  to  the  popish 
clergy ;  and,  we  are  told,  it  was  so  flagrantly  abused  that  Parlia- 
ment was  obliged  to  interfere  and  take  the  power  of  administra- 
tion entirely  from  the  church,  and  confer  it  upon  those  who  were 
more  disposed  to  a  faithful  execution  of  the  trust.  This  pro- 
duced the  statutes  of  31  Edw.  III.  c.  11,  and  21  Hen.  VIII.  c.  5, 
from  which  we  have  copied  the  law  of  granting  administrations 
in  this  country,  (a)  The  power  of  granting  administration,  and 
of  superintending  the  conduct  of  the   administration,  was  still 

between  states,  and  prescribe  the  authority  which  is  to  be  allowed  by  each  to  the 
institution  and  laws  of  another.  The  whole  doctrine  of  the  international  effect  of 
bankruptcy  is  a  consequence  of  the  general  principle  of  universal  jurisprudence,  that 
personal  property,  wherever  situated,  is  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  bankrupt's 
domicile ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  real  property  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
territory  in  which  it  is  situated.  The  law  on  this  vexed  subject  of  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  foreign  assignments  is  examined,  and  all  the  authorities  and  arguments 
pro  and  con  collected  and  reviewed  in  Story's  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws, 
pp.  33fr-367. 

In  Canada,  an  English  commission  of  bankruptcy  operates  as  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment by  the  bankrupt,  but  rights  and  privileges  acquired  by  the  provincial  creditors 
are  not  affected  by  the  commission  or  assignment  Bruce  v.  Andenon,  Stuart's 
Lower  Canada,  127. 

(a)  Ilensloe's  Case,  9  Co.  8S,  b;  2  Bl.  Comm.  49i-496. 
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left  in  the  hands  of  the  bishop  or  ordinary  in  each  diocese.  In 
our  American  law  we  have  assigned  this,  as  well  as  other  secular 
matters,  to  the  courts  and  magistrates  of  civil  jurisdiction,  (b) 
Before  the  Revolution,  the  power  of  granting  letters  testamen- 
tary and  letters  of  administration  resided  in  New  York,  in  the 
colonial  governor,  as  judge  of  the  prerogative  court,  or  court  of 
probates  of  the  colony.  It  was  afterwards  vested  in  the  court 
of  probates,  consisting  of  a  single  judge,  and  so  continued  until 
1787,  when  surrogates  were  authorized  to  grant  letters  testa- 
mentary and  letters  of  administration  of  the  estates  of  persons 
dj  ing  within  their  respective  counties.     If  the  person  died  out 

(6)  In  some  of  the  states  the  jurisdiction  concerning  the  probate  of  wiUs  and  the 
administration  of  testators'  and  intestates'  estates  is  vested  in  the  county  conrti. 
In  others  it  is  confided  to  courts  of  special  Jurisdiction,  under  the  various  names  of 
the  court  of  probates,  the  registers'  court,  the  orphan's  court,  the  court  of  the  ordinsiy, 
and  the  surrogate's  court.  The  county  courts  of  Alabama,  when  sitting  as  courts  of 
probates,  are  denominated  Orphan's  Courts,  and  they  have  a  very  extensive  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  estates  of  deceased  persons.  In  Indiana,  by  act  of  February  17, 183S, 
the  court  of  probates  in  each  county  consists  of  one  judge,  elected  by  the  people  sep- 
tennially,  and  the  court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  probate  of  wills,  and 
administration,  and  guardianship,  and  the  settlement  of  decedent's  estates,  and  con- 
current jurisdiction  in  all  suits  at  law  and  in  equity  in  favor  of  and  against  hein, 
executors,  administrators,  and  guardians,  where  the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds 
950,  and  in  partition  and  dower,  and  it  may  authorize  guardians  to  sell  real  estate  to 
pay  debts,  and  support  infants,  lunatics,  Ac.  It  may  command  jury  trials  in  proper 
cases.  The  probate  jurisdiction  is  plenary  and  highly  important,  and  the  statute 
conferring  the  powers  is  very  provisional,  and  seems  to  be  well  digested.  Revised 
Statutes  of  Indiana,  1838,  pp.  172, 450.  A  court  of  probates  in  Mississippi  is  estab- 
lished in  each  county,  and  has  the  like  enlarged  and  discretionary  jurisdiction  in  all 
matters  of  wills  and  of  administration,  and  of  sales  and  distribution  of  tlic  estates  of 
decedents ;  and,  as  far  'as  the  jurisdiction  extends,  it  is  exclusive,  and  has  powers 
as  ample  as  a  court  of  chancery.  2  Sm.  &  M.  326,  830,  333 ;  Farve  v.  Graves.  4  id. 
707.  The  act  in  Missouri,  concerning  executors  and  administrators,  is  compreh^i- 
sive,  and  their  powers  and  duties  ara  well  defined.  The  jurisdiction  resides  in  the 
county  courts.  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri,  1835^  p.  40.  So  in  Kentucky  and 
North  Carolina,  the  county  courts  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  establish  wills  of 
real  and  personal  estates.  Hunt  v,  Hamilton,  9  Dana,  01 ;  IN.  C.  Revised  Statutes, 
1837,  pp.  620,  621.  The  revised  statutes  in  each  state,  and  especially  where  the 
revisions  have  been  recent,  contain  a  special  detail  of  the  jurisdiction  and  power  of 
probate  courts.  We  can  only  allude  occasionally  and  by  way  of  iUustraivm,  to  the 
local  statutes.  The  law  of  Maryland  on  Statutory  Testamentary  Law  is  collected 
by  Judge  Dorsey,  and  the  volume  is  enriched  by  a  reference  to  tlie  decisions  ol  the 
courts  on  the  subject.  In  New  Jersey,  the  governor,  by  the  constitution,  until  1844, 
was  ex  officio  the  ordinary  as  well  as  the  chancellor  of  the  state,  and  he  consequently 
had  jurisdiction  to  take  proof  of  wills  and  to  grant  letters  testamentary,  and  letters 
of  administration.  But  by  the  constitution  of  1844,  the  chancellor  is  declared  to  be 
the  ordinary  or  surrogate  general  and  judge  of  the  prerogative  court. 
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of  the  state,  or  within  *  the  state,  not  being  an  inhabitant  *  410 
thereof,  the  granting  of  administration  was  still  reserved 
to  the  court  of  probates,  (a)  This  practice  continued  until  the 
act  of  March  21,  1823,  (fi)  when  the  court  of  probates  was 
abolished,  and  all  the  original  powers  of  that  court  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  surrogates  ;  and  each  surrogate  has  now  jurisdiction, 
exclusive  of  every  other  surrogate,  within  his  county,  when  the 
testator  or  intestate  was,  at  his  death,  an  inhabitant  of  the 
county,  in  whatever  place  he  may  have  died ;  or  not  being  an 
inhabitant  of  the  state,  died  in  the  county,  leaving  assets  therein  ; 
or  not  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  state,  died  abroad,  leaving  assets 
in  the  county  of  the  surrogate  ;  or  not  being  an  inhabitant  of  the 
state,  and  dying  out  of  it,  assets  of  such  testator  or  intestate 
should  thereafter  come  into  the  county ;  or  when  no  jurisdiction 
is  gained  in  either  of  the  above  cases,  real  estate,  devised  by  the 
testator,  is  situated  in  the  county,  (c)  The  first  judge  of  the 
county  acts  in  cases  in  which  the  surrogate  is  disqualified  to  act ; 
and  the  county  treasurer  in  each  county  acts  as  a  public  adminis- 
trator in  special  cases.  There  is  likewise  a  public  administrator 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  with  enlarged  jurisdiction  in  special 
cases  of  intestates'  estates.  He  is  authorized  to  act  as  public 
administrator  in  cases  where  there  are  effects  in  the  city,  of  per- 
sons dying  intestate,  and  leaving  no  widow  or  next  of  kin  com- 
petent and  willing  to  administer.  ((£} 

Administration  is  directed,  by  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes, 
to  be  granted  to  the  husband  on  the  wife's  personal  estate,  and  in 
other  cases  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin,  or  to  some  one  of  them, 
if  they,  or  any  of  them,  will  accept,  in  the  following  order :  first, 

(a)  L.  N.  Y.  8688.  1,  c.  12,  and  sess.  10,  c.  38 ;  Goodrich  v,  Pendleton,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  662. 

(6)  Se88.  46,  c.  70. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  78,  sec.  28 ;  N.  Y.  act,  60th  sess.  c.  460,  sec.  1. 
In  England,  generally  speaking,  all  ecclesiastical  testamentary  jarisdictions  are  lim- 
ited in  their  authority  to  property  locally  situated  within  their  district.  Crosley  v. 
Archdeacon  of  Sudhury,  8  Hagg.  E.  R.  199.  In  Tennessee,  letters  of  administration 
granted  not  in  the  county  of  the  decedent's  residence  and  domicile  are  void.  Wilson 
V.  Frazier,  2  Humph.  SO. 

(</)  N.  Y.  R.  S.  ii.  79 ;  ih.  ii.  117-188.  By  the  act  of  April  20, 1830,  in  amendment 
of  the  Rerised  Statutes,  farther  proyision  is  made  for  the  case  in  which  the  first  judge 
of  the  county  cannot  act  as  surrogate.  The  trust  devolves  on  the  district  attorney  of 
the  county,  and  eventually  on  the  chancellor.  In  New  Jersey,  if  the  intestate  leaves 
no  relations  to  administer,  the  ordinary  grants  administration  on  due  security  to  any 
proper  applicant.    R.  S.  N.  J.  1847,  p.  846. 
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to  the  widow;  second,  to  the  children;   third,  to  the  father; 
fourth,  to  the  brothers ;  fifth,  to  the  sisters ;  sixth,  to  the  grand- 
children ;  seventh,  to  any  other  of  the  next  of  kin  who 

*  411    would  be  entitled  to  a  share  in  *  the  distribution  of  the 

estate,  (a)  ^  Under  the  English  law  (and  the  law  of  New 
York,  and  it  is  presumed  the  law  of  the  other  states  is  the 
same),  (()  the  surrogate  has  the  discretion  to  elect,  among  the 
next  of  kin,  any  one  in  equal  degree,  in  exclusion  of  the  rest,  and 
to  grant  to  such  person  sole  administration.  So,  under  the  Eng- 
lish law,  he  may  grant  administration  to  the  widow  or  next  of  kiu, 
or  to  both  jointly,  at  his  discretion,  {c)  To  guard  against  impo- 
sition or  mistake  in  issuing  letters  of  administration  prematurely, 
the  surrogate  is  required  to  have  satisfactory  proof  that  the  person 
of  whose  estate  administration  is  claimed  is  dead,  and  died  intes- 
tate ;  and  when  application  is  made  to  admiuister,  by  any  person 
not  first  entitled,  there  must  be  a  written  renunciation  of  the 
party  having  the  prior  right  to  administer,  or  a  citation  to  show 
cause  is  to  be  first  issued  to  all  such  persons,  and  duly  served  or 
otherwise  published,  (d) 

According  to  the  provision  in  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes, 
if  none  of  the  relatives,  or  guardians  of  infant  relatives  (for  the 
guardians  of  minors  who  are  entitled  may  administer  for  them), 
will  accept  the  administration,  then  it  is  to  be  given  to  the  cred- 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  SUtutet,  ii.  74,  sec  27,  29.  The  rule  in  England  is  to  gnnt 
administration  to  the  Imsband  on  the  wife's  estate,  and  in  other  cases  to  the  widow 
or  next  of  kin,  or  both,  at  discretion.  The  nearest  of  kin  to  the  intestate  has  prefer- 
ence ;  and  of  persons  in  equal  degree,  the  ordinary  may  take  which  he  pleases.  The 
nearness  of  kin  is  computed  according  to  the  civil  law.    2  Bl.  Comm.  504. 

(6)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  74,  sec.  28. 

(c)  Fawtry  v.  Fawtry,  1  SaUc.  86 ;  Anon.,  Str.  662 ;  Case  of  Williams,  8  Hagg. 
Ecc.  217.  The  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  74,  sec.  27,  seems  to  have  destroyed  tbii 
discretion.  But  the  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  18S6,  and  the  New  Jersey 
statute  of  1795,  Elmer's  Dig.  165,  leave  it  as  in  the  English  law. 

{d)  N.  Y.  Revised  Laws,  ii^  74,  sec.  26 ;  ib.  76,  sec  35,  S6.  In  England,  as 
executor  who  has  renounced,  may  retract  before  administration  is  actually  granted 
to  another.  McDonnell  v.  Fendergast,  8  Hagg.  Ecc.  212.  And  in  New  York,  tlie 
surrogate  may,  with  the  consent  of  the  person  entitled,  Join  one  or  more  competent 
persons  with  him  in  the  administration.  When  administration  is  granted  to  two 
or  more  persons,  it  being  an  entire  thing,  if  one  dies,  the  entire  authority  remaiitf 
with  the  suvivors,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  executors.  Lewis  v.  Brooks,  6  Yerg. 
167. 

^  What  follows  being  a  matter  of  made  to  note  the  changes  which  have 
local  statute  law,  no  attempt  has  been    taken  place. 
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itors  of  the  deceased ;  and  the  creditor  first  applying,  if  otherwise 
competent,  is  to  be  preferred,  (e)  If  no  creditor  applies,  then  to 
any  other  person  legally  competent.  (/)  In  the  city  of  New 
York  the  public  administrator  has  preference  after  the  next  of 
kin ;  and  in  the  other  counties  the  county  treasurer  has  prefer*- 
ence  next  after  creditors,  (jf)  In  the  case  of  a  married  woman 
dying  intestate,  the  husband  is  entitled  to  administration  in  pref- 
erence to  any  other  person ;  and  he  is  liable,  as  administrator, 
for  the  debts  of  his  wife,  only  to  the  extent  of  the  assets  received 
by  him.  If  he  does  not  administer  on  her  estate,  he  is  presumed 
to  have  assets,  and  is  liable  for  her  debts.  (K)  Under  the  English 
law,  at  least  until  lately,  if  the  husband  dies  leaving  the 
goods  of  the  former  wife  unadministered,  the  right  of  *  ad-  *  412 
ministration  de  bonis  non  belongs  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
wife  ;  though  the  right  of  property  belongs  to  the  representatives 
of  the  husband.  The  principle  of  the  English  statute  of  21 
Hen.  VIII.  was  to  vest  the  administration  de  bonis  non  in  the 
person  who  was  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  the  intestate's  death, 
and  who  was  possessed  of  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  personal 
estate.  The  case  of  Hole  v.  Dolman^  in  1736,  was  an  anomalous 
case,  and  established  an  exception  to  a  general  rule;  for  the 
original  administration  to  a/eme  covert  was  granted  to  her  next  of 
kin,  in  preference  to  the  representative  of  the  deceased  husband, 
who  survived  her,  and  in  whom  the  interest  was  vested,  (a) 

(e)  In  North  Carolma  the  greatest  creditor  Ib,  hi  such  case,  entitled  to  the  prefer- 
ence.   Act  1702. 

(f)  The  same  general  mles  are  prescribed  in  the  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes 
of  18S6,  and  exist  throughout  this  country. 

iff)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  74,  sec.  27.  Where  persons  not  inhabitants  of  the 
State  of  New  York  die,  leaving  assets  in  the  state,  if  no  application  for  letters  of 
administration  be  made  by  a  relative  entitled  thereto,  and  legally  competent,  and 
letters  testamentary  or  of  administration  have  been  granted  by  competent  authority 
in  any  other  state,  the  person  so  appointed,  on  producing  such  letters,  is  entitled  to 
letters  of  administration  in  preference  to  creditors,  or  any  other  persons,  except  the 
pubUc  administrator  in  the  dty  of  New  York.    lb.  75,  sec.  81. 

(A)  N.  Y.  Revised  Stotutes,  ii.  74,  sec.  27 ;  ib.  76,  sea  29, 33 ;  and  vide  tupra,  136, 136. 

(a)  1  Hagg.  Ecc.  341,  in  notes;  2  id.  631;  App.  160,  166.  The  recent  doctrine 
in  Betts  v.  Kimpton,  2  B.  &  Ad.  278,  is  also  that  administration  de  bonis  non  of  the 
wife's  choees  in  action  left  unadministered  by  the  husband,  goes  to  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  wife,  to  be  administered,  however,  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband's  representatives. 
See  supra,  138.  But  in  the  still  later  case  of  Fielder  v.  Hanger.  3  Hagg.  Ecc.  769,  the 
more  reasonable  rule  is  at  last  adopted,  that  the  administration  on  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  wife  follows  the  interest,  and  on  the  husband's  death  goes  to  his  representa- 
tives. 
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When  there  are  several  persons  of  the  same  degree  of  kindred 
to  the  intestate  entitled  to  administration,  they  are  preferred  in 
the  following  order:  first,  males  to  females;  second,  relatives  of 
the  whole  blood  to  those  of  the  half  blood ;  third,  unmarried,  to 
married  women  ;  and  when  there  are  several  persons  equally  en- 
titled, the  surrogate,  in  his  discretion,  may  gi*ant  letters  to  one  or 
more  of  them.  (6)  No  person  convicted  of  an  infamous  crime,  or 
incapable  by  law  of  making  a  contract,  nor  a  non-resident  alien, 
or  minor,  or  feme  covert^  or  person  deemed  incompetent  by  the 
surrogate  by  reason  of  drunkenness,  improvidence,  or  want  of 
understanding,  is  entitled  to  administer;  but  the  husband  is  enti- 
tled to  administer  in  the  right  and  behalf  of  his  wife  ;  and  with  the 
consent,  in  writing,  of  the  party  entitled,  one  or  more  competent 
persons  may  be  associated  by  the  surrogate  with  an  administra- 
tor, (c)  The  husband  who  administers  on  his  wife's  estate  is  now 
bound  (though  contrary  to  the  English  law  and  the  former  law 
of  New  York)  to  give  a  bond,  in  the  same  manner  as  other  admin- 
istrators ;  yet  he  is  not  bound,  in  consequence  of  it,  to  distribute 
the  estate  after  the  debts  are  paid ;  but  he  continues  to  enjoy  it 

according  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  (c2) 
*  418        *  If  letters  of  administration  should  happen  to  have  been 

unduly  granted,  they  may  be  revoked,  and  administration 
may  be  granted  upon  condition,  or  for  a  limited  time,  or  for  a 
special  purpose ;  as  for  the  collection  and  preservation  of  the 
goods  of  the  deceased ;  and  it  is  the  received  doctrine  that  all 
sales  made  in  good  faith,  and  all  lawful  acts  done  either  by 
administrators  before  notice  of  a  will,  or  by  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, who  may  be  removed  or  superseded,  or  become  incapable, 
shall  remain  valid,  and  not  be  impeached  on  any  will  appearing, 
or  by  any  subsequent  revocation  or  superseding  of  the  authority 
of  such  executors  or  administrators,  (a) 

(6)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  74,  Bee.  28.  The  statute  law  of  New  Jersey  of 
1706  follows  closely  the  English  law  on  the  subject  of  adnuDistratioo.  Elmer's 
Digest,  165. 

(c)  lb.  ii.  75,  sec.  32,  34 ;  Act  of  N.  Y.  April  20, 1880. 

(</)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  sec.  29;  lb.  08,  sec.  79.    See  supra,  135. 

(a)  Sliep.  Touch,  by  Preston,  464;  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  76,  sec.  38;  ib.  79, 
sec.  46, 47.  It  is  a  general  rule  in  the  English  law,  that  the  grant  of  letters  of  admm- 
istration  relates  back  to  the  death  of  the  intestate,  so  as  to  autiiorize  the  administra- 
tor to  bring  trover  or  trespass  for  goods  of  the  intestate.  Year  Book,  36  Hen.  Xl-, 
fo.  7 ;  Long  v.  Hebb,  Sty.  841 ;  Sliarpe  v.  Stall  wood,  C.  B.  7  Jurist,  492. 
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The  nearness  of  kin,  under  the  English  law,  is  computed  ac- 
cording to  the  civil  law,  which  makes  the  intestate  himself  the 
terminus  a  quo,  or  point  whence  the  degrees  are  numbered ;  and, 
therefore,  the  children  and  parents  of  the  intestate  are  equally 
near,  being  all  related  to  him  in  the  first  degree;  but  in  this 
instance  the  surrogate  has  not  his  option  between  them,  but 
must  prefer  the  children.  (6)  And  from  the  children  and  parents 
the  next  degree  embraces  the  brothers  and  grandparents,  and  so 
on  in  the  same  order.  The  law  and  course  in  those  states  which 
follow  the  English  law  must  be  to  grant  administration,  first,  to 
the  husband  or  wife ;  second,  to  the  children,  sons  or  daughters  ; 
third,  to  the  parents,  father  or  mother ;  fourth,  to  the  brothers  or 
sisters  of  the  whole  blood ;  fifth,  to  the  brothers  or  sisters  of  the 
half  blood ;  sixth,  to  the  grandparents ;  seventh,  to  the  uncles, 
aunts,  nephews,  and  nieces,  who  stand  in  equal  degree ;  eighth, 
to  cousins.  (^)  Grandmothers  are  preferred  to  aunts,  as  nearer 
of  kin ;  for  the  grandmother  stands  in  the  second  degree  to  the 
intestate,  and  the  aunt  in  the  third.  ((2)  If  none  of  the 
next  of  kin  will  accept,  *  the  surrogate  may  exercise  his  *  414 
discretion  whom  to  appoint;  and  he  usually  decrees  it 
to  the  claimant  who  has  the  greatest  interest  in  the  effects  of  the 
intestate,  (a)  If  no  one  offers,  he  must  then  appoint  a  mere 
trustee  ad  colligendum^  to  collect  and  keep  safe  the  effects  of  the 
intestate;  and  this  last  special  appointment  gives  no  power  to 
sell  any  part  of  the  goods,  not  even  perishable  articles ;  nor  can 
the  surrogate  confer  upon  him  that  power.  (6)  This  very  incon- 
venient want  of  power  is  supplied  by  the  New  York  Revised 
Statutes;  (c)  and  an  administrator  ad  colligendum  (who  is 
called  in  the  statute  a  collector)  may,  under  the  direction  of 
the  surrogate,  sell  perishable  goods,  after  they  shall  have  been 
appraised. 

(2.)  Of  the  Poxoer  and  Duty  of  the  Administrator.  —  The 
administrator  must  enter  into  a  bond  before  the  judge  of  probate 
(under  whatever  name  the  competent  court  may  be  known), 
with  sureties  for  the  faithful  execution  of  his  trust ;  and,  being 

(6)  2  Vern.  125,  Rrg. ;  2  Bl.  Coram.  604. 

(c)  Shep.  Touch,  by  Preston,  ii.  468;  Durant  u.  Preitwood,  1  Atk.  454. 

(d)  Blackborough  v.  Davis,  1  P.  Wms.  41. 
(a)  Tucker  v.  Westgarth,  2  Addams,  852. 

(h)  1  RoU.  Abr.  tit.  Executor,  C.  1 ;  Shep.  Touch,  by  Ptefton,  ii.  48a 
(r)  Vol.  a.  76,  8€C  39. 
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thus  daly  appointed,  it  is  his  duty  to  proceed  forthwith  to  the 
execution  of  his  trust.  ((2)  His  powers  and  duties  under  the 
common  law  of  the  land  may  be  summarily  comprehended  in 
the  following  particulars :  1.  He  is  to  make  an  inventoiy  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  intestate,  in  the  presence  and  with  the 
discretion  of  appraisers,  who,  in  New  York,  Massachusetts,  and 
probably  in  other  states,  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  probate  court, 
and  sworn  ;  and  under  the  English  law  they  are  selected  by  the 
executor  or  administrator,  from  the  creditors,  or  next  of  kin,  or 
discreet  neighbors,  (e)  Two  copies  of  this  inventory  are  to  be 
made  and  indented,  and  one  copy  is  to  be  lodged  with  the  8U^ 
rogate,  under  the  attestation  of  the  administrator's  oath, 

*  415    and  the  other  is  to  be  retained.  (/)     This  *  inventoiy  is 


Id)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  li.  77,  sec.  42.  Under  the  N.  Y.  Reriaed  Stotates. 
ii.  70,  sec.  6,  76.  the  surrogate*  If  he  deem  the  circumstftnoes  of  the  case  to  reqoiie  it, 
may  require  an  executor  to  give  security.  If  he  be  about  to  remove  out  of  the  state, 
he  may,  hi  that  case,  also  require  it.  See  Wood  v.  Wood,  4  Paige,  299.  In  Tennes- 
see, executors  must  give  security  equally  with  administrators,  before  they  can  law- 
fully act.  Act  of  1818 ;  4  Yerg.  20.  By  the  MassachusetU  Revised  Statutes  of  1896, 
and  the  Revised  Sututes  of  Vermont  18S9,  p.  260,  the  executor  as  well  as  the  admin- 
istrator, before  he  enters  on  his  trust,  must  in  all  cases  give  bond,  with  sofficient 
surety,  to  the  judge  of  probate,  for  the  faithful  execution  of  his  trust ;  and,  as  a  con- 
sequence, the  executor  of  an  executor  has  no  authority  to  administer  on  the  estate  of 
the  first  testator.  The  English  rule  in  equity  is,  that  if  an  executrix  who  has  infant 
children  marries  a  second  husband  in  necessitous  circumstances,  and  there  is  danger 
of  waste,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed.  Dillon  v.  Lady  Mount^ashell,  3  Bro.  P.  C. 
841 ;  Middleton  v,  Bodswell,  13  Ves.  268.  And  this  is  the  rule  of  equity  in  South 
Carolina.  Stairley  v.  Rabe,  1  McM.  Eq.  22,  and  would  probably  be  followed  if  the 
case  arose  in  the  equity  courts  In  the  other  states. 

(e)  The  administration  bond  only  binds  the  administrator  to  administer  the  assets 
within  the  state,  and  not  goods  in  another  jurisdiction.  Governor  v.  Williams,  3  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  152. 

(/)  N.  Y.  Revised  SUtutes,  IL  82,  sec.  1 ;  lb.  84,  sec.  15,  16.  The  New  York 
statute  specifies  the  nature  of  the  assets  which  shall  go  to  the  executor  or  adminis^ 
trator ;  and  it  has  followed,  in  tliia  respect,  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  They  are 
the  interest  of  the  deceased  in  leases  for  years ;  things  annexed  to  the  freehold,  for 
the  purpose  of  trade  or  manufacture ;  growing  crops  raised  annually  by  labor  and 
cultivation,  excepting  grass  and  fruit  not  gathered ;  rents  accrued,  debts  and  things 
in  action,  though  secured  by  mortgage,  and  movable  property  and  effects.  N.  T. 
Revised  Statutes,  ii.  82,  sec.  6;  Evans  t^.  Iglehart,  6  Gill  &  J.  171, 189, 190, 8.  p.  In 
Massachusetts,  mortgage  debts,  before  foreclosure,  are  personal  assets  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors  and  administrators  of  the  mortgagee.  Massachusetts  Revised  Stat- 
utes,  1836.  Certain  necessary  domestic  articles  for  family  use,  as  looms,  stoves,  pic* 
tures,  school  books,  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  table  furniture,  and  a  small  number  of 
necessary  domestic  animals,  are  not  to  be  appraised,  but  to  remain  for  the  use  of  the 
widow  and  children.  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  83,  sec.  9,  10.  There  is  a 
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intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  and  next  of  kin ;  and 
the  administrator  will  be  obliged  to  account  for  the  property 
mentioned  in  it ;  and  he  will  also  be  obliged  to  show  good  cause 
for  not  collecting  the  debts  that  are  mentioned  to  be  due,  unless 
he  had  the  precaution  to  note  them  in  the  inventory  as  desperate. 
He  is  liable  also  to  have  the  letters  of  administration  revoked 
(and  it  is  the  same  with  the  letters  testamentary  of  an  executor), 
if  an  inventory  be  not  duly  made  and  returned.  And  if  any  one 
or  more  of  the  executors  or  administrators  returns  the  inventory, 
those  who  neglect  to  do  it  cannot  afterwards  interfere  with  the 
administration  until  they  redeem  their  default,  (a) 

After  completing  the  inventory,  the  duty  of  the  administrator 
»,  to  collect  the  outstanding  debts,  and  convert  the  property 
into  money,  and  pay  the  debts  due  from  the  intestate.  He  must 
sell  the  personal  property,  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  and  legacies,  beginning  with  articles  not  required 
for  immediate  family  use,  not  specifically  bequeathed.  (() 

sxnulAr  exception  in  MaMachuvettt,  Connecticut,  Ohio»  and  probably  in  other  states, 
in  fayor  of  the  widow  and  family;  and  it  extends  to  such  small  necessary  family 
articles  as  are  exempt  from  execution.  The  widow  and  children  in  Ohio,  if  any  under 
fifteen  years  of  age,  or  the  children  only,  if  no  widow,  are  entitled  to  suffiuient  provi- 
sions or  other  property  for  their  support  for  twelve  montlis  from  the  intestate's  death, 
without  having  the  same  accounted  for  as  part  of  the  inventory.  Statutes  of  Ohio, 
1881.  The  Ohio  statute  as  to  emblements  declares  that  those  sowed  after  March  1, 
and  before  December  31,  shall  go  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  if  the  decedent 
died  within  that  period;  but  that  those  growing  on  the  land  on  March  I,  or  between 
December  31  and  March  1,  shall  go  to  the  heir,  devisee,  or  remainderman,  or  rever- 
sioner, if  the  deoedent  died  within  that  period. 

In  Massachusetts,  Connecticut  (Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetto,  1836,  and  of 
Coonecticut,  1821),  and  probably  in  those  other  states  where  the  distribution  of  real 
and  personal  property  is  the  same,  the  inventoiy  is  to  exclude  equally  the  real  and 
personal  estate. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  SUtutes,  il  86,  sec.  17>23. 

(6)  The  English  rule  is  to  convert  the  asseU  into  cash  by  a  public  sale ;  and  this 
was  the  rule  declared  in  Covenhoven  v.  Shuler,  2  Paige,  122.  But  in  Maryland, 
unless  the  sale  of  the  assets  be  necessary  to  pay  debts  and  legacies,  or  to  make  a 
satisfactory  distribution,  the  rule  is  for  the  executors  and  administrators  to  divide 
the  property  spedflcally  in  kind  between  legatees  and  distributees.  Evans  v.  Iglehart, 
6  Gill  &  J.  171.  By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  87.  sec.  26.  26,  the  executor  is 
allowed,  except  in  the  city  of  New  York,  to  sell  on  credit  not  exceeding  one  year, 
with  approved  security;  and  he  will  be  exempted  from  responsibility  for  losses,  if 
he  acts  in  good  faith  and  with  'ordinary  prudence.  The  statute  has  not  defined 
what  was  intended  by  approved  security.  The  English  rule  in  equity  is,  that  the 
executor  roust  not  rest  on  pergonal  security;  and  if  he  does,  it  is  at  his  own  peril. 
But  there  are  exceptions  to  the  severity  of  that  rule ;  and  it  will  depend  upon  circum- 
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•  416        In  paying  *  the  debts,  the  order  prescribed  by  the  rules 

of  the  common  law  is,  to  pay,  first,  funeral  charges,  (a)  and 
the  expense  at  the  probate  office ;  next,  debts  due  to  the  state  ; 
then  debts  of  record,  as  judgments,  recognizances,  (b)  and  final 
decrees  ;  next,  debts  due  for  rent  and  debt  by  specialty,  as  bonds 
and  sealed  notes  ;  and,  lastly,  debts  by  simple  contract.  Causes 
of  action  arising  ez  delicto^  for  wrongs  for  perianal  injuries,  die 
with  the  person,  and  do  not  survive  against  his  representatives. 
Executors  and  administrators  are  the  representatives  of  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  deceased,  and  not  of  his  wrongs,  except 
so  far  as  the  tortious  act  complained  of  was  beneficial  to  his 

stances  whether,  under  the  New  York  statute,  an  executor  or  administrator  acting  in 
good  faith  be  bound  to  answer  for  the  eventual  failure  of  personal  security.  See  a 
discussion  of  the  subject  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Johns.  Ch.  284, 620.  Tlie  weight  of  the 
modern  English  authority  is,  that  investing  trust  moneys  in  personal  security  is  a 
breach  of  trust  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Rider  v.  Bickerton,  3  Swanst.  80,  note ;  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  Holmes  r.  Dring,  2  Cox's  Cases,  1 ;  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Adye  a. 
Feuilleteau,  8  Swanst.  84,  note ;  T^rd  Eldon,  in  Walker  r.  Symonds,  ib.  63.  Wliere 
the  will  directed  the  executors  to  put  on  intereift,  to  be  well  tea/red,  XoOO,  and  they 
invested  it  in  stock  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  SUtes,  and  it  was  lost  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  bank,  it  was  held  to  mean  security  by  mortgage  or  Judgment  on  rpalty, 
and  that  the  bank  security  was  no  better  than  personal  security,  and  the  executors 
were  held  responsible  for  the  money.  Nyoe's  Estate,  6  Watts  &  S.  254.  An  executor 
is  responsible  if  he  invests  trust  moneys  otherwise  tlian  upon  real  security  or  in  gOT- 
emment  stock.  Bank  stock  will  not  do.  Ackerraan  v.  Eniott,  by  Parker,  V.  Ch.,  in 
8  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  387;  [4  Barb.  626.)  But  the  executor  may  place  money  where 
the  testator  had  been  accustomed  to  place  it,  and  without  being  responsible,  if  be  acta 
with  good  faith.  Tamlyn,  270.  In  Oray  v.  Fox,  Saxton  (N.  J.),  269,  the  question 
what  is  due  security  in  respect  to  trustees  loaning  money  was  learnedly  discussed ; 
and  it  was  declared  to  be  a  well-settled  rule  in  the  English  chancery,  and  was  adopted 
in  New  Jersey,  that  the  loaning  of  trust  moneys,  and  especially  where  infants  were 
concerned,  on  private  or  permmal  security,  was  not  due  security,  and  such  loans  were 
at  the  risk  of  the  trustees.  The  trustee  must  take  adequate  real  security,  or  an 
investment  in  public  stocks  or  funds.  This  was  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor  of  New 
York,  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  above  cited.  In  Stickney  o.  Sewell,  1  My.  &  Cr.  8,  execu- 
tors were  empowered  to  lend  money  on  real  or  personal  Security ;  and  it  was  held  that 
money  should  be  advanced  to  the  amount  only  of  two  thirds  of  the  value  of  freehold 
land, of  a  permanent  value,  and  not  upon  houses  or  buildings,  which  are  fluctuating; 
and  the  executor  was  held  answerable  for  the  deficiency. 

(a)  As  against  creditors,  the  rule  of  law  is,  that  no  more  shall  be  allowed  for 
funeral  expenses  than  is  absolutely  necessary,  regard  being  had  to  the  degree  and 
condition  in  life  of  the  deceased  person.  Hancock  v.  Podihore,  1  B.  &  Ad.  200 ; 
Palmes  v.  Stephens,  R  M.  Charlton  (Ga.),  66.  In  Louisiana,  the  privileged  claim 
of  the  lessor,  as  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  lessee,  comes  in  immediately  after 
the  funeral  charges.    Devine's  Succession,  4  Rob.  866. 

(6)  A  recognizance,  as  of  special  bail,  is  of  higher  dignity  than  a  debt  by  spedal^i 
aad  has  preference.    Moon  v.  Pasteur,  4  Leigh,  86. 
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estate,  (c?)  ^    The  civil  law  gave  no  preference  to  creditor,  except 
as  to  debts  incurred  for  funeral  expenses,  and  the  expenses  of 

(c)  Hambly  v.  Trott,  Cowp.  871;  The  People  v.  Gibbs,  9  Wend.  29;  Hench  r. 
Metzer,  6  Serg.  &  li.  272.    But  for  devattaviu  or  wrongs  to  property,  the  personal 


1  AetioKsfor  causing  Death, — The  rule 
that  personal  representatives  cannot  sue 
for  ui  juries  to  the  person,  feelings,  or  repu- 
tation of  the  deceased,  has  been  essen- 
tially modified  by  statute.  The  right  of 
action  for  injuries  to  property,  and  some 
other  wrongs,  is  very  generally  made  to 
survive,  in  favor  of  and  against  them. 
Morgan  v.  Ravey,  6  H.  &  N.  26&  Again, 
according  to  most  judges,  the  death  of  a 
human  being  could  not  be  complained  of 
as  an  actionable  injury  in  a  civil  court  at 
oommon  law  (Osbom  v.  Gillett,  L.  R.  8 
Ex.  88;  Baker  v.  Bolton,  1  Camp.  493; 
Carey  v.  Berkshire  R.  R.,  1  Gush.  475; 
Hubgh  V.  New  Orleans  &  C.  R.  R.,  0  La. 
An.  494 ;  Hyatt  v,  Adams,  16  Mich.  180 ; 
Eden  v,  Lexmgton  &  F.  R.  R.,  14  B.  Mon. 
204)  ;x>  but  by  the  St  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  98, 
whenever  the  death  of  a  person  shall 
be  caused  by  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or 
default  such  as  would  (if  death  had  not 
ensued)  have  entitled  him  to  maintain  an 
action  in  respect  thereof,  an  action  may 
be  brought,  notwithstanding  his  death,  in 
the  name  of  his  executor  or  administrator, 
against  the  person  who  would  have  been 
liable,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife, 
husband,  parent,  and  child  of  the  de- 
ceased. And  the  jury  may  give  damages 
proportioned  to  the  injury  resulting  from 
the  death  to  the  parties  for  whose  benefit 
the  action  is  brought.  Statutes  modelled 
on  the  above  have  been  passed  in  many 
of  the  United  States,  and  corporations  are 
expressly  subjected  to  the  liabilities  im- 
posed by  the  law.  N.  Y.  Acts  of  1847, 
c.  450,  and  1849,  c.  256.  It  has  been  held 
upon  these  acts  that  If  the  deceased  ac- 
cepted a  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the  injury 


done  him,  the  statutory  action  could  not 
be  maintained,  as  the  party  injured  could 
not  "  maintain  an  action  in  respect  there- 
of." Read  i;.  Great  Eastern  R.  Co.,  L.  R. 
8  Q.  B.  656  (qualifymg  Pym  v.  Great 
Northern  R  Co.,  4  Best  &  S.  396) ;  Dibble 
V.  N.  Y.  &  Erie  R.  R..  26  Barb.  188.  But 
it  has  been  repeatedly  laid  down  that  the 
statute  gives  a  new  cause  of  action  and 
does  not  merely  cause  the  old  one  to  sur- 
vive to  the  representatives  of  the  de- 
ceased. Pym's Case,  supra;  Whitford  ». 
Panama  R.  R.,  23  N.  Y.  465, 469.  t^ed  v.  ib. 
485;.  Safford  i;.  Drew,  3  Duer,  027,  633, 
640;  Yertore  v.  Wis  wall,  16  How.  Pr.  8, 
12 ;  Penn.  R.  R.  ir.  Henderson,  51  Penn. 
St.  815,  323 ;  Needham  v.  Grand  Trunk 
R.  R.,  88  Vt  294.  Damages  are  given 
only  for  the  pecuniary  injury,  and  no 
solatium  for  feelings  is  allowed.  Blake  v. 
Midland  R.  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  98.  But  the 
parties  concerned  need  not  have  had  a 
legal  claim  to  the  support  of  the  deceased. 
III.  Central  R.  R.  v.  Barron,  5  Wall.  90. 
The  statute  has  no  extra  territorial  ope- 
ration even  on  corporations  created  by 
the  law  of  the  state  where  it  is  in  foree, 
Whitford  v.  Panama  R.  R.,  23  N.  Y.  465; 
Mahler  i;.  N.  &  N.  Y.  T.  Co.,  35  N.  Y.  352 ; 
Needham  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  R.,  88  Vt. 
294;  [State  v.  Pitts.  &  Conn.  R.  R.  Co., 
45  Md.  41] ;  although  it  has  been  held  to 
apply  to  injuries  inflicted  on  the  high 
seas,  notwithstanding  one  of  the  parties 
was  a  foreigner.  The  Explorer,  L.  R. 
8  Ad.  &  Ec.  289;  The  Guldfaxe,  L.  R. 
2  Ad.  &  Ec.  325.  [But  see  Armstrong 
V.  Beadle,  5  Saw.  484.]  And  the  riglit 
of  action  which  it  confers  cannot  be 
enforced  in  another  state.     Richardson 


x^  The  right  of  a  master  to  recover 
damages  at  common  law  for  a  tort  caus- 
ing the  immediate  death  of  his  servant  is 


maintained  by  Judge  Dillon,  in  Sullivan 
V.  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  DUl.  884. 
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the  administration,  and  debts  by  mortgage.  The  heir  paid  him- 
self first,  and  he  might  pay  the  first  creditor  who  came.  All  the 
assets  were  considered  as  equitable.  (<2)  When  debts  are  in 
equal  degree,  the  administrator  may  pay  which  he  pleases  first, 
and  he  may  always  prefer  himself  to  other  creditors  in  an  eqnal 
degree.    If  a  creditor  commences  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  he 

representatiTes  of  the  deoea«ed,  who  committed  the  tort,  were  made  answerable  bj 
the  statute  of  80  Car.  II.  c.  7,  and  4  &  6  W.  &  M.  c.  24 ;  and  doubtless  the  same  law 
exists  in  this  country.  Executors  and  administrators  are  also  made  liable  to  auwer 
for  injuries  to  real  property,  in  the  character  of  torts  or  trespasses.  N.  T.  Rerised 
Statutes,  il  114,  sec  4.  Respecting  the  liabilities  of  coexecutors,  it  is  understood 
that  one  executor  is  not  chargeable  for  a  devtutavU  of  his  coexecutor,  and  is  charge- 
able only  for  the  assets  which  have  come  to  his  own  hands.  Cro.  Eliz.  81S ;  8tr.20; 
4  DesauB.  (S.  C.)  66,  02, 190;  5  Conn.  19,  20;  11  Johns.  16,  21 ;  6  Johns.  Ch.  296; 
6  Pick.  104 ;  2  Molloy  Ch.  186.  But  he  is  answerable  for  the  acts  of  his  coexecotor 
when  there  has  been  conni ranee  or  negligence,  or  when  he  delivers  over  assets,  or 
makes  payment  directly  to  his  coexecutor.  7  East,  246;  2  Molloy,  186.  So  one 
executor  may  dispose  of  the  assets  and  bind  the  estate  by  sale  or  discharge.  9  Cowen, 
84 ;  4  Wend.  [436] ;  Preston  on  AbstracU  of  TiUe,  ii.  22,  28 ;  11  Johns.  21 ;  0  Paige, 
62 ;  4  HiU  (N.  T.),  402.  The  better  opinion  would  seem  also  to  be,  that  administra- 
tors stand  on  the  same  ground  in  these  respects  as  to  their  powers  and  reaponsibilitics. 
2  Yes.  267;  1  Wend.  683;  4  Wash.  186;  U  Johns.  21;  Gayden  o.  Gayden,  1  MdL 
(8.  C.)  486.  But  where  a  note  or  other  security  is  given  to  two  or  more  execaton 
jomtly  after  testator's  death,  the  title  is  in  all  of  them  equally,  as  if  given  to  tliem  as 
trustees,  and  the  concurrence  of  all  is  necessary  to  transfer  the  title  to  the  same. 
Smith  V.  Whiting,  9  Mass.  834;  HerteU  v.  Bogert,  8  Paige,  62.  In  tlie  case  of  Jones's 
Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  143,  it  was  forcibly  illustrated  by  the  chancellor,  that  joint 
trustees  are  not  answerable  for  the  defaults  of  each  other  in  cases  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence and  diligence  in  the  trustee  sought  to  be  cliarged  for  his  cotrustee. 

It  was  held  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  hi  1  Atk.  626,  that  an  executor  was  not  bound  in 
law  or  equity  to  plead  the  statute  of  limitations,  to  a  demand  otherwise  well  founded. 
But  that  dictum  was  shaken  by  a  contrary  dictum  of  Bailey,  J.,  in  M'CulIoch  p.  Dawes, 
0  Dow.  &  Ry.  40.  It  is  therefore  left  as  an  unsettled  point,  and  the  executor  most  tt 
least  exercise  a  very  sound  discretion  in  the  case.  But  more  recently  it  is  held, 
in  Hodgdon  v.  White,  11  N.  H.  208,  that  the  administrator  is  not  bound  to  plesd 
the  statute  of  Umitations  to  a  demand  otherwise  weU  founded.  This  is  the  sound 
doctrine. 

(d)  Dig.  11.  7.  46 ;  ib.  36.  2.  72 ;  Code,  6.  30,  22,  sec.  4,  6,  9 ;  Wood's  Institutes  of 
the  Civil  Law,  186,  187 ;  Brown's  View  of  the  Civil  Law,  i.  807. 

V,  K.  T.  Central  R.  R.,  98  Mass.  86;  16  Wall  622.  But  see  Smith  p.  Brown, 
Woodard  p.  Mich.  S.  &  N.  Ind.  R.  R.,  10  6  L.  R.  Q.  B.  729] 
Ohio  St.  121.  [But  see  Stallknecht  p.  In  some  states,  under  a  ditferent  Itw, 
Penn.  R.  R.  Co.,  63  Flow.  Pr.  806.  As  the  cause  of  action  which  the  party  in- 
to the  right  in  admiralty,  see  The  Fran-  Jured  had  is  made  to  survive.  Soule  r. 
conia,  2  P.  D.  163 ;  Holmes  r.  Or.  &  Cal.  N.  Y.  &  N.  H.  R.  R.,  24  Conn.  676;  Penn. 
TKj.  Co.,  6  Saw.  262 ;  Ex  parte  Gordon,  R.  R.  p.  McCloskey,  28  Penn.  St.  626 
104  U.  8.  616;    Steamboat  Co.  p.  Chase,  But  see  61  Penn.  St.  323,  tupra, 
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obtains  priority  over  other  creditors  in  equal  degree,  but  an  ad- 
ministrator may  go  and  confess  judgment  to  another  creditor  in 
equal  degree,  and  thereby  defeat  the  creditor  who  first  sued^  by 
pleading  the  judgment,  and  nil  ultra^  &c.  {e) 

The  New  York  Revised  Statutes  (/)  have  made  some 
essential  alterations  in  the  English  law,  and  in  the  *  former  *  417 
law  of  New  York,  as  to  the  order  of  payment  of  the  debts 
of  the  deceased.  The  order  now  established  is  as  follows: 
1.  Debts  under  the  law  of  the  United  States ;  2.  Taxes  assessed ; 
3.  Judgments  and  decrees  according  to  priority ;  4.  Recognizances, 
bonds,  sealed  instruments,  notes,  bills,  and  unliquidated  demands 
and  accounts,  without  any  preference  between  debts  of  this 
fourth  class.  Nor  is  a  debt  due  and  payable  entitled  to  prefer- 
ence over  debts  not  due ;  nor  does  the  commencement  of  a  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  any  debt,  or  the  obtaining  judgment  thereon 
against  the  executor  or  administrator,  entitle  such  debt  to  any 
preference  over  others  of  the  same  class.  Debts  not  due  may  be 
paid,  according  to  the  class  to  which  they  belong,  after  deducting 
a  rebate  of  legal  interest  upon  the  sum  paid,  for  the  unexpired 
time.  The  surrogate  is  tiuthorized  to  give  a  preference  to  rents 
due  and  accruing  upon  leases  held  by  the  testator  or  intestate  at 
his  death,  over  debts  of  the  fourth  class,  whenever  he  shall  deem 
the  preference  beneficial  to  the  estate.  In  suits  against  exec- 
utors and  administrators,  the  judgment,  if  there  be  a  proper 
plea  in  the  case,  is  to  be  entered  only  for  such  part  of  the  assets 
as  shall  be  a  just  proportion  to  other  debts  of  the  same  class ; 
and  the  execution  is  to  issue  only  for  a  just  proportion  of  the 
assets  applicable  to  the  judgment ;  and  no  execution  is  to  issue 
until  an  account  has  been  rendered  and  settled,  or  the 
surrogate  shall  otherwise  order,  (a)    No  executor  *  or  ad-   *  418 

(e)  Williamg'8  Executon,  679, 1213, 1214.  See  Shep.  Touch,  by  Preston,  ii.  475- 
480 ;  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  £xeciiton  and  Administrators,  L.  2,  for  a  succinct  view  of  the 
rules  of  the  common  law,  touching  the  order  of  paying  debts  by  executors  and 
administrators. 

(/)  Vol.  ii.  87,  sec.  27.  28,  29,  90. 

(a)  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  88,  sec.  81,  82.  The  surrogate  may  decree  the 
payment  of  debts,  upon  the  application  of  a  creditor,  at  any  time  after  six  months 
from  the  granting  of  the  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration,  and  the  payment 
of  any  legacy  or  distributive  share,  on  the  application  of  the  party  entitled,  after  the 
expiration  of  a  year ;  and  he  may  enforce  payment  by  causing  the  bond  of  the  exec- 
utor or  administrator  to  be  prosecuted.    On  Judgments  obtained  at  law,  against  any 
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ministrator  can  retain  for  his  own  debt,  until  it  Las  been 
proved  to  and  allowed  by  the  surrogate,  and  it  is  not  entitled  to 
any  preference  over  debts  of  the  same  class,  (a)  ^  The  executor 
or  admiuistrator  may,  by  public  notice,  call  upon  the  creditors  to 
exhibit,  within  six  mouths,  their  accounts  and  vouchers,  verified 
by  affidavit.  The  executor  or  administrator  may  go  on  and  close 
the  trust  as  to  claims  not  exhibited  within  the  time ;  and  he 
will  not  be  chargeable  for  any  due  disposition  of  the  assets  prior 
to  a  suit  on  such  claims,  though  the  next  of  kin  or  legatees  may 
be  liable  to  refund  to  such  creditors.  If  claims  be  exhibited  and 
disputed,  they  may  be  referred  to  referees  by  consent ;  and  if  not, 
the  creditor  must  sue  thereon  within  six  months,  or  be  barred 
forever.  (6) 

executor  or  administrator,  application  may  be  made  to  the  surrogate,  who  is  to  dte 
the  defendant,  and,  having  ascertained  the  sufficiency  of  the  assets,  to  order  execu- 
tion. N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  116,  sec.  18-22;  ib.  220.  In  Ckinnectlcut,  the  sUt- 
ute  of  limitations  is  suspended  in  personal  actions  for  one  year  from  the  creditor'a 
death,  in  favor  of  his  executors  and  administrators.  Acts  of  1833,  c.  13.  In  Eng- 
land, it  is  a  rule  in  chancery  that  the  personal  represenutives  have  one  year  to  pay 
legacies,  except  where  explicit  directions  are  given  by  the  testator.  Lord  Eldon, 
6  Ves.  680.  The  statute  law  in  this  country,  in  seyeral  of  the  states,  is  the  ssme. 
N.  T.  Kevised  Statutes,  ii.  90,  sec.  43.  In  New  Jersey,  the  statute  of  June  12, 1S20, 
prohibits  suits  against  executors  and  administrators  of  insolvents,  for  debts  due 
from  the  deceased,  until  six  months  from  the  death  of  the  deceased,  unless  in  cases 
of  fraud,  or  for  the  physician's  bill,  funeral  charges,  and  judgments  against  the 
decedent.  By  the  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  in  1836,  the  creditor  is  not  to 
sue  the  executor  or  administrator  until  the  expiration  of  one  year,  except  in  special 
cases.  It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  that  the  time  allowed  by  statute  to  executors  snd 
administrators,  before  suit  brought,  is  excluded  from  the  computation  of  time  in  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Moses  r;.  Jones,  2  Nott  &  McC.  260;  Dowell  v.  Webber,  2  Sm. 
&  M.  462.  In  England,  it  was  decided,  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  in 
1764,  that  a  creditor  had  a  right  to  call  for  an  inventory,  but  that  the  court  had  do 
jurisdiction  at  his  suit  to  examine  the  particulars  of  an  account  Brown  v.  Atkins, 
2  Lee,  by  Phillimore,  p.  1. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  88,  sec.  83. 

{b)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  88,  sec.  34-42.  An  executor  or  administratnr 
may  plead  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  will  not  be  precluded  from  the  benefit  of 
the  plea,  though  he  may  have  previously  acknowledged  the  debt,  for  be  may  hsTe 
made  it  without  due  consideration,  and  in  ignorance  of  the  true  state  of  the  case. 
Nor  is  he  bound  to  plead  the  statute,  for  he  may  know  the  debt  to  be  just.  The 
plea  rests  in  his  discretion.  Fritz  v.  Thomas.  1  Wharton,  66.  Nor  is  he  liable  to 
creditors,  if  he  exercises  a  reasonable  discretion  in  compromising  a  debt  Pennington 
V.  Healey,  1  Cr.  &  Mees.  402.  In  New  York,  the  surrogate  is  authorixed  by  statute, 
70th  sess.  c.  81,  to  permit  executors  and  administrators  to  compromise  and  oomponnd 
debts  due  to  their  testator  or  intestate.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  equicj  to 
superintend  the  administration  of  assets,  and  decree  a  distribution  of  the  residue, 
after  payment  of  the  debts,  and  charges,  has  been  long  established.    Mathews  v. 
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These  alterations,  in  New  York,  in  the  rules  at  common  law, 
are  generally  dictated  by  justice  and  policy  ;  and  those  respecting 
equality  of  payment  have  long  been  the  prevailing  doctrine  in  the 
distribution  of  assets  in  chancery.  The  surrogates  are  clothed 
with  new  and  enlarged  powers,  which  are  very  convenient  to  the 
public  in  the  settlement  of  these  ordinary  and  popular  trusts.  To 
guard  against  the  undue  assumption  of  power,  surrogates  are 
restrained  from  exercising  any  power  or  jurisdiction  whatever, 
not  expressly  given  by  statute,  (c)  But  I  forbear  to  enlarge 
further  on  the  subject.  My  principal  object,  in  this  part  of  the 
present  lecture,  was  rather  to  notice  the  descent  and  distribution 
of  personal  property  than  to  discuss  the  general  powers  and  duties 
of  executors  and  administrators;  and  it  may  here  be  generally 
observed,  that  what  has  been  said  concerning  the  rules  of  law  as 
to  the  inventory,  the  collection  of  the  property,  and  the  payment 
of  debts,  applies  equally  to  executors  and  administrators. 

In  the  jurisprudence  of  the  other  states,  the  administration  of 
the  assets  is  likewise  subject  to  various  local  modifications. 
*  In  a  few  of  the  states,  the  English  order  of  preference  is    *  419 

Newbjr,  1  Vera.  183 ;  Howard  v.  Howard,  ib.  134.  And  when  relief  is  sought  in 
chanceiy  hy  a  creditor  on  a  creditor's  bill,  it  has  been  the  settled  doctrine  of  the 
court  eTer  since  the  great  case  of  Morris  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (Cases  Temp. 
TskXb.  217),  that  upon  a  decree  being  obtained,  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment  for 
aU  the  creditors,  and  the  court  will  not  permit  any  particular  creditor,  by  proceeding 
at  law,  to  disturb  that  administration  of  the  assets.  All  the  creditors  are  entitled, 
and  should  have  notice  for  that  purpose,  to  come  m  and  prove  their  debts  before  the 
master ;  and  on  motion  of  either  party,  an  injunction  will  be  granted  to  stay  all  pro- 
ceeding of  any  of  the  creditors  at  law.  This  subject  was  largely  discussed,  and  the 
authorities  and  precedents  examined,  and  the  principle  adopted  (and  I  believe  for 
the  first  time  in  this  country),  in  Thompson  v.  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch.  610;  and  the 
decree  in  that  case,  which  is  given  in  the  report  of  it,  was  drawn  by  the  chancellor 
as  explanatory  of  the  relief  to  be  afforded.  The  English  rule  and  practice  in  chan- 
cery is  still  the  same,  with  progressive  enlargement.  Drewry  v.  Thacker,  3  Swanst. 
644 ;  Clarke  o.  Earl  of  Ormonde,  Jac.  108.  But  in  ordinary  cases,  the  plain,  prompt, 
and  cheap  decretal  administration  of  the  assets  in  the  probate  courts  is  much  to  be 
preferred.  The  principal  English  cases  and  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  the  distribu- 
tion and  marshalling  of  assets  in  equity  are  collected  and  digested  in  Mr.  Justice 
Storsr's  Comm.  on  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  [c.  9.]  See  also  Mr.  Kam's  ''Practical 
Treatise  of  Assets,  Debts,  and  Incumbrances,"  which  is  the  most  ample  view  of  any 
we  hare  on  the  administration  and  distribution  of  assets  in  law  and  equity,  supported 
by  an  overwhelming  mass  of  cases  on  the  subject. 

(c)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  li.  221.  The  statute  of  New  York,  1837,  c.  460,  gave 
new  and  specific  directions  to  surrogates  relative  to  the  proving  of  wills,  and  taking 
new  security  from  administrators  and  guardians,  and  revoking  the  trust  of  adminis- 
trators and  guardians,  and  relative  to  their  accounting,  &c. 
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preserved,  (a)  In  most  of  them  that  order  is  entirely  disturbed, 
and  a  more  just  and  equitable  rule  of  distribution  adopted. 
Expenses  of  the  last  sickness,  including  the  physician^s  bill,  and 
funeral  and  probate  charges,  have  everywhere  the  preference; 
and  geneithlly  debts  due  to  the  United  States  and  the  state  are 
next  preferred,  and  then  all  other  debts  are  placed  on  an  equality, 
and  paid  ratably  in  the  case  of  a  deficiency  of  assets  ;  but  with 
the  exception,  no  doubt,  of  legal  liens,  if  there  be  any  such  recog- 
nized by  law.  (6)  In  Louisiana,  there  is  a  particular  detail  of 
the  order  of  priority,  which  is  special  and  peculiar,  and  minute 
even  beyond  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  (c)  In  Maryland, 
judgments  and  decrees  have  preference,  and  all  other  debts  are 
equal ;  and  in  Missouri,  expenses  of  the  last  sickness,  debts  dae 
to  the  state,  and  judgments,  have  preference,  and  all  other  debts 
are  placed  on  an  equality,  (d)     In  Pennsylvania,  the  order  of 

(a)  In  VirginU,  North  Carolina,  South  Curolina,  Kentucky,  DeUirare,  Geoipi, 
and  Indiana,  the  English  order  of  preference  is  preserved,  with  the  exception  of  a 
few  slight  variations.  Thus,  in  South  Carolina,  no  preference  is  given  among  debti 
in  equal  degree,  except  that  mortgages,  Judgments,  and  executions  are  paid  as  legal 
liens,  according  to  seniority.  In  Virginia  and  Kentucky,  debts  due  on  protested 
foreign  bills  are  placed  on  a  footing  with  Judgments.  By  act  of  Virginia,  of  HsFch, 
1831,  debts  due  by  specialty,  and  promissory  notes,  and  other  writings  of  decedent, 
are  taken  to  be  of  equal  dignity.  In  North  Carolina,  specialty  and  simple  contract 
debts  are  placed  on  an  equality.  See  GrifBth's  Law  Register,  h.  t. ;  12  Wheaton, 
694;  Chappell  v.  Brown,  1  Bailey  (S.  C).  628;  Braxton  v,  Winslow,  4  Call,  808; 
Mayo  V.  Bentiey.  ib.  528;  Lidderdale  v.  Robinson,  2  Brock.  165;  Bomgaux  9.  Bevin, 
Dudley  (Ga.),  UO;  Palmes  v.  Stephens,  R.  M.  Charlton  (Ga.),  M. 

(b)  This  is  the  case  in  the  states  of  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachu- 
setts, Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  New  Jersey,  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Tennewee, 
Mississippi,  and  Alabama,  with  some  small  variations.  Thus,  in  Alabama,  debu  dns 
to  sureties  are  preferred ;  and  in  New  Jersey,  debts  due  to  the  United  States  hare 
preference,  and  debts  due  and  judgments  entered  during  the  life  of  the  decedent 
have  preference.  In  Ohio,  after  funeral  expenses  and  the  expenses  of  the  last  sick- 
ness, a  sum  is  allowed  for  the  support  of  the  widow  and  children  for  one  year,  and 
then  liens  on  the  land,  by  mortgage  and  Judgment,  are  preferred.  The  residue  of  the 
assets  are  distributed  ratably  among  the  creditors.  In  Georgia,  after  debts  due  to 
the  public,  are  payable  Judgments,  mortgages,  and  executions;  the  eldest  tnt; 
next  rents ;  then  bonds  and  other  obligations ;  and  lastly,  open  accounts.  Act  of 
Georgia,  December,  1792;  Act  of  New  Jersey,  1820;  Revised  Laws  of  New  Jersey, 
766;  Griffith's  Reg.  patnmi  Dane's  Abr.  of  American  Law,  i.  560;  Public  Acts  of 
Connecticut,  1821 ;  6  Hammond,  483 ;  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831 ;  Massachusetts  Revised 
Statutes,  1836 ;  Revised  Laws  of  Indiana.  1838.  pp.  181, 186,  and  of  Illinois,  ed.  1838, 
p.  648.  In  Tennessee,  by  act  of  18th  October,  1888,  c.  86,  the  assets  of  persons  dying 
insolvent  are  directed  to  be  distributed  ratably  among  all  the  creditors. 

(r)  Civil  Code  <rf  Louisiana,  arU.  1051-1061. 
{d)  Griffith's  Law  Register,  h.  t. 
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administration  is,  to  pay,  1.  Physicians,  funeral  expenses,  and 
servants'  wages;  2.  Rents  not  exceeding  one  year;  8.  Judg- 
ments ;  4.  Recognizances ;  6.  Bonds  and  specialties  ;  6.  All  other 
debts  equally,  except  debts  due  to  the  state,  which  are  to  be  last 
paid.  («) 

•(8.)  Cf  the  IHgtribution  of  the  Perianal  Estate.— l.CCf  ♦420 
tJie  English  staUUe  of  distribution,^  —  When  the  debts  are 
paid,  the  administrator  (the  husband  as  administrator  excepted)  is 
bound,  under  the  English  statute  of  distributions,  of  22  &  23 
Charles  II.  c.  10,  after  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  granting 
of  administration,  to  distribute  the  surplus  property  among  the 
next  of  kin.  (a)   He  is  first  to  account  to  the  ordinary  court  of 

(e)  Fnixer  r.  Tank,  1  Binney,  254.  The  physictan's  bill  first  to  be  paid  is  not  con- 
fined  to  medicine  and  attendance  in  the  last  sickness.  Roose  v.  Morris,  17  Serg.  & 
B.  S28.  But  bj  sUtute  of  24th  February,  1888,  in  Pennsylvania,  no  preference  is 
now  given  to  judgment  over  bond  and  simple  contract  creditors  in  the  distribution  of 
the  assets  of  decedents.  Foreign  Judgments  rank  as  simple  contracts  only.  Judg- 
ments of  other  states  rank  in  the  same  grade  as  judgments  in  the  state.  4  Watts  & 
Serg.  314.  The  preference  given  by  the  laws  of  almost  all  countries,  in  the  payment 
of  debts  to  the  expenses  of  the  last  sickness,  and  funeral,  and  the  wages  of  servants, 
is  founded  on  considerations  of  humanity  and  decorum.  The  last  item  of  privileged 
debts  ia  usually  confined  to  menial  servants,  and  to  the  current  wages  of  the  last  term 
of  the  contract  This  is  the  rule  in  Scotland.  2  Bell's  Comm.  167, 168.  The  Massa- 
chusetts Revised  Statutes,  in  1886^  go  into  a  minute  and  very  specific  detail  of  the 
dnties  of  executors  and  administrators,  in  collecting,  settling,  and  disposing  of  the 
estate  of  the  deceased.  Considering  the  burden ,  and  the  incessant  calls  for  the  assump- 
tion of  those  trusts,  such  details  are  judicious,  very  useful,  and  even  benevolent  The 
established  rule  in  the  administration  of  the  assets  of  the  deceased  persons,  tn  regnrd 
to  creditors,  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  laws  of  the  country  where  tlie  assets  are,  and 
where  the  executor  or  administrator  acts,  and  from  which  he  derives  his  authority, 
and  not  by  that  of  the  domicile  of  the  deceased.  The  residue  of  the  assets  is  dis- 
tributed according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile.  Marshall,  C.  J.,  In  Harrison  v.  Sterry, 
5  Cranch,  299;  Tilghman,  C.  J.,  in  Milne  v.  Moreton,  6  Binney,  811 ;  Chase,  C.  J., 
in  De  Sobry  v.  De  Laistre,  2  Harr.  &  J.  224 ;  Smith  v.  Union  Bank  of  G.,  6  Peters, 
623,  524;  Vamum  v.  Camp,  1  Green  (N.  J),  332;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of 
Iaws,  [§  613.]  See  also  tnJrOy  454,  465.  But  many  of  the  foreign  jurists,  to  whom 
Jadge  Story  refers,  maintained  that  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  debtor,  even  in  a 
conflict  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  creditors,  ought  to  overrule  the  jurisprudence 
of  the  si'rus  of  the  effects. 

(a)  Mr.  Robertson,  in  his  Treatise  on  Personal  Succession,  Edinburgh,  1836,  c.  1 
to  6,  has  gone  fully,  and  with  great  research  and  learning,  into  the  history  of  the  law 
of  successions  in  England,  Scotland,  and  Ireland,  and  has  traced  the  gradual  relaxa- 
tion of  the  restrictions  on  the  power  of  bequests,  and  the  alterations  and  improve- 
ments Ui  the  administration  and  distribution  of  intestates'  estates,  down  to  the  present 
time.  This  interesting  treatise  is  republished  in  the  Law  Library,  xii.,  edited  by 
Thomas  L  Wharton,  Esq.,  of  Philadelphia,  and  which  is  an  extremely  useful  and 
Taloable  compilation  to  the  American  bar,  for  they  have,  by  means  of  it,  a  rea^y 
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probates,  surrogate  or  other  proper  jurisdiction,  and  which,  in 
several  of  the  United  States,  is  appropriately  termed  the  orphans' 
court.  It  is  held  that  he  is  not  bound  to  distribute  without  a 
previous  order  for  that  purpose ;  (5)  and  the  statute  of  distri- 
butions makes  it  the  duty  of  the  court  of  probates  to  decree 
distribution.  (<?)     The  statute  declares,   that  after  the  debts, 

access  to  a  selection  of  the  best  English  treatises  on  the  various  branches  of  the 
law. 

(6)  Archbishop  of  Canterbnrj  v.  Tappen,  8  B.  ft  C.  161. 

(c)  By  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  the  executor  or  administrator  is  bound, 
after  the  expiration  of  eighteen  months,  to  account  before  the  surrogate,  under  the 
I)enalt7  of  attachment  and  a  revocation  of  his  power.  N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  92, 
sec.  62.  In  accounting,  he  must  verify  by  vouchers,  and  Qiay  be  examined  upon 
oath ;  and  his  oath  will,  if  uncontradicted,  supply  the  place  of  vouchers  as  to  itentf, 
each  of  which  does  not  exceed  920,  and  not  exceeding,  in  the  whole,  in  behalf  of  nj 
one  estate,  9600.  lb.  sec.  64,  66.  This  was  adopting  the  rule  In  chancery,  which 
had  established  that  a  defendant,  on  accounting  before  a  master,  might  verify,  on  his 
own  oath,  items  not  exceeding  in  each  case  920,  and  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  £100 
sterling.  Remsen  v.  Remsen,  2  Johns.  Ch.  601.  The  executor  or  administrator  msy 
be  allowed  for  property  perished  or  lost  without  his  fault ;  and  he  is  not  to  gain  by 
the  increase,  nor  lose  by  the  decrease  of  the  property,  without  his  fault  He  is  also 
entitled,  besides  his  necessary  expenses,  to  the  same  rate  of  commissions  of  Ave,  two 
and  a  half,  and  one  per  cent,  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  chancellor  in  1817; 
though,  if  a  compensation  be  provided  by  the  will,  it  is  to  be  taken  as  a  full  satisfM- 
tion,  unless  the  executor  elect  to  take  the  allowance  provided  by  law.  N.  T.  Revised 
Statutes,  ii.  03,  sec.  68, 60 ;  3  Johns.  Ch.  44.  The  oommissioners  who  revised  the  stat- 
utes of  Massachusetts,  in  1836,  reported  a  similar  allowance  to  be  made.  By  statute 
of  17th  April,  1838,  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts  on  this  point  were 
repealed ;  and  the  court  in  which  the  accounts  of  executors  and  administrators  are 
settled,  are  to  allow  their  reasonable  expenses,  and  a  just  and  reasonable  oompensa- 
lion  for  their  services.  Assignees  in  trust  are  allowed  an  equitable  compensation  for 
their  services,  according  to  circumstances.  Jewett  v.  Woodward.  1  Edw.  Ch.  196. 
In  Maryland,  the  commission  is  from  five  to  ten  per  cent  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court.  1  Peters,  662 ;  1  Harr.  &  G.  13,  [84.]  In  Pennsylvania,  the  ordinary  commis- 
sion is  five  per  (fnt,  but  it  may  exceed  or  be  less  than  that,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  under  the  circumstances.  For  receiving  and  paying  out  money  it  is  two 
and  a  half  per  cent,  and  sometimes  an  additional  half  per  cent  is  held  to  be  a  suffi- 
cient compensation  for  trouble.  In  tlie  Estate  of  Miller,  1  Ashm.  823 ;  Pnsey  r. 
Clemsen,  0  Serg.  &  R.  204 ;  Stevenson's  Estate,  4  Wharton,  Oa  In  Louisiana,  the 
commission  to  syndics  cannot  exceed  five  per  cent,  by  act  of  1817.  That  to  execu- 
tors is  two  and  a  half  per  cent  on  the  whole  amount  received,  and  is  shared  among 
them  all.  Civil  Code,  art.  1676.  In  South  Carolina,  the  established  commission  is 
five  per  cent,  with  a  further  allowance  to  be  assessed  by  a  jury,  in  a  case  of  extraor- 
dinary care  and  trouble.  Logan  v.  Logan,  1  M'Cord,  Ch.  1.  In  England,  it  is  s 
principle  in  equity,  that  if  the  testator,  by  will,  gives  a  compensation,  the  executor  is 
not  entitled  to  any  other  which  may  be  allowed  by  law,  unless  he  promptly  elects  to 
prefer  it.  8  Meriv.  24.  The  mode  of  contesting  the  accounts  before  the  surrogate, 
by  the  creditors,  legatees,  and  next  of  kin,  is  specially  detailed  in  the  New  York 
statutes.    N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  08,  sec.  60-70.    And  the  manner  of  acconntin; 
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*  funeral  charges,  and  just  expenses  are  deducted,  a  just  *  421 
and  equal  distribution  of  what  remaineth  clear  of  the  goods 
and  personal  estate  of  the  intestate  shall  be  made  among  the  wife 
and  children,  or  children's  children,  if  any  such  there  be ;  or  oth- 
erwise the  next  of  kin  to  the  intestate,  in  equal  degree,  or  legally 
representing  their  stocks ;  that  is  to  say,  one  third  part  of  the 
surplusage  to  the  wife  of  the  intestate,  and  all  the  residue,  by 
equal  portions,  to  and  amongst  the  children  of  the  intestate  and 
their  representatives,  if  any  of  the  children  be  dead,  other  than 
such  child  or  children,  who  shall  have  any  estate  by  settlement, 
or  shall  be  advanced  by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  by  portion 
equal  to  the  share  which  shall,  by  such  distribution,  be  allotted 
to  the  other  children  to  whom  such  distribution  is  to  be  made. 
And  if  the  portion  of  any  child  who  hath  had  such  settle- 
ment or  portion,  be  not  equal  to  *  the  share  due  to  the  *  422 
other  children  by  the  distribution,  the  child  so  advanced 
is  to  be  made  equal  with  the  rest,  (a)  If  there  be  no  children, 
or  their  representatives,  one  moiety  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
intestate  goes  to  the  widow,  and  the  residue  is  to  be  distributed 
equally  among  the  next  of  kin,  who  are  in  equal  degree,  and 
those  who  represent  them ;  but  no  representation  is  admitted 
among  collaterals,  after  brothers'  and  sisters'  children ;  (6)  and 

before  the  surrogate  hy  executors  and  administrators  is  also  detailed  in  the  case  of 
Gardner  v.  Gardner,  7  Paige,  112.  The  decree  of  the  surrogate  on  a  final  settle- 
ment of  the  executor's  accounts  is  final  (subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  chancellor),  as  to 
payments  to  creditors,  legatees,  next  of  kin,  and  concludes  all  parties.  Wright  v. 
Trustees  of  Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  1  Ho£E.  Ch.  214,  215. 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  registers'  courts  have  a  similar  jurisdiction  oyer  intestates 
[the  estates]  of  testators  and  intestates ;  and  the  orphans'  court  has  a  species  of 
equity  jurisdiction  over  executors  and  administrators,  guardians,  and  minors.  Case 
of  Patterson's  Estate,  1  Watts  &  S.  293.  But  the  practice  and  rules  in  the  orphans' 
tribonals  were  represented  to  be  in  a  state  of  deplorable  confusion  (Duncan,  J.,  11 
Serg.  &  R.  432) ;  and  in  January,  1831,  the  commissioners  appointed  to  revise  the 
statute  code  of  Pennsylvania  reported  new  revised  statutes,  containing  a  consoli- 
dation of  all  the  statutes,  with  the  suggestion  of  improvements  in  relation  to  the 
registers'  and  orphans'  courts.  In  Ohio,  testamentary  jurisdiction,  or  probate  powers, 
and  the  appointment  and  control  of  guardians,  are  annexed  to  the  courts  of  common 
pleaa  in  their  respective  counties.    Acts  of  1831. 

(a)  Under  this  statute  the  widow  cannot  come  into  hotchpot  and  claim  collation 
of  advancements  to  the  children.  She  only  takes  her  share  of  what  remains  after 
deducting  the  advancements.  Ward  v.  Lant,  Prec.  hi  Chan.  182,  184;  Kircudbright 
V.  Kircudbright,  8  Ves.  51.  This  is  also  the  law  in  Tennessee,  under  the  North 
Carolina  statute  of  1784,  adopted  in  that  state.    Brunson  v.  Brunson,  Meigs,  080. 

(6)  The  construction  of  the  statute  which  declares  that  there  shall  be  no  repre- 
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in  case  there  be  no  wife,  then  the  estate  is  to  be  distribated 
equally  among  the  children  ;  and  if  no  child,  then  to  the  next  of 
kin,  in  equal  degree,  and  their  lawful  representatiyea,  in  the 
manner  already  mentioned.  It  is  further  provided,  that  if  any 
child  shall  die  intestate  after  the  death  of  the  father,  and  with- 
out wife  or  children,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  every 
brother  and  sister,  and  their  representatives,  shall  have  an  equal 
share  with  her. 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  English  statute  of  22  and  23 
Charles  II.,  which  was  borrowed  from  the  118th  novel  of  Justin- 
ian ;  and,  except  in  some  few  instances  mentioned  in  the  statute, 
it  is  governed  and  construed  by  the  rules  of  the  civil  law.  (c) 

2.  (  Qf  next  of  kin  by  the  eivU  and  Englieh  laws.}  —  The  next 
of  kin  is  determined  by  the  rule  of  the  civil  law;  and  under 
that  rule  the  father  stands  in  the  first  degree,  the  grandfather 
and  the  grandson  in  the  second ;  and  in  the  collateral  line,  the 
computation  ia  from  the  intestate  up  to  the  common  ancestor  of 
the  intestate  and  the  person  whose  relationship  is  sought  after, 
and  then  down  to  that  person.  According  to  that  rule,  the 
intestate  and  his  brother  are  related  in  the  second  degree,  the  in- 
testate and  his  uncle  in  the  third  degree.  (<0  The  half  blood 
are  admitted  equally  with  the  whole  blood,  for  they  are  equally 
as  near  of  kin ;  and  the  father  succeeds  to  the  whole  per- 

*  428   sonal  estate  of  a  *  child,  who  dies  intestate,  and  without 

wife  or  issue,  in  exclusion  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  ;  and 
the  mother  would  have  equally  so  succeeded  as  against  the  col- 
laterals, had  it  not  been  for  a  saving  clause  in  the  act,  which  ex- 
cludes her  from  all  but  a  ratable  share.  She  is  excluded,  lest,  by 
remarrying,  she  would  carry  all  the  personal  estate  to  another 
husband,  in  entire  exclusion,  for  ever,  of  the  brothers  and  sisters; 
but  she  still  takes  the  whole  personal  estate,  as  against  more 
remote  relations  of  the  intestate,  (a)     The  E.  B.  declared,  in 

•enUtion  among  collaterals,  after  brothen'  and  Bisters'  children,  is»  that  it  means  the 
children  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  intestate.  If,  therefore,  the  intestate  diet 
without  issue,  and  leaves  an  aunt,  and  children  of  ancles  and  annts,  the  aunt  snooeedi 
to  the  whole  estate.    Bowers  o.  LitUewood,  1  P.  Wms.  603. 

(c)  See  i.  642,  note;  and  also  Carter  v,  Crawley,  T.  Baym.  406;  Palnier  v.  AD!- 
cock,  8  Mod.  6S;  Edwards  v.  Freemasi,  2  P.  Wms.  486. 

(tf)  Sir  John  Strange,  in  Uoyd  v.  Tench,  2  Ves.  8r.  218. 

(a)  It  has  been  decided  in  Maryland,  in  Griffith  v.  Griffith,  4  Harr.  &  M^en.  101, 
and  Coomee  v.  Clements,  4  Harr.  &  J.  480,  that  by  the  common  law  of  England,  as  it 
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Blackhorough  v.  DavU^  (6)  that  the  father  and  mother  had 
always  the  preference  before  the  brothers  and  sisters,  in  the 
inheritance  of  the  personal  estate,  as  being  esteemed  nearer  of 
kin ;  and  for  the  same  reason,  the  grandmother  is  preferred  to 
the  aunt.  The  grandmother  is  preferred,  not  because  she  is 
simply  in  the  ascending  line,  for,  under  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions, a  nearer  collateral  will  be  preferred  to  a  more  remote 
lineal,  but  because  she  is  nearer  of  kin,  according  to  the  compu- 
tation of  the  civilians,  by  one  degree.  And  in  Moore  v.  Barham^ 
decided  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  (c)  the  grandfather  on  the  father's 
side,  and  the  grandmother  on  the  mother's  side«  take  in  equal 
moieties  by  the  statute  of  distribution,  as  being  the  next  of  kin 
in  equal  degree  ;  and  the  half  blood  take  equally  with  the  whole 
blood.  A  brother  and  grandfather  of  the  intestate  are  equally 
near  of  kin,  and  each  related  in  the  second  degree,  and  therefore 
it  would  seem,  from  the  directions  in  the  statute,  that  they 
would  take  equally ;  but  it  has  been  *  decided  in  England,  *  424 
and  it  is  also  said  to  be  the  better  construction  of  the 
novel  of  Justinian,  that  the  brother  of  the  intestate  will  exclude 
the  grandfather  of  the  intestate.  This  was  so  decided  in  Pool  v. 
Wilshaw^  in  1708 ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Evelyn  v.  Evelyn^  (a) 
followed  that  determination  as  being  correct,  though  it  may  be 
considered  an  exception  to  the  general  rule.  He  said  it  would 
be  a  very  great  public  inconvenience  to  carry  the  portions  of 
children  to  a  grandfather,  and  contrary  to  the  very  nature  of 

eziited  at  the  time  of  the  colonization  of  Maryland,  and  by  the  common  law  of  Mary, 
land,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  a  reasonable  share  of  her  husband's  personal  estate,  after 
payment  of  his  debts  ;  and  which  reasonable  part  was  one  third,  or  one  half,  according 
to  circumstances ;  and  it  was  a  right  paramount  to  the  power  of  the  husband,  and  he 
could  not  deprive  her  of  it  by  will.  In  Pennsylvania,  under  the  act  of  1807,  a  widow 
is  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  residue  of  her  husband's  estate  undisposed  of 
by  his  will,  in  common  with  the  next  of  kin  ;  and  if  there  be  no  widow  or  next  of  kin, 
the  state  will  take  in  preference  to  the  executor,  who  holds  such  a  residuum  as  a  mere 
trustee.  Darrah  v.  M'Nair,  1  Ashm.  236.  At  common  law,  such  residuum  went  to 
the  executor.  The  courts  of  equity  then  interfered,  and  gave  it  to  the  next  of  kin,  if 
they  could,  even  by  a  strained  construction  of  the  will,  make  out  such  an  intention. 
The  widow  in  such  cases  came  in,  of  coutse,  for  her  share  with  the  next  of  kin.  In 
Pennsylranla,  law  wisely  puts  an  end  to  all  matter  of  construction,  and  equitably  gives 
at  once,  and  in  all  cases,  the  undisposed  surplus  to  the  next  of  kin.  In  Virginia,  the 
exeootor  is  not,  in  any  case,  entitled  to  the  residuum  of  personal  property  undisposed 
of  by  will.    It  goes  to  the  next  of  kin.    Paup  v,  Mingo,  4  Leigh,  168. 

(b)  1  P.  Wms.  41 ;  2  Ves.  215.  (c)  Cited  in  1  P.  Wms.  68. 

(a)  8  Atk.  762 ;  Amb.  191 ;  Bum,  EccL  Law,  iv.  416. 
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provisions  among  childrea,  as  every  child  may  properly  be  said 
to  have  $pe»  accrescendi.  This  question  was  very  much  debated 
among  the  civilians  in  their  construction  of  the  118th  novel  of 
Justinian ;  and  the  generality  of  them,  of  whom  Ferriere  and 
Domat  are  of  the  number,  were  of  opinion  that  the  grandfather 
and  the  brother  took  equally ;  but  Voet  was  of  a  different 
opinion ;  and  his  opinion,  though  without  any  strong  founda- 
tion in  reason,  is  the  one  prevailing  in  the  English  courts,  (b) 

The  question  whether  the  half  blood  took  equally  with  the 
whole  blood,  under  the  statute  of  distributions,  was  debated  in  the 
case  of  Watts  v.  Crooke  ;  (<?)  and  it  was  determined  in  chancery 
that  they  were  of  equal  kin,  and  took  equally  with  the  whole 
blood ;  and  the  decree  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords.  ((2)  So  posthumous  children,  whether  of  the  whole  or 
half  blood,  take  equally  as  other  children,  under  the  statute,  (e) 

As  the  statute  of  distribution  says  that  no  representation  shall 
be  admitted  among  collaterals  after  brothers'  and  sisters' 
*  425  *  children,  it  was  held,  in  Pett  v.  Pert,  (a)  that  a  brother's 
grandchildren  could  not  share  with  another  brother's  chil- 
dren. And,  therefore,  if  the  intestate's  brother  A,  be  dead, 
leaving  only  grandchildren,  and  his  brother  B.  be  dead,  leaving 
children,  and  his  brother  C.  be  living,  the  grandchildren  of  A. 
will  have  no  share,  and  cannot  take.  One  half  of  the  personal 
et^tate  will  go  to  the  children  of  B.,  and  the  other  half  to  C.  Bat 
if  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  and  their  children  be  dead,  leaving 
children,  those  children  cannot  take  hy  representation,  for  it  does 
not  extend  so  far ;  but  they  are  all  next  of  hin^  and  in  that  chai> 
acter  they  would  take  per  capita.  Representation  in  the  descend- 
ing lineal  line  proceeds  on  ad  infinitum^  restrained  by  no  limits. 
It  has  also  been  decided,  that  if  the  intestate  leaves  no  wife  or 
child,  brother  or  sister,  but  his  next  of  kin  are  an  uncle  by  his 

(6)  Voet,  Com.  ad  Pand.  lib.  88,  tit  17,  c.  la  Dr.  Irring,  in  hU  Introductloa  to 
the  Study  of  the  Civil  Law,  4th  ed.  London,  99-101,  contends  that  the  reasoning  of 
Voet  and  the  decision  in  England  were  fallacious  and  erroneous,  and  not  founded  on 
a  true  construction  of  the  novel. 

(c)  Shower's  Cases  in  Parliament,  108;  2  Vem.  124,  a.  c. 

\d)  In  Maryland,  so  late  as  1827,  in  the  case  of  Seekamp  ».  Hammer,  it  ww 
decided  that,  under  the  act  of  1798,  the  half  blood  took  equally  with  the  whole  Uood 
in  the  distribution  of  the  personal  esUte  of  an  intestate.    2  Harr.  &  G.  0. 

(e)  Burnet  v.  Mann,  1  Ves.  166. 

(a)  lSalk.260;  1  P.  Wms.  23, s.  c. ;  Durall  v.  Harwood,  1  Harr.  & G. 474, 8. p. 
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mother's  side,  and  son  of  a  deceased  aunt,  the  uncle  takes  the 
whole,  and  the  representation  is  not  carried  down  to  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  aunt.  (6) 

It  is  the  doctrine  under  the  statute  of  distributions,  that  the 
claimants  take  per  Btirpes  only  when  they  stand  in  unequal 
degrees,  or  claim  by  representation,  and  then  the  doctrine  of 
repi-esentatiou  is  necessary.  But  when  they  all  stand  in  equal 
degree,  as  three  brothers,  three  grandchildren,  three  nephews, 
&c.,  they  take  per  capita^  or  each  an  equal  share ;  because,  in  this 
case,  representation,  or  taking  per  stirpes,  is  not  necessary  to 
prevent  the  exclusion  of  those  in  a  remoter  degree ;  and  it  would 
be  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  statute,  which  aimed  at 
a  just  and  equal  distribution,  (c)  Uncles  and  aunts,  and 
nephews  and  nieces,  stand  in  the  the  same  third  *  degree,  *  426 
and  take  equally  per  capita,  (a)  If  a  person  dies  without 
children,  leaving  a  widow  and  mother,  brother  and  sister,  and  two 
nieces  by  a  deceased  brother,  then,  according  to  the  established 
doctrine,  the  widow  would  take  a  moiety,  and  the  mother,  brother, 
and  sister  would  each  take  one  fourth,  and  the  two  nieces  the 
other  one  fourth  of  the  remaining  moiety.  This  point  was  ruled 
in  Keylway  v.  Keylway ;  (5)  and  the  doctrine  was  declared  to  be 
correct  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  {c) 

{b)  Bowen  v.  lattlewood,  1  P.  Wnw.  693 ;  Parker  v.  Nims,  2  N.  H.  460 ;  Porter  v. 
Askew,  11  GUI  &  J.  346 ;  [Page  v.  Parker.  69  N.  H.  — .] 

<c)  Walsh  V.  Walsh,  Prec.  in  Ch.  64 ;  Davers  v.  Dewes,  8  P.  Wms.  60 ;  Stent  v, 
M'l^eod,  2  M'Cord  Ch.  (S.  C.)  364;  Hallett  v.  Hare,  6  Paige,  316.  Nephews  and 
nieces,  under  the  statute  of  descents  in  South  Carolina,  of  February,  1796,  which 
abolished  primogeniture,  and  distributed  real  and  personal  property  in  the  same 
manner,  would,  in  the  case  stated,  take  per  ttirpu,  contrary  to  the  rule  in  the 
English  law. 

(a)  Durant  v,  Prestwood,  1  Atk.  464 ;  Lloyd  v.  Tench,  2  Ves.  213 ;  Buissieres  v. 
Albert,  2  Lee,  61 ;  (Eng.  Eccle.  vL  80,  ed.  Philadelphia,  1841) 

(6)  2  P.  Wms.  844. 

{e)  1  Atk.  467.  The  English  doctrine  of  distribution  of  personal  property, 
according  to  the  statutes  of  22  and  23  Charles  II.,  and  29  Charles  II.  and  1  James 
IL,  IS  luUy  and  clearly  explained  by  C.  J.  Reeve,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Desoento,  under  the  head  of  Introductory  Explanation.  It  is  the  most  compre- 
hensire,  neat,  and  accurate  view  of  the  English  law  on  the  subject  that  I  have 
anywhere  met  with. 

Mr.  Robertson,  in  his  learned  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Personal  Succession,  886, 
thinks  that  the  Scottish  rules  of  succession  in  regard  to  personal  estate  require 
reviaion,  and  are  not  just  or  expedient,  as  they  (1)  limit  the  power  of  a  husband  or 
father  to  make  a  will ;  (2)  allow  brothers  and  sisters  and  their  descendants  to  exclude 
the  father  from  the  succession,  though  he  be  the  nearest  in  blood,  and  allow  uncles 
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8.  (^Of  dutrilmtum  hy  itate  laws,)  —  The  distributioD  of  per- 
sonal property  of  intefttates  in  the  United  States  has  undergone 
considerable  modification.     In  many  of  them  the  English  statute 
of  distributions  as  to  personal  property  is  pretty  closely 

♦  427    followed,  (d)     *  In  a  majority  of  the  states  the  descent  of 

and  annU  and  their  descendants  to  exulude  the  grandfather ;  (3)  exclude  the  mother 
entirely  from  any  share  in  the  succession  of  her  child ;  (4)  totally  exclude  maternal 
relations  from  the  succession ;  (5)  totally  exclude  representations  in  every  case  io 
regard  to  the  succession  of  personal  estate ;  (6)  disable  bastards  from  disposing  of 
their  personal  estate  by  will. 

(d)  This  is  the  case  in  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  Maryland,  Delaware,  Nev 
Jersey,  and  Vermont.  Tlie  English  statute  of  distributions  was  adopted  in  New  Jer- 
sey by  an  act  of  assembly,  as  early  as  1681  (Smith's  Hist,  of  New  Jersey,  130),  and 
is  reenacted  in  1847.  N.  J.  R.  S.  366.  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  which  went 
into  operation  on  the  1st  January,  1880,  have  essentially  reenacted  the  English  itat- 
ute  of  distributions,  which  have  been  adopted,  and  continued  the  law  of  the  itate 
down  to  that  period,  and,  for  greater  precision,  they  have  particularly  specified  the 
course  of  distribution.  After  the  account  is  rendered  and  finally  settled,  the  surrogate 
decrees  distribution  of  the  surplus  of  personal  estate,  and  decides  all  questions  arising 
thereon.  The  distribution  is,  1.  One  third  thereof  to  the  widow ;  and  the  residae, 
by  equal  portions,  among  the  children,  and  such  persons  as  legally  represent  them,  if 
dead.  2.  If  no  children,  or  their  representatives,  one  moiety  to  the  widow,  and  the 
residue  to  the  next  of  kin.  3.  If  no  descendant,  parent,  brother  or  sister,  nephew  or 
niece,  the  widow  takes  the  whole  surplus.  If  there  be  a  brother  or  sister,  nephew 
or  niece,  and  no  descendant  or  parent,  the  widow  takes  the  whole  surplus,  if  it  does 
not  exceed  two  thousand  dollars.  If  it  does,  she  takes  her  moiety,  and  two  thousand 
dollars  only.  4.  If  no  widow,  the  surplus  goes  equally  to  the  children,  and  thote 
that  represent  them.  6.  If  no  widow  or  children,  or  their  representatives,  the  surplus 
goes  to  the  next  of  kin,  in  equal  degree,  and  their  representatives.  6.  If  no  cliildren. 
or  their  representatives,  or  father,  a  moiety  of  the  surplus  goes  to  the  widow,  and  the 
other  moiety  in  equal  shares,  to  the  mother  and  brothers  and  sisters  or  their  representa- 
tives. If  no  widow,  the  whole  surplus  goes  to  the  mother,  and  brothers  and  sisters,  and 
their  representatives.  7.  If  there  be  a  father,  and  no  child  or  descendant,  he  takes  s 
moiety  if  there  be  a  widow,  and  the  whole  if  there  be  none.  8.  If  there  be  a  motiier, 
and  no  child,  or  descendant,  or  father,  brother,  sister,  or  representative  of  a  brother  or 
sister,  the  mother  takes  a  moiety  if  there  be  a  widow,  and  the  whole  if  there  be  none. 
And  if  the  intestate  was  an  illegitimate,  and  left  no  child,  descendant,  or  widow,  the 
mother  takes  tlie  whole,  and  shall  be  entitled  to  administration.  N.  T.  Act  of  May 
13,  1846,  c.  286.  9.  When  descendants  or  next  of  kin  are  in  equal  degree,  they  take 
per  capita.  10.  When  they  stand  in  unequal  degrees,  they  take  per  tHrpeM.  11.  No 
representation  is  admitted  among  collaterals,  after  brothers'  and  sisters'  children. 
12.  Relatives  of  the  half  blood  Uke  equally  and  in  the  same  manner  as  thoae  of  the 
whole  blood.  18.  Posthumous  children  take  equally  as  if  bom  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
person  they  represent  (N.  T.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  96,  sec.  76. )  Any  advancement  to  a 
child,  by  settlement  or  portion  of  real  or  personal  estate,  equal  or  superior  to  his  share, 
will  exclude  him  and  his  descendants  from  the  distribution ;  and  if  the  same  was  not 
equal,  he  will  be  entitled  only  to  so  much  as  will  supply  the  deficiency.  The  main- 
taining or  educating,  or  giving  money  to  a  child,  without  a  view  to  a  portion  or  set- 
tlement in  life,  is  not  to  be  deemed  an  advancement ;  nor  does  the  proTision  as  to 
advancement  apply,  if  there  be  any  real  estate  of  the  intestate  to  descend  to  his  heiit. 
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real  and  personal  property  is  to  the  same  persons  and  in  the 
same  proportions,  and  the  regulation  is  the  same  in  substance, 

(N.  Y.  Revued  Statutes,  ii.  97,  sec.  76, 77, 78.)  The  most  striking  feature  in  the  new 
provisions  introduced  into  the  New  York  Revised  Statutes  on  the  subject  of  Intestate 
estates,  and  of  testamentary  matters,  is  the  enlarged  and  equitable  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  the  surrogates  in  the  respective  counties.  This  branch  of  our  jurispru- 
dence will  apply  more  frequently  than  any  other,  and  with  great  force  and  interest, 
to  family  concerns;  and  it  will  rise  into  correspondent  importance,  and  awaken  much 
public  solicitude.  It  is  in  analogy  to  the  powers  vested  in  the  ordinary  in  England, 
and  in  the  orphans'  courts  or  other  testamentary  jurisdictions  in  the  United  States. 
The  surrogate,  under  the  New  York  statutes,  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  chan- 
cery, to  caU  executors  and  administrators  to  account  But  a  prior  suit  pending  in 
chancery  by  the  complainant,  is  a  bar  to  the  proceeding  before  the  surrogate.  So  a 
decree  in  chancery  for  the  benefit  of  claimant  upon  the  estate  of  the  decedent  is  a  bar 
to  a  proceeding  before  the  surrogate  for  an  account  Rogers  v.  King,  8  Paige,  210. 
It  was  further  held,  in  Heyer  v.  Burger,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  1,  that  the  surrogate  had  the  sole 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  validity  of  a  will  of  personal  estate,  and  that  chancery  had  no 
original  jurisdiction  in  the  case.  The  surrogate  in  New  York  has  the  like  power 
touching  the  payment  and  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  real  estate,  when  the  will  is 
proved  in  his  office,  as  in  the  case  of  the  personal  estate.  N.  Y.  R.  S.  ii.  109,  sec.  57. 
Decrees  of  surrogates  for  the  payment  of  money  by  an  executor,  administrator,  or 
guardian,  as  weU  as  decrees  in  chancery,  are  liens  on  real  estate  in  any  county,  on 
the  transcripts  or  certificates  of  the  same  being  filed  with  the  clerk  thereof,  and 
entered  and  docketed  on  the  books  for  docketing  judgments  therein.  Laws  of  N.  Y., 
April  1, 1844,  c.  104.  In  Mississippi,  the  probate  courts  in  each  county  have  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  in  all  testamentary  and  administration  matters,  in  dower,  and  in 
lunacy,  &c.,  Carmichael  v.  Browder,  3  How.  (Miss.)  265 ;  but  not  against  the  sureties 
in  an  administration  bond,  Green  v.  Tumstall,  5  id.  638.  The  surrogate's  courts  in 
New  York,  with  all  their  enlarged  powers,  are  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  and  a 
party  seeking  to  make  title  to  real  estate  under  their  proceedings,  must  show  affirm- 
atively that  they  had  jurisdiction.    Bloom  v,  Burdick,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  180. 

In  New  Jersey,  by  the  constitution  of  1844,  the  chancellor  is  declared  to  be  the 
ordinary  or  surrogate  general,  and  judge  of  the  prerogative  court,  and  has  ample 
jurisdiction  in  granting  letters  testamentary,  of  administration,  and  of  guardianship ; 
in  compelling  executors,  administrators,  and  guardians  to  account  in  his  prerogative 
court,  and  to  control  them,  and  to  decree  distribution,  and  the  payment  of  legacies, 
and  to  try  contested  facts  by  a  jury  and  before  a  master,  and  to  decree  the  sale  of 
real  estate  to  pay  debts.  The  orphans'  court  consists  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  each  county,  and  seems  to  be  clothed  with  similar  and  concurrent 
jurisdiction,  and  with  power  to  award  partition  of  land  among  heirs  and  devisees.  It 
is  the  more  ordinary  and  proper  tribunal  for  the  settlement  of  the  accounta  of  exec- 
utors and  administrators.  1  Green,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  480;  R.  S.  of  New  Jersey,  of  1847, 
tit  7,  c.  5.  The  surrogate  of  each  county  is  the  register  of  the  orphans'  court,  and 
an  essential  member  of  it,  and  has  also  power  concurrent  with  the  orphans'  court  to 
grant  letters  testamentary,  of  administration  and  of  guardianship,  in  cases  arising 
within  his  county,  and  to  hold  courts  in  matters  cognizable  before  him,  with  appeal 
to  the  orphans'  court.  The  orphans'  court  seems  to  be  the  most  efficient  of  the  con- 
sistorial  jurisdictions.  The  prerogative  court  or  ordinary,  the  orphans'  courts  and 
the  surrogates,  all  have  jurisdiction  in  testamentary  and  administration  cases.  Acts 
of  2d  March,  1795, 18th  June,  1820,  and  the  acts  supplementary  thereto.    See  Elmer's 
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*428  *a8  the  English  statute  of  distributions,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  widow,  as  to  the  real  estate,  who  takes 
one  third  for  life  only,  as  dower.  In  Georgia,  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  intestate  is  considered  as  altogether  of  the  same 
nature  and  upon  the  same  footing,  both  in  respect  to  their  statute 
of  distributions  and  the  descent  of  property.  Prin.  Dig.  229, 
1  Kelly,  640.  The  half  blood  take  equally  with  the  whole  blood, 
as  they  do  under  the  English  statute  of  distributions,  (a)     Such 

Digest,  105,  85^-370,  S82,  444.  New  Jersey  seems  to  hare  doubled  and  trebled  her 
consistorial  courts.    See  N.  J.  R.  S.  of  1847,  tit.  7,  c.  6. 

(a)  This  is  essentially  the  case  in  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Rhode  Island, 
Connecticut  (but  there  the  whole  blood  are,  in  certain  cases,  preferred  to  the  half  blood, 
and  even  when  in  equal  degree),  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia  (but  there  the 
half  blood  inherit  only  half  as  much  as  the  whole  blood),  Indiana,  Illinois,  Michigan, 
Kentucky  (by  the  Kentucky  statutes,  if  part  of  the  collateral  kindred  be  of  the 
whole  blood,  and  part  of  the  half  blood,  the  latter  inherit  only  half  so  much  as  those 
of  the  whole  blood,  and  the  ratio  of  apportionment  has  reference  to  the  individuals 
of  the  two  classes,  and  not  to  the  classes  collectively;  Nixon  v.  Nixon,  8  Dana.  7), 
Missouri  (but  there  brothers  and  sisters,  and  parents,  take  equally),  Mississippi  (but 
there  brothers  and  sisters,  and  their  descendants,  take  before  parents).  South  Caro- 
lina (but  there  parents,  and  brothers  and  sisters,  take  equally,  and  a  brotlier  of  the 
half  blood  does  not  share  witli  a  mother ;  first  cousins  of  the  whole  and  half  blood 
are,  however,  next  of  kin  in  equal  degree,  and  take  equally  of  the  estate  of  the  intes- 
tate), Georgia,  and  Alabama.  (In  Alabama,  brothers  and  sisters  take  before  parents  ; 
and  when  in  equal  degree,  the  whole  blood  is  preferred  to  the  half  blood.  See 
Griffith's  Law  Register,  h.  t ;  1  Greenl.  151 ;  2  N.  H.  461 ;  Dana's  Abridgment,  iv. 
588,  589;  Sututes  of  Connecticut,  1784,  p.  51 ;  ib.  1821,  p.  207  ;  ib.  1838,  p.  285; 
5  Conn.  288;  1  M'Cord,  161,  456;  Edwards  v.  Barksdale,  2  Hill,  Ch.  (S.  C)417; 
Reeve's  Law  of  Descents,  pauim;  Statutes  of  Georgia,  December  23,  1789,  and 
December  12,  1804 ;  Territorial  Act  of  Michigan.  April  12,  1827 ;  Purdon's  Penn. 
Dig.  550,  551 ;  Aikin's  Alabama  Dig.  2d  ed.  pp.  128,  151.)  In  Louisiana,  the  legsl 
heirs  of  the  intestate  are,  (1)  Children  and  tlieir  descendants,  without  distinction  of 
sex  or  primogeniture.  They  inherit  per  capita  when  in  the  same  degree,  and  per 
Mtirpes  when  in  different  degrees.  If  no  descendants,  then  the  parents  take  equally 
one  half  of  the  estate,  and  the  brothers  and  sisters,  and  their  descendants,  the  other 
half.  If  the  father  or  mother  only  survive,  the  survivor  takes  only  one  fourth ;  and 
if  no  parents,  brothers  and  sisters,  and  their  descendants,  take  the  whole.  Civil 
Code,  898,  907,  908.  In  Ohio,  by  the  act  of  1881,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  whole 
personal  estate,  after  the  debts  are  paid,  if  there  be  no  children  ;  and  if  there  be  any, 
she  takes  one  half,  if  the  estate  amounts  only  to  $400 ;  and  if  it  exceeds  that  sum, 
she  takes  only  one  third  of  such  overplus.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1881.  In  other  respects 
the  personal  estate  goes  (1)  to  the  issue  and  their  representatives;  (2)  to  brothers 
and  sisters  and  their  representatives  of  the  whole  blood ;  (3)  to  brothers  and  sisten 
and  their  representatives  of  the  half  blood ;  (4)  to  the  father;  (5)  to  the  mother; 
(6)  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  blood  of  the  intestate.  When  in  equal  degree  they  take 
per  capita,  otherwise  per  etirpee.    Ib. 

In  Georgia,  widow  and  children  take  equal  shares,  unless  she  elects  to  take  her 
common-law  dower,  and  then  she  takes  no  further  of  the  real  estate,  and  a  child's 
portion  of  the  personal  estate.    If  no  issue,  widow  takes  a  moiety  of  the  estate,  and 
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a  uDiform  rule  in  the  descent  of  real  and  personal  property  gives 
gimplicity  and  symmetry  to  the  whole  doctrine  of  descent.     The 

the  other  moiety  goes  to  the  oezt  of  kin.  If  neither,  the  estate,  reai  and  personal, 
goes  to  the  next  of  kin  in  equal  degree,  but  no  representation  among  collaterals 
beyond  brothers'  and  sisters'  children.  A  father,  and,  if  dead,  the  mother,  while 
unmarried,  takes  on  the  same  footing  as  a  brother  or  sister.  So  tliat,  by  the  statute 
law  of  Georgia,  the  widow  and  children  stand  in  the  first  degree  of  consanguinity ; 
parents  and  brothers  and  sisters  in  the  second  degree.  Act  of  Georgia,  December 
12, 1801,  and  December  23, 1826.  Prince's  Dig.  2d  ed.  1887,  pp.  233, 234.  In  South 
Carolina,  their  statute  of  distributions  of  1701  gives  to  the  husband  only  a  ratable 
share,  being  one  third,  as  one  of  the  heirs  at  law,  or  distributees  of  his  wife's  per- 
sonal estate,  though  in  England  the  husband  takes  the  wife's  entire  choses  in  action 
as  her  administrator.  In  Massachusetts,  the  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  of 
intestates  is  somewhat  special.  After  the  allowance  of  her  apparel,  &c.,  to  the  widow, 
and  funeral  charges  and  debts  paid,  the  residue  goes  (1.)  To  the  husband,  if  the 
intestate  was  a  married  woman.  (2.)  To  the  widow  one  third  part,  and  residue  to 
his  issue.  (3)  If  no  issue  or  lineal  descendants,  then  one  half  to  the  widow, and 
residue  to  the  father.  (4.)  If  no  father,  then  to  the  mother  and  brothers  and  sisters 
equally,  and  to  their  issue  per  stirpes^  if  any  one  of  them  be  dead,  leaving  a  mother  or 
sister  surriving.  (6.)  If  lUl  the  brothers  and  sisters  be  dead,  then  to  the  mother  in 
exclusion  of  their  issue.  (0.)  To  the  next  of  kin.  (7.)  If  no  kindred,  the  whole  to 
the  widow.  (8.)  If  no  husband,  widow,  or  kindred,  the  personal  estate  escheats. 
Mass.  Revised  Sututes,  1838,  part  2,  tit  4,  c  64,  sec.  1.  I  do  not  undertake  to 
mark  minutely,  or  in  detail,  the  many  smaller  variations  from  the  English  law  of 
distributions,  which  liave  been  made  by  the  statute  law  of  the  different  states.  Sucli 
a  detail  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  plan  of  these  lectures,  which  were  intended 
as  an  elementary  sketch  of  the  general  principles  and  outlines  of  the  law.  To 
descend  to  minutis  on  every  subject  would  render  the  work  too  extensive  and  too 
uninteresting  for  the  study  of  those  persons  for  whom  it  is  prepared.  The  law  con- 
cerning wills,  and  the  rights  and  duties  of  executors,  administrators,  and  guardians, 
and  of  the  orphans'  courts,  and  the  law  of  distribution  of  intestates'  estates,  are 
detailed  minutely  and  distinctly  in  the  Mississippi  Revised  Code  of  1824,  pp.  27-70, 
and  which  was  made  and  reported  by  George  Poindexter,  Esq.,  and  adopted  in  1822 ; 
and  it  equals  in  this  respect  any  of  the  old  statute  codes  on  the  subject.  But 
the  whole  subject  has  been  remodelled,  and  expressed  with  more  precision,  and 
with  the  introduction  of  the  late  improvements  in  some  of  the  American  states,  by 
P.  Rutilius  R.  Pray,  Esq.,  who,  by  authority,  digested  and  reported,  in  1836,  the 
statute  law  of  Mississippi,  under  the  title  of  "  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of 
Mississippi."  It  appears  to  be  a  work  of  much  labor,  research,  and  judgment,  and 
does  credit  to  the  abilities  and  discretion  of  the  author.  I  am,  however,  informed, 
that  so  late  as  January,  1839,  this  revised  code  had  not  been  ratified  or  enacted,  and 
whenever  I  have  had  occasion,  in  these  volumes,  to  refer  to  the  statute  law  of  Mis- 
sissippi, I  have  recurred  to  the  revised  code  of  1824,  or  to  the  new  edition  of  the 
laws  of  Mississippi,  published  in  1839,  by  Alden  &  Van  Hoesen,  and  which  is  in 
effect  a  republication  of  the  code  of  1824,  with  the  subsequent  statutory  additions 
and  amendments.  Tlie  doctrine  of  descent,  and  consequently,  in  a  great  degree,  of 
distribution,  in  the  different  states,  has  been  minutely  illustrated  and  ably  discussed, 
by  the  late  C.  J.  Reeve,  of  Connecticut,  in  his  laborious  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Descent  in  the  several  United  States  of  America.  This  work  does  honor  to  his 
memory ;  but  it  is  nc^  calculated  to  suit  the  taste  of  those  general  readers  who 
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English  statute  of  distributions,  being  founded  in  justice  and  on 
the  wisdom  of  ages,  and  fully  and  profoundly  illustrated  by  a 
series  of  judicial  decisions,  was  well  selected,  as  the  most  suitable 
and  judicious  basis  on  which  to  establish  our  American  law  of 
descent  and  distribution. 

4.  ( J9y  the  law  of  domicile.')  —  There  has  been  much  discussion 

as  to  the  rule  of  distribution  of  personal  property,  when  the  place 

of  the  domicile  of  the  intestate,  and  the  place  of  the  situation 

of  the  property,  were  not  the  same.    But  it  has  become  a 

*  429   settled  *  principle  of  international  jurisprudence,  and  one 

founded  on  a  comprehensive  and  enlightened  sense  of 
public  policy  and  convenience,  that  the  disposition,  succession 
to,  and  distribution  of  personal  property,  wherever  situated,  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  of  the  owner's  or  intestate's 
domicile  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  not  by  the  conflicting  laws 
of  the  various  places  where  the  goods  happened  to  be  situated. 
The  principle  applies  equally  to  cases  of  voluntary  transfer,  of 
intestacy  and  of  testaments,  (a)  ^    On  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally 

have  not  matbematlcal  heads,  by  reason  of  the  numerous  algebraical  statements  of 
hypothetical  cases  with  which  the  work  abounds,  and  by  which  it  is  perplexed. 

(a)  Stanley  p.  Bernes,  8  Hagg.  Eccl.  373;  Ferraris  v.  Hertford.  3  Curteis,4d8; 
Pessebats  v.  Berquier,  1  Biuney»  386.    The  construction  of  wills  as  to  real  property 

*  Domicile  at  affecting  Dintnbutxon,  —  Judge  of  the  domicile.  Enohin  u.  Wylie, 
(a)  As  to  the  transfer  of  chattels  vUer  10  H.  L.  C.  1 ;  Grattan  v.  Appleton,  3 
riixw,8ee  407,  n.  1.  The  statement  in  the  Story,  755;  Gilman  v.  Oilman,  52  Me. 
text  as  to  successions  to  a  deceased  person  165 ;  Willcins  r.  Ellett,  9  WalL  740 ;  Ennls 
is  now  well  settled  in  England  and  some  v.  Smith,  14  How.  400,  425 ;  Lawrence  v. 
paru  of  this  country,  and  also  that  the  Kitteridge,  21  Conn.  577 ;  Petersen  p. 
question  of  testacy  or  intestacy,  and  the  Chemical  Bank,  32  N.  Y.  21, 44.  x^  There- 
construction  of  the  will,  belong  to  the  fore,  when  the  title  of  a  party  to  inherit 

xt  Russell  V.  Madden,  05  111.  485.  But  Goods  of  GentiU,  0  Ir.  R.  Eq.  541.  By 
an  exception  to  the  rule  exists  when  the  statute  in  Mississippi,  all  personal  prop- 
question  is  as  to  the  statut  of  a  party  erty  situated  in  that  state  is  to  be  admiih 
claiming  personal  property  of  an  intes-  istered  according  to  the  law  of  the  stho. 
tate,  in  which  case  the  domicile  of  the  Speed  v.  Kelly,  59  Miss.  47 ;  WeaTer  v. 
claimant,  and  not  that  of  the  intestate,  Norwood,  id.  665.  The  domicile  of  the 
governs.  In  re  Goodman's  Trusts,  17  debtor  has  jurisdiction  as  to  admlnistrsr 
Ch.  D.  266.  The  same  principle  has  been  tion  of  choses  in  action.  Wyman  v, 
held  to  apply  to  realty  as  well  as  person-  Halstead,  109  U.  S-  654 ;  Dial  v.  Gary,  14 
alty  in  this  country.  Ross  v.  Ross,  129  S.  C.  573.  But  executors  or  trustees  per- 
Mass.  248,  in  which  case  the  authorities  sonally  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
are  all  collected.  It  has  been  held  that  court  may  he  compelled  to  carry  out  the 
the  lex  rei  sitct  goTems  as  to  the  right  to  will  or  trust  even  as  to  foreign  property, 
administer  upon  chattels  real.     In  the  Ewlng  v.  Orr  Ewing,  9  App.  Cas.  34. 
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settled  in  the  law  of  all  civilized  countries,  that  real  property,  as 
to  its  tenure,  mode  of  enjoyment,  transfer,  and  descent,  is  to  be 

is  to  be  g^ven  according  to  the  lex  ret  tittB,  and  as  to  personal  property  according  to 
the  iez  domicilii,  unless  it  be  manifest  that  the  testator  had  the  law  of  some  other 
coantiy  in  yiew.  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  479,  a,  et  seq, ;]  Harrison  u.  Nixon, 
9  Peters,  603.  See  also  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  ed.  Boston,  1845,  c.  1,  pp.  I-IO,  where  the 
nameronB  authorities  are  referred  to.  It  is  also  a  declared  principle,  that  although 
personal  property  is,  as  to  the  succession,  controlled  by  the  laws  of  the  domicile,  yet 
each  state  is  competent  to  regulate  within  its  own  territory  that  succession  in  per- 
sonal and  real  property  at  its  pleasure.  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  sec.  23,  447; 
Jones  V.  Marable,  6  Humph.  116. 


personalty  has  been  adjudicated  upon  by 
the  oourta  of  the  domicile,  other  courts 
are  bound  by  the  decision.  Ennis  i;. 
Smith,  supra ;  Doglioni  v.  Crispin,  L.  R. 
1  H.  L.  801,  314.  It  is  the  law  of  the 
domicile  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  death 
which  governs,  and  a  subsequent  enact- 
ment will  not  give  a  locus  standi  to  oppose 
the  will  abroad  to  a  party  who  had  it 
not  previously.  Lynch  v,  Prov.  Gov. 
of  Paraguay,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  D.  268.  Of 
course  a  man  cannot  have  but  one  domi- 
cile with  reference  to  the  law  of  suc- 
cession. Forbes  v.  Forbes,  Kay,  341; 
Oilman  v.  Oilman,  52  Me.  165.  It  is 
everywhere  admitted  that  after  all  the 
claims  against  the  ancillary  administra- 
tion have  been  duly  ascertained  and 
settled,  the  court  may  in  its  discretion 
direct  the  balance  to  be  sent  to  the  prin- 
cipal administrators  for  distribution, 
Mackey  v.  Coxe,  18  How.  100,  105 ;  Wil- 
kins  V.  Ellett,  9  WaU.  740,  742  ;  Banta  v. 
Moore,  2  McC.  (N.  J.)  97,  101 ;  Low  y. 
Bartlett,  8  Allen,  259,  266 ;  Williams 
r.  WiUiams,  6  Md.  467 ;  post,  433  nnd  434, 
D.  (a) ;  and  it  has  been  said,  by  Lord 
Westbury,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  hand  to  them  the  clear  personal  estate, 
and  to  remit  the  next  of  kin  to  the  court 
of  the  domicile  of  the  testator,  and  that 
the  court  of  the  domicile  is  ihe/orum  con- 
atrsus  to  which  the  legatees  under  the 
will  of  a  testator,  or  the  parties  entitled 
to  the  distribution  of  the  estate  of  an  in- 
testate, are  required  to  resort,  10  H.  L. 
0. 18.    See  Stokely's  Estate,  19  Penn.  St. 


476.  [Eames  v.  Hacon,  18  Ch.  D.  847; 
Barry's  App.,  88  Penn.  St.  131.] 

In  the  same  spirit  the  House  of  Lords 
have  held  that  an  act  of  Parliament  im- 
posing a  duty  on  legacies  does  not  extend 
to  the  will  of  any  person  who,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  was  domiciled  out  of  Great 
Britain,  whether  the  assets  are  locally 
situate  within  England  or  not,  in  a  case 
where  there  was  a  Scotch  executor,  and 
the  legatees  resided  in  Scotland.  Thom- 
son V,  The  Advocate  General,  12  CI.  & 
Fin.  1.  So,  even  where  the  legacy,  an 
annuity  for  lives,  was  charged  on  English 
lands.  Chatfield  v.  Berchtoldt,  L.  R.  12 
Eq.  464 ;  and  the  same  principle  was  ap- 
plied to  succession  duty  in  Wallace  v.  The 
Attorney  General,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  1;  Cal- 
lanane  v.  Campbell,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  878; 
compare  In  re  Badart's  Trusts,  L.  R.  10 
Eq.  288.  Thomson's  case  is  denied  in 
Alvany  v.  Powell,  2  Jones  Eq.  (N.  C.)  51 ; 
Jones  V.  Gerock,  6  Jones  Eq.  190. 

[b)  Foreifjn  Letters  of  Administration. — 
It  is  clear,  however,  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  that  administration  must  be  in 
the  country  in  which  possession  is  taken 
and  held,  under  lawful  authority,  of  the 
property  of  the  deceased,  Reston  v.  Mel- 
ville, 8  CI.  &  Fin.  1, 12 ;  Enohin  v.  Wylie. 
10  H.  L.  C.  1,  19;  Burbank  v.  Payne. 
17  La.  An.  15;  Banta  v.  Moore,  2  Mo- 
Carter.  97;  Clark  v.  Clement,  33  N.  H. 
563 ;  and  that  executors  or  administrators 
under  letters  granted  abroad  cannot  sue 
or  be  sued  before  taking  out  ancillary 
administration,  Caldwell  v.  Harding,   5 
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regulated  by  the  lex  loci  ret  bOcb.  (b)  Personal  property  is  subject 
to  that  law  which  governs  the  person  of  the  owner.  Debts  and 
personal  contracts  have  no  locality,  —  debita  sequuntur  personam 
debitoris,  Huberus  lays  down  this  to  be  the  common  and  correct 
opinion,  though  the  question  had  been  frequently  agitated  in  the 
courts  in  his  day ;  (c)  and  Bynkei*shoek  says  the  principle  had 
become  so  well  established  that  no  one  dared  to  question  it; 
adeo  recepta  hodie  sententia  estj  ut  nemo  at^it  contra  hiscere.  (d) 
The  same  principle  would  seem  to  be  the  acknowledged  law  in 
Germany  and  France  ;  (e)  and  Vattel  (/)  considers  the  rule  to 
be  one  that  is  dictated  by  the  law  of  nations. 

(6)  Communis  et  recta  Bententia  eat  in  rebus  imroobilibos  servandum  esse  jus  lod 
in  quo  bona  sunt  sita.  Hub.  i.  lib.  8,  tit.  IS,  De  Success,  s.  p.  278.  In  Stoiy'i 
Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  426-428,  463,]  the  authorities,  foreign  and  domes- 
tic, are  numerously  collected  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  real  or  immovable  prop* 
erty  is  exclusively  governed  by  Uie  territorial  law  of  the  titut.  The  point  is  too  clear 
for  discussion.  But  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  State  of  Michigan,  1840,  landi 
lying  in  Michigan  may  be  conveyed  by  the  owner  residing  in  another  state  or  terri- 
tory, or  in  a  foreign  country,  according  to  the  laws  of  such  state  or  country. 

(c)  Prselec.  part  1,  lib.  8;  De  Success,  ab  Inst  Collat.  i.  278,  sec  20;  ib.  part  % 
lib.  1,  tit.  8;  De  Conflictu  Legum,  ii.  642,  sec.  16. 

(d)  Quest.  Jur.  Priv.  lib.  1,  c.  16.  See  also  the  opinion  of  Grotlus  on  the  point, 
given  at  Rotterdam,  October  81, 1618,  on  consultation,  and  cited  at  large  in  Henrv 
on  Foreign  Law,  App.  196. 

(e)  Voet,  lib.  88,  tit.  17,  sec.  84;  Heinece.  Opera,  ii.  072;  De  Testamenti  Factione, 

(/)  Droit  des  Gens.  b.  2,  c.  7,  sec.  86,  c.  8,  sec  108, 110. 


Btatchf .  501 ;  Noonan  v.  Bradley,  9  Wall. 
804;  Norton  v.  Palmer.  7  Cush.  628; 
Melius  V.  Thompson,  1  Cliff.  126 ;  although 
they  may  intervene  in  proceedings  in  rem, 
The  Boston,  Bl.  &  How.  809,  and  are 
allowed  by  statute  to  sue  in  some  states. 
But  a  voluntary  payment  to  them  before, 
at  least  when  there  are  no  creditors  or 
legatees,  and  no  conflicting  grant  of  do- 
mestic letters,  will  discharge  the  debtor. 
Parsons  v.  Lyman,  20  N.  Y.  108.  See 
82  N.  T.  44 ;  Stone  v.  Scripture,  4  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  186;  Wilkins  v.  Ellett,  9  Wall. 
740 ;  Riley  r.  Moseley,  44  Miss.  37.  But 
see  2  Jones  Eq.  61 ;  2  Am.  Law  Rev.  869. 
And  it  has  been  held  that  one  to  whom  a 
foreign  executor  has  assigned  a  chose  in 
action  may  sue  upon  it.  Petersen  v.  The 
Chemical  Bank,  32  N.  Y.  21.  See  Van- 
quelin  v,  Bouard,  16  C.  B.  ir.  b.  841 ;  The 
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Boston,  Bl.  &  How.  809.  [But  see  Dial  v. 
Gary,  14  S.  C.  678,  as  to  administrators.] 
It  seems,  too,  that  a  general  appointment 
of  executors  duly  authenticated  abroad 
will  entitle  them  to  ancillary  letters,  even 
though  letters  had  already  been  granted 
to  otliers.  10  H.  L.  C.  14.  But  it  is  held 
that  there  is  no  privity  between  different 
administrations,  and  that  a  judgment 
against  an  administrator  in  one  jurisdic- 
tion does  not  estop  one  in  another.  Stacy 
V.  Thrasher,  6  How.  44 ;  McLean  v.  Meek, 
18  How.  16;  Taylor  v.  Barron,  86  N.  H, 
484,  601 ;  Low  v.  Bartlett,  8  Allen,  259. 
However,  where  executors  were  appointed 
in  different  states  by  the  same  will,  a 
judgment  against  one  was  held  prima 
fade  evidence  against  the  other.  Hill  p- 
Tucker,  18  How.  496. 
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This  principle  was  understood  to  be  settled  in  Englal^d,  in  the 
time  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  cases  of  Pipon  v.  Pipon^  and  of 
Thome  v.  Wathins  ;  (jg)  and  Lord  Thurlow  observed  iu  the 
House  of  *  Lords  in  the  case  of  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  (a)  that  to  *  430 
hold  that  the  Ux  loci  rei  9itce  was  to  govern  as  to  personal 
property,  when  the  domicilium  of  the  intestate  was  in  a  different 
country,  would  be  a  gross  misapplication  of  the  ju$  gentium.  And 
yet,  notwithstanding  all  this  weight  of  authority  in  favor  of  the 
solidity  and  universality  of  the  principle,  the  point  was  permitted 
to  be  very  extensively  and  learnedly  debated  before  Lord  Lough- 
borough, in  the  case  of  Bempde  v.  Johnstone;  (b)  and  he  said  that 
the  question  had  been  decided  and  settled,  and  the  law  cleaiiy 

Jure  Germ.  sec.  30;  Opinion  of  M.  Target  on  the  DucheBS  of  Kingston's  Will,  t  Coll. 
Jurid.  240;  Toullier,  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  i.  n.  366;  Merlin,  Repertoire  de  Juris- 
prudence, tit.  Loi,  §§  6.  3.  See  also,  supra,  67,  and  infra,  it.  441,  618,  as  to  the 
mle  when  applied  to  personal  and  when  applied  to  real  property.  The  general  utility 
of  this  doctrine,  that  personal  property  has  no  situs  in  contemplation  of  law,  and  is 
attached  to  the  person  of  the  owner  wherever  he  is,  and  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
owner's  domicile,  does  not  fail,  as  Mr.  Justice  Story  has  observed,  to  recommend 
itself  to  all  nations  ^y  its  simplicity,  its  convenience,  and  its  enlarged  policy.  But 
the  doctrine  is  sometimes  controlled  by  local  law,  and  the  case  of  foreign  assignments 
in  bankruptcy  is  an  instance.  Vide  supra,  404-406.  So,  in  Louisiana,  delivery  has 
been  held  necessary  to  the  complete  transfer  of  personal  property,  as  against  cred- 
itors and  parchasers,  though  the  transfer  be  made  by  the  owner  in  his  foreign  domi- 
cile, where  the  transfer  would  be  g^od  without  delivery.  Norris  v.  Mumford, 
4  Martin  (La.),  20 ;  Ramsey  v,  Stevenson,  5  id.  23;  Fisk  v.  Chandler,  7  id.  24 ;  Olivier 
V.  TQwnes,  14  id.  '93, 97-103.  These  decisions  have  not  met  the  approbation  of  some 
of  our  most  distinguished  civilians.  Livermore's  Dissertations,  137-140;  Story's 
Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  385-394.] 

{g)  2  Yes.  36;  Amb.  25.  See,  also,  the  decision  of  Lord  Mansfield  before  the 
privy  council  in  1762,  on  appeal  in  the  case  of  Bum  v.  Cole,  ib.  415. 

(a)  2  Bos.  A  P.  229,  note.  The  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  great  case 
of  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  is  considered  as  settling  the  law,  both  in  England  and  Scotland, 
in  favor  of  the  law  of  the  domicile  in  the  distribution  of  the  personal  estate  of 
intestates,  and  that  the  actual  situs  of  the  goods  was  of  no  moment.  The  decree  of 
the  court  of  sessions  in  Scotland  was  affirmed.  So  the  very  important  and  very 
litigated  case  of  Hoy  v.  Lashley,  which  arose  in  the  court  of  sessions  in  1791,  and 
was  carried  by  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  wliich  led  to  collateral  issues  and 
sabsequent  appeals,  and  to  the  most  learned  and  able  discussions,  settled,  among 
other  things,  the  points,  that  the  succession  in  personal  estates  of  every  description, 
wherever  situated,  was  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  domicile;  and  that  parties 
marrying  and  having  their  domicile  in  England,  and  then  changing  their  domicile 
to  Scotland,  changed  their  rights  and  those  of  their  children,  and  subjected  them  to 
the  aaocession  of  the  law  of  Scotland.  Robertson  on  Personal  Succession,  c.  8, 
sec.  1,  pp.  118-150;  Brown  t^.  Brown,  on  appeal,  ib.  193;  4  Wilson  &  Shaw's  Appeal 
Cases,  28. 

(6)  8  Yes.  196. 
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fixed  in  England,  by  repeated  decisions  in  the  House  of  Lords; 
and  that  by  those  decisions  the  law  of  the  intestate's  domicile  at 
the  time  of  his  death  carried  the  distribution  of  his  personal 
property  wherever  it  was  situated.  The  law  of  Scotland  was  once 
different ;  but  the  court  of  sessions  was  now  conformed  to  the 
English  decisions.  (<r)  He  admitted,  however,  that  if  the  point 
had  been  quite  new  and  open,  it  would  be  susceptible  of  a  great 
deal  of  argument,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  person  dying  intes- 
tate, having  property  in  different  places,  and  subject  to  different 
laws,  the  law  of  each  place  should  not  obtain,  in  the  distribution 
of  the  property  situated  there ;  and  many  foi-eign  lawyers,  he 
said,  had  held  that  proposition.  Afterwards  in  Somerville  v.  Lord 
Somervilley  (d)  the  rule  as  above  settled  was  declared,  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  to  apply  to  all  cases  where  the  fact  of  the 
domicile  was  not  in  dispute.  But  in  the  case  of  Curling  v.  Thorn- 
ton^ (e)  Sir  John  NichoU  doubted  whether  a  British  natural-born 
subject  could  shift  his  forum  originis  for  a  foreign  domicile,  in 
complete  derogation  of  his  rights  under  the  British  law  ;  and  he 
said  it  must  be  at  least  complete  and  total,  to  make  his  property 
in  England  liable  to  distribution  according  to  the  foreign  law, 
and  the  party  must  have  declared  and  carried  his  intention  into 
full  effect.  (/)  1 

(e)  The  rule,  as  stated  in  the  text,  may  lead,  and  has  led,  to  the  anomalous  result, 
that  the  same  person  may  be  legitimate  as  to  the  real  estate  of  hi«  father,  and  illegitr 
imate  as  to  the  personal.  Thus,  by  the  Scotch  law,  the  marriage  in  ScoUand  of  Scotch 
parents  legitimates  their  previously  born  bastard  issue ;  but  it  is  not  as  yet  so  by  tlie 
English  law.  And  if  the  father  of  such  issue  removes  and  dies  domiciled  in  England^ 
leaving  real  and  personal  estate  in  Scotland  as  well  as  in  England,  the  issue,  being 
legitimate  by  the  Scotch  law  and  illegitimate  by  the  English,  cannot  take  the  real  or 
personal  estate  of  his  father  by  the  English  law,  either  as  heir  or  next  of  kin,  but  he 
would  take  the  real  estate  of  his  father  in  Scotland,  according  to  the  lex  ret  sita,  and 
would  not  take  the  personal,  because  the  Scotch  courts  would,  by  the  comity  of 
nations,  be  bound  to  recognize,  in  the  distribution  of  the  personal  estate,  the  Ux  domi- 
ciliL  And  thus,  as  an  English  lawyer  humorously  observes,  the  same  person  woald, 
by  the  same  court,  and  by  this  paradox  in  the  law,  be  deemed  legitimate  as  to  the 
real  estate,  and  illegitimate  as  to  the  personal,  —  "  legitimate  as  to  the  mill,  illegiti- 
mate as  to  the  machinery,  — born  in  lawful  wedlock  as  to  the  bam,  bat  a  bastard  u 
to  the  grain  within  it." 

(d)  6  Yes.  760.  M  2  Addams,  16. 

(/)  The  inference  from  the  case  is,  that  the  English  property  of  British  subjects, 
resident  abroad,  and  dying  there  intestate,  foUows  the  course  of  distribution  directed 

*  DoiniciU.  —  (a)  Of  On'fp'n.  —  The  political  statuM^  by  yirtoe  of  which  a  party 
House  pf  Lords  carefully  distinguish  the    becomes  the  subject  of  tome  particular 
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*  5.    QIHstribtUion  as  to  foreign  law.^  —  The   rule,   as   *  431 
settled  in  England,  and  by  the  general  usage  of  nations, 

by  the  English  laws.  As  to  the  general  rule,  that  the  disposition  and  distribution  of 
p<'r8onal  property  arc  governed  by  the  law  of  the  owner's  domicile  at  the  time,  seu 
Sill  V,  Worswick,  1  H.  Dl.  690 ;  Potter  v.  Brown,  5  East,  180 ;  Stanley  v.  Bcrnes,  3  Hagg. 
Ecd.  373 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  862,  466-472  ]  In  Garland 
p.  Rowan,  2  Sm.  &  M.  (Miss.)  617,  the  general  rule  of  the  distribution  of  the  personal 
estate  of  intestates,  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  intestate,  was  held  to 
apply  equally  to  the  widow's  share  of  the  personal  estate.  In  the  case  of  Sill  v.  Wors- 
wick, Lord  Loughborough  observed,  that  it  was  a  clear  proposition  of  every  country  in 
the  world,  where  law  held  the  semblance  of  science,  that  personal  property  had  no 
locality,  and  was  subject  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  owner  had  his  domicile. 
But  the  general  rule  is  subject  to  some  qualification  as  to  stocks  and  other  property, 
which  may  be  required  to  be  transferred  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  local  regulations. 
Story,  [§  883 ;]  Erskine,  in  his  Institutes,  b.  3,  tit.  9,  sec.  4.    And  Pothicr,  in  his 


country,  and  his  civil  statu»,  by  virtue  of 
which  he  is  possessed  of  certain  municipal 
rights,  and  subject  to  certain  obligations. 
The  political  9tatu»  may  depend  on  dif- 
ferent laws  in  different  countries,  but  the 
uniTersal  criterion  of  civil  ttatm  is  the 
domicile.  Udny  v,  Udny,  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
S&  441,  457.  See  Shaw  v.  Gould,  L.  R. 
3  H.  L.  65,  84,  where  Dorsey  v.  Dorsey, 
7  Watts,  349,  is  disapproved ;  Haldane  v. 
Eckford,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  631,  640.  It  is  a 
settled  principle  that  no  man  shall  be 
without  a  domicile,  either  the  involuntary 
one  of  origin,  or  an  acquired  domicile  of 
choice.  Udny  v.  Udny,  $npra.  Accord- 
ingly, the  domicile  of  origin  adheres  until 
a  new  domicile  is  acquired.  [But  see 
Hicks  r.  Skinner,  72  N.  C.  1.]  Unlike  a 
domicile  of  choice,  which  is  lost  as  soon 
as  left  with  the  intention  of  abandoning 
it,  it  has  been  held  to  revive  when  a  domi- 
cile of  choice  is  abandoned,  and  to  con- 
tinue until  a  new  domicile  of  choice  is 
acquired,  although  there  was  no  intention 
to  revive  it.  Udny  v.  Udny,  supra  /  Bell 
V,  Kennedy,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  807;  [King 
p.  Foxwell,  3  Ch.  D.  618;  Reed's  App., 
71  Penn.  St.  378.  See  Stevenson  v.  Mas- 
aon,  17  L.  R.  Eq.  78.  But  this  distinction 
was  not  alluded  to  in  Mitchell  v.  United 
SUtes,  21  Wall.  850;  Desmare  r.  United 
SUtes,  98  U.  S.  606^  in  deciding  questions 
of  change  of  domicile.]    But  see  First 


Nat  Bank  of  New  Haven  v.  Balcom,  35 
Conn.  351. 

(b)  Domicile  of  Choice  Id  a  conclusion 
which  the  law  derives  from  the  fact  of  a 
man  fixing  voluntarily  his  chief  residence 
in  a  particular  place  with  the  intention  of 
continuing  to  reside  there  for  an  unlimited 
time.  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  458 ;  Haldane  v. 
Eckford,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  631, 640 ;  Hoskins  r. 
Matthews,  8  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  13 ;  [King  v. 
Foxwell,  8  Ch.  D.  518;  Verret  v.  Bonvll- 
lain,  83  La.  An.  1304  ;  Dupuy  v.  Wurtz, 
53  N.  T.  556.]  See  Anderson  v.  Ander- 
son, 42  Vt  850;  Jopp  v.  Wood,  84  Beav. 
88,  91 ;  affd.  11  Jur.  n.  8.  212.  The  resi- 
dence must  be  freely  chosen.  Hence,  in 
Goods  of  H.  R.  H.  the  Duchess  d'Ori^ans, 
1  Sw.  &  Tr.  253,  the  duchess  was  held  not 
to  have  lost  her  French  domicile  by  a 
compulsory  residence  out  of  France  under 
a  decree  of  the  French  republic.  So,  a 
residence  abroad  inquired  by  the  duties 
of  office  would  not  in  general  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  change,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc. 
458;  Brown  v.  Smith,  15  Beav.  444 ;  Att. 
Gen.  V.  Pottinger,  6  H.  &  N.  733 ;  7  Jur. 
N.  8.  470;  Att.  Gen.  v.  Rowe,  1  H.  &  C. 
31;  see  ib.  12;  Yelverton  ».  Yelverton, 
1  Sw.  &  Tr.  574;  Sharpe  v,  Crispin, 
L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  611 ;  except  in  the  case 
of  India,  Jopp  r.  Wood,  84  Beav.  88, 
affd.  11  Jur.  N.B.212;  Drevon  v.  Drevon, 
10  Jur.  N.  8.  717.    And  in  one  testamen- 
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as  to  the  succession  and  distribution  of  personal  property,  has 
repeatedly  been  declared  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  municipal 

Court  d'Orleani,  c.  1,  lec.  2,  n.  23,  considered  that  interests  in  public  stocks,  or  local 
companies,  &c.,  were  goremed  by  the  Ux  loci  rei  nta.  But  they  are  now  clesrlj 
subject,  like  other  personal  property,  to  the  law  of  the  domicile.  Robertsoo  on 
Personal  Succession,  84,  85 ;  Jarman  on  Wills,  i.  2.  What  facts  constitute  a  domi- 
cile of  the  person  has  been  a  question  frequently  discussed.  There  is  no  fixed  or 
definite  period  of  time  requisite  to  create  it  The  residence  to  create  it  may  be 
short  or  long,  according  to  circumstances.  It  depends  on  the  actual  or  presumed 
intention  of  the  party.  It  Is  said  in  Moore  o.  Darrall,  4  Hagg.  Eccl.  346,  that  doim- 
cile  does  not  depend  on  residence  alone,  but  on  a  consideration  of  all  the  ciicanK 
stances  of  each  case.  The  domicile  may  be  in  one  state,  and  the  acual  residence  in 
another.  [Frost  v.  Brisbin,]  19  Wend.  11.  But  a  man  can  have  but  one  domicile 
for  the  purpose  of  succession.  He  cannot  have  more  than  one  domicile  at  the  same 
time  for  one  and  the  same  purpose ;  and  every  person  has  a  domicile  somewhere.  A 
person  being  at  a  place,  is  prima  fade  evidence  that  he  is  domiciled  there ;  but  it  may 
be  explained,  and  the  presumption  rebutted.  The  place  where  a  man  carries  on  hii 
established  business  or  professional  occupation,  and  has  a  home  and  permanent  ren- 


tary  case  it  is  said  that  it  is  not  enough 
to  change  the  domicile  of  origin  for  a  new 
one  that  the  party  goes  to  reside  in  an- 
other  place  for  an  indefinite  time,  if  he 
has  in  his  contemplation  some  erent,  al- 
though  an  uncertain  one,  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  which  his  residence  will  cease. 
There  must  be  a  fixed  intention  of  aban- 
doning one  domicile  and  permanently 
adopting  another.  Moorhouse  o.  Lord, 
10  H.  L.  C.  272,  285,  286.  8ee  Haldane 
V.  Eckford,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  631,  640 ;  Drevon 
V,  Drevon,  10  Jur.  v.  s.  717 ;  12  W.  R. 
046 ;  Hallet  v.  Bassett,  100  Mass.  167, 171. 
But  a  mere  floating  intention  of  return  at 
some  future  period  would  seem  to  be  im- 
material Aikman  v.  Aikman,  8  Mncq. 
854,868;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  42  Vt. 
850;  100  Mass.  171.  Expressions  of  in- 
tention  are  not  always  conclusive,  In  n 
Steer,  8  H.  &  N.  594;  Crookenden  t^.  Ful- 
ler, 1  Sw.  &  Tr.  441 ;  nor  voting,  East- 
erly  v,  Goodwin,  85  Conn.  279 ;  [Doucet 
V.  Geoghegan,  0  Ch.  D.  441 ;]  and  the 
factum  of  residence  must  concur  with  the 


intent  to  acquire  a  new  domidle  of  choice, 
Shaw  V.  Shaw,  98  Mass.  158;  Drevon  r. 
Drevon,  wpra.  The  burden  of  proving  a 
change  is  said  to  be  on  the  party  who 
alleges  it  BeU  v.  Kennedy,  L.  R 1  H.  L 
8c.  307. 

(c)  Double  Domicile.  —  It  !s  suggested 
that  a  man  may  have  two  domiciles  st 
the  same  time,  for  different  purposes. 
In  re  Capdevlelle,  2  H.  A  C.  965. 994.  Bat 
he  can  only  have  one  at  the  same  time 
for  the  same  purpose,  e.  g.  of  succession. 
Oilman  t;.  Oilman,  52  Me.  165 ;  100  Msss. 
170.  See,  as  to  a  company.  Canon  Iron 
Co.  0.  Maclaren,  5  H.  L.  C.  416;  Bait  & 
Ohio  R.  R.  r.  Glenn,  28  Md.  287.  It  is 
important,  however,  to  distinguish  dom- 
icile from  residence  within  the  meaning 
of  statutes  laying  taxes,  Tazewell  County 
V.  Davenport^  40  HL  197;  4  Am.  Lsw 
Rev.  096,  699;  Shaw  v.  Shaw.  98  Mass. 
158,  160;  Colton  v.  I^ngmeadow,  13 
Allen,  598;  or  of  those  relating  to  the 
settlement  of  paupers,  Warren  v,  Tbom- 
aston,  48  Me.  406,418.^1 


x^  The  later  cases  hold  that  the  term 

"  residence  "  in  statutes  laying  taxes  is 

synonymous  with  "  domicile."  Borland  v. 

City  of  Boston,  182  Mass.  89;  KeUogg  v. 
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Supervisors,  Ac,  42  Wis.  97.  See  also 
Bradley  v.  Fraser,  54  Iowa,  289.  But  see 
Long  9.  Ryan,  90  GraU.  718  (attachment) ; 
Story  on  Confl.  of  Laws,  8tb  ed.  67  (c). 
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jurisprudence  of  this  country,  (a)  The  diflSculty  has  been  not 
in  the  rule  itself,  but  in  the  application  and  execution  of  it.    In 

deoce,  is  his  domicile ;  aod  he  has  all  the  priyileges,  and  is  hound  by  all  the  duties, 
flowing  therefrom.  Code  Ciyll,  art.  103;  Tanner  v.  King,  11  La.  175.  Opinion  of 
the  Judges  in  5  Mete.  687.  It  is  the  home  of  the  party,  the  place  of  his  principal 
establishment,  which  constitutes  the  domicile.  The  definition  of  a  domicile,  in  the 
writings  of  the  jurists  generally,  is  taken  from  the  civil  law.  In  eodem  loco  singulos 
habere  domicilium  non  ambigitur,  ubi  quis  larem  rerumque  ac  fortunarum  suarum 
snmmam  constituit,  unde  non  sit  discessurus  si  nihil  ayocet;  unde  cum  profectus 
est,  peregrinari  videtur;  quod  si  rediit,  peregrinari  jam  destitit.  Code,  lib.  10, 
tit.  39.  7.  See  also  Dig.  50. 1.  27.  1 ;  ib.  lib.  50,  tit.  16.  1,  208.  Though  his  family 
reside  part  of  the  year  at  another  place,  such  place  is  regarded  only  as  a  temporary 
residence,  and  the  home  domicile  for  business  takes  away  the  character  of  domicile 
from  the  other.  The  original  domicile  of  the  party  always  continues  until  he  has 
fairly  changed  it  for  another,  even  though  he  has  intentionally  forsaken  it.  There 
must  be  intention  and  act  united,  to  effect  a  change  of  domicile.  A  new  domicile  is 
not  acquired  by  residence,  unless  taken  up  with  an  intention  of  abandoning  the  former 
domicile.  Bradley  v.  Ijowry^  1  Speer,  Eq.  (S.  C.)  1 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Dunn,  6  M. 
&  W.  611 ;  Hallo  well  v.  Saco,  5  Greenl.  143;  Putnam  v.  Johnson,  10  Mass.  488.  And 
it  was  held,  in  De  Bonneyal  v.  De  Bonneval,  1  Curtcis,  866,  that  where  A.  quitted 
France  in  1702,  and  resided  in  England  until  1814,  and  then  returned  to  France,  and 
from  that  time  resided  occasionally  in  both  countries,  he  had  not  thereby  abandoned 
his  original  domicile.  A  dwelling  place  or  home  means  some  permanent  abode  or  resi- 
dence, with  intention  to  remain,  and  has  a  more  restricted  meaning  than  domicile,  as 
nsed  in  international  law.  19  Me.  293.  The  forum  originie,  or  domicile  of  natiyity, 
remains  until  a  subsequent  domicile  is  acquired  animo  ei  /ado.  Someryille  v,  Soraer- 
Tille,  5  Yes.  750;  Balfour  v.  Scott,  cited  ib.  757.  In  this  last  case,  the  domicile  of 
birth  had  been  shifted,  by  election  and  residence,  to  a  domicile  in  England,  which 
controlled  the  personal  estate.  Case  of  Dr.  Munroe,  5  Madd.  Ch.  379 ;  Harvard  Col- 
lege V.  Gore,  5  Pick.  870 ;  Case  of  James  Casey,  1  Ashm.  126.  A  woman,  on  mar- 
riage, takes  the  domicile  of  her  husband.  The  husband's  change  of  domicile  changes 
that  of  his  wife ;  and  the  parent  also  possesses  the  power  of  changing  the  domicile 
of  his  infant  child  by  changing  his  own.  Under  the  English  settlement  law,  minor 
children  take  the  domicile  of  the  father ;  and  if  the  mother  also,  being  a  widow, 
changes  her  domicile,  her  minor  children  change  theirs  also,  but  not  if  she  acquires 
a  new  domicile  by  remarriage.  Cumner  t7.  Milton,  2  Salk.  528 ;  Woodend  v.  Paul- 
spory,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1478 ;  Freetown  v.  Taunton,  16  Mass.  62.  See  also  supra,  227, 
note,  on  the  right  of  the  surviving  parent,  whether  father  or  mother,  to  transfer  the 
domicile  of  the  minor  children,  if  done  in  good  faith.  If  a  party  has  two  contemporary 
domiciles,  and  a  residence  in  each  alternately,  of  equal  portions  of  time,  the  rule  which 
Lord  Alvanley  was  inclined  to  adopt  was,  that  the  place  where  the  party's  business 
lay  tiiould  be  considered  his  domicile.    Lord  Thurlow,  in  Bruce  v,  Bruce,  2  Bos.  &  P. 


(a)  Dixon  v.  Eamsay,  8  Cranch,  819;  United  States  v.  Crosby,  7  id.  115;  Blane 
V.  Dmmmond,  1  Brock.  62 ;  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheaton,  565 ;  Desesbats  v.  Berquier, 
1  Binney,  836;  Decouche  v.  Savatier,  3  Johns.  Ch.  210;  Holmes  v.  Remsen,  4  id. 
4M,  470;  Dawes  v.  Boylston,  9  Mass.  337;  Harvey  r.  Richards,  1  Mason,  408; 
Grafton  V.  Ilsley,  4  Greenl.  184;  Stent  t;.  M'Leod.  2  M'Cord,  Ch.  (S.  C.)  864 ;  Story's 
Oomm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [c  9,]  pp.  391-393, 402-411 ;  Leake  v.  GUchrist,  2  Dev. 
(N.  C.)  78. 
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Topham  v.  Chapman^  (5)  it  was  said,  that  though  the  distribution 
was  to  be  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  of  the  domicile  of 
the  intestate,  yet  that  his  debts  in  a  foreign  country  must  be 
collected  and  paid  according  to  the  law  of  that  country.  Admin- 
istration must  be  granted  where  the  debts  were  ;  for  an  adminis- 
trator has  no  power  beyond  the  jurisdiction  in  which  he  received 
his  letters  of  administration;  and  the  home  creditors  must  first 
be  paid  before  the  administrator  could  send  the  surplus  fund 
to  the    country  of    the  proper  domicile  of  the  intestate,  (c) 

229,  note ;  8  Yes.  201,  202 ;  6  id.  78^789.  See  1  Johns.  Cas  366.  note,  and  4  Cowen, 
616,  note,  for  a  collection  of  authorities  on  this  question  of  domicUe.  See  also  nqfra, 
L  74-81,  as  to  the  domicile  for  commercial  purposes,  and  in  the  punriew  of  the  law  of 
nations.  Domicile  is  distinguished  by  the  various  situations  to  which  it  is  applied. 
There  is  a  political^  a  civile  and  a  forensic  domicile.  There  is  a  domicile  arising  from 
Unh,  and  from  the  domestic  relations,  and  from  election.  Bynk.  Qusst.  Jur.  Frir.  lib. 
1,  c.  16;  Henry  on  Foreign  Law,  App.  181-208 ;  Code  Napoleon,  n.  102-111 ;  R<fper- 
toire  de  Jurisprudence,  art.  Pomicile ;  Toullicr,  Droit  Civil  Fran9ais,  i.  818 ;  Storr'i 
Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  c.  8 ;  Burge's  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws, 
i.  c.  2,  tit.  Domicile.  A  resident  and  inliabitant  mean  the  same  thing.  But  inkabitaBGi 
and  retidtnce  do  not  mean  the  same  thing  as  domicile^  when  the  latter  is  applied  to  suc- 
cessions to  personal  estates ;  but  they  mean  a  Jixed  and  permanent  abode^  a  dwelling 
house  for  the  time  being,  as  contradistinguished  from  a  mere  temporary  locality  of 
existence.  Roosevelt  v.  Kellogg,  20  Johns.  208;  Ch.  Walworth.  8  Wend.  140.  See 
also  4  Wend.  603.  Residence,  combined  with  intention,  constitntes  a  domicile. 
Whether  the  residence  be  long  or  short  is  immaterial,  provided  the  intention  of  resi- 
dence is  wanting  in  the  one  case  and  exists  in  the  other.  Code  Napoleon,  art  103; 
Toullier,  1. 823,  art  872 ;  Hennen  v.  Hennen,  12  La.  100;  Guier  v.  O'Daniel,  1  Binney, 
849,  note. 

(6)  1  Const.  S.  C.  292. 

(c)  The  general  rule  in  England  and  in  this  country  is,  that  letters  testaroentary, 
or  of  administration,  granted  abroad,  give  no  authority  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  another 
jurisdiction,  though  they  may  be  sufllcient  ground  for  new  probate  authority.  Tour- 
ton  V.  Flower,  3  P.  Wms.  369  ;  Lee  v.  Bank  of  England,  8  Ves.  44 ;  Dixon  r.  Ramsay, 
8  Cranch.  819;  Doe  v.  McFarland,  9  id.  161;  Pond  v.  Makepeace,  2  Mete  114; 
Sabin  v.  Gilman,  1  N.  H.  198;  Goodwin  v.  Jones,  3  Mass.  614;  Riley  v.  RUcy,  3I)ay. 
74;  Morrell  v.  Dickey,  1  Johns.  Ch.  168;  Dangerfleld  v.  Thurston,  20  Mart.  (U ) 
232;  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheaton,  566;  Armstrong  v,  Lear,  12  id.  169;  Stoiy's  Comm- 
on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  618  ;]  Vaughan  v.  Northup,  16  Peters,  1.  In  N.  Carolina, 
it  is  now  held  that  probate  of  a  will  hi  another  state,  and  duly  authenticated,  super- 
sedes the  necessity  of  a  new  probate  in  that  state.  Lancaster  v.  McBryde,  6  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  421.  The  adnunistration  on  a  foreigner's  estate  must  be  taken  out  where  he 
died,  though  the  assets  there  are  distributable  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  of 
his  domicile.  Aspinwall  v.  The  Queen's  Proctor,  2  Curteis,  241.  In  Carmichael  p. 
Ray,  1  Richardson,  116,  administration  was  granted  in  South  Carolina  on  the  estate 
of  an  intestate  domiciled  there ;  but  it  was  held,  after  an  able  and  learned  diseussioD, 
that  a  suit  could  not  lie  in  that  state  in  trover  for  chattels  held  by  the  iutestate  in 
North  Carolina,  as  the  title  of  the  administrator  did  not  extend  to  personal  property 
in  a  foreign  state.  The  case  of  executor  is  different.  His  title  is  good  jure  gentiu»y 
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Much  discussion  took  place  on  this  part  of  the  *  subject,  •  432 
in  Marvey  v.  Richards,  (a)     It  was  held,  upon  a  masterly 

and  operatiye  when  confirmed  hy  the  authority  of  the  jurisdiction  in  which  it  is  to 
operate.  But  the  adminiaratur^s  title  under  grant  from  the  authorities  of  the  intes- 
tate's domicile  does  not  de  jure  extend  or  attach  to  the  property  in  another  juris- 
diction. A  new  title  or  a  recognition  of  tlie  authority  must  be  derived  from  the 
foreign  government,  and  then  it  is  merely  ancillary  to  the  original  power  as  to  the 
collection  and  distribution  of  effects,  and  is  made  subservient  to  domestic  claims,  and 
the  residuum  is  transmitted  to  the  foreign  country  after  the  final  account  is  settled  in 
the  domestic  forum.  On  this  difficult  subject  of  conflicting  claims  under  probate 
powers  from  different  states,  it  was  held,  after  a  full  and  learned  discussion  in  Con- 
necticut, in  the  case  of  Ilolcomb  v,  Phelps,  16  Conn.  127,  that  where  administration 
was  granted  in  New  York  on  the  estate  of  A.,  wlio  was  domiciled  in  New  York,  and 
the  assets  were  removed  to  Connecticut  by  the  administrator,  and  a  new  administra- 
Uon  was  granted  there  to  another  person,  that  the  first  admiuistraiion  was  not 
answerable  there  by  suit  for  the  assets,  and  that  the  authority  from  New  York  was 
his  protection.  See  infra,  434,  n.  (a),  s.  p.  In  McNamara  ».  Dwyer,  7  Paige,  230, 
the  chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the  creditors  and  next  of  kin  were  not  confined  in 
tlieir  remedies  against  an  executor  or  administrator  to  the  courts  of  the  country  ia 
which  the  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration  were  granted.  It  was  adjudged 
that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  compel  a  foreign  executor  or  adminis- 
trator to  account  for  the  trust  funds  which  he  received  abroad  and  brought  with  him 
into  the  state,  and  without  taking  out  letters  of  administration  in  New  York  on  the 
estate  of  the  deceased.  So  it  has  been  adjudged  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Virginia* 
after  an  elaborate  discussion,  that  if  an  executor  takes  out  letters  testamentary  in 
England,  and  removes  to  Virginia,  and  brings  the  assets  with  him,  he  may  be  sued  there 
for  an  account  of  his  administration,  and  for  debts  and  legacies.  Tunstall  v.  Pollard, 
11  Leigh,  1, 36.  But  the  assets  will  be  applied  and  distributed  according  to  the  laws 
of  the  state  or  country  from  whom  he  derived  his  authority  to  administer.  It  is  held 
in  other  cases  that  a  foreign  administrator  may  receive  payment  anywhere,  and  give 
acquittance.  Doolittle  v,  Lewis,  7  Johns.  Ch.  45;  Stevens  v.  Gay  lord,  11  Mass.  2SG; 
Trecothick  r.  Austin,  4  Mason,  16, 33;  Atkins  t^.  Smith,  2  Atk.  63;  Nisbct  v.  Stewart, 
2  Dev.  &  Batt.  24.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws,  is  of  opinion  that  upon 
principles  of  international  law,  a  payment  to  an  original  administrator  as  against  a 
foreign  administrator  subsequently  appointed  in  the  domicile  of  the  debtor  would  not 
be  good,  and  that  the  latter  administrator  would  be  entitled  *to  recover  the  debt,  inas- 
much as  the  prior  and  original  administrator  had  no  right  to  demand  it  But  in 
Vaughn  o.  Barret,  6  Vt.  333,  a  contrary  doctrine  is  declared ;  and  it  was  adjudged, 
upon  full  discussion,  that  an  administrator  appointed  in  another  state  had  no  author- 
ity to  settle  and  discliarge  a  debt  due  from  a  citizen  of  Vermont  to  his  intestate,  and 
tliat  snch  discharge  would  be  no  bar  to  an  action  for  the  debt  by  the  administrator 
appointed  in  Vermont.  Under  the  local  law  of  Pennsylvania,  letters  of  adnn'iiistntion 
granted  in  another  state  arc  a  sufficient  authority  to  maintain  an  action  in  that  stnte. 
M'Cullough  V.  Young,  1  Binney,  63.  This  is  the  case  in  Ohio,  Statutes  of  Ohio, 
1831,  p.  241 ;  8  Ohio,  228;  and  in  Tennessee,  by  the  statute  of  1809,  and  the  pro- 
vision is  commended  in  Smith  v.  Mabry,  7  Yerg.  26,  as  just  and  libersl.  But  foreign 
executors  and  administrators  cannot  be  sued  in  Tennessee,  as  such,  in  virtue  of  their 
foreign  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration.  AUsup  o.  Allsup,  10  Yerg.  283.  And 

(a)  1  Mason,  403. 
VOL.  II.  — 89  [609] 


•488  OP  PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  [PART  ?. 

oonsideration  of  the  case,  that  whether  a  court  of  equity  would 
proceed  to  decree  an  account  and  distribution  according 
•433  to  the  lex  loci  ret  sitce^  or  direct  the  assets  to  be  •dis- 
tributed by  the  foreign  tribunal  of  the  domicile  of  the  party, 
would  depend  upon  circumstances.  The  sitiu  reiy  as  well  as  the 
presence  of  the  parties,  conferred  a  competent  jurisdiction  to 
decree  distribution  according  to  the  rule  of  the  lex  domicilii;  and 
such  a  jurisdiction  was  sustained  by  principles  of  public  law,  and 
was  consistent  with  international  policy.  The  court  was  not 
bound,  at  all  events,  to  have  the  assets  remitted  to  the  foreign 
administrator,  and  to  send  the  parties  entitled  to  the  estate 
abroad,  at  great  expense  and  delay,  to  seek  their  rights  iu  a 
foreign  tribunal.  Though  the  property  was  to  be  distributed 
according  to  the  lex  domicilii^  national  comity  did  not  require 

to  entitle  the  executor  or  administrator  to  sue  in  Tennewee,  on  tlie  fact  of  tbe 
foreign  probate  or  letters,  he  must  produce  a  duly  authenticated  copy  of  the  same. 
Statute  Laws  of  Tennessee,  1S36,  p.  78.  In  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Pennsylvania, 
relating  to  orphans'  courts,  as  reported  in  January,  1831,  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  was 
recommended  to  be  made  to  agree,  in  tliis  particular,  with  the  law  of  most  of  the  other 
states.  In  Massachusetts  and  Ohio,  no  will  is  effectual  to  pass  either  real  or  personal 
estate,  unless  duly  proved  and  allowed  in  the  probate  court ;  and  the  probate  of  a  will 
devising  real  estate  is  conclusive  as  to  the  due  execution  of  the  will,  equally  as  it  is  of 
a  will  of  personal  estate.  Mass.  Revised  Statutes,  1836,  pt.  2,  tit.  3,  c  G2,  sec.  20; 
Swaxey  v.  Blackman,  8  Ohio,  1.  So  the  probate  is  equally  conclusive  on  trials  at  lair 
Sn  Maine,  Connecticut,  and  Virginia  (4  Greenl.  225;  6  id.  404;  1  Day,  170;  1  Leigh. 
203) ;  whereas,  in  Pennsylvania,  the  probate  of  a  will  is  conclusive  as  to  chattels,  and 
only  prima  [facie]  evidence  of  title  under  it  as  to  lands.  In  England,  the  probate  is 
evidence  of  the  will  as  to  chattels,  but  none  at  all  as  to  lands,  for  the  ordinary  has 
no  jurisdiction  over  wills  as  to  lands.  The  confirmation  of  foreign  letters  testamen- 
tary, of  administration  and  of  guardianship,  is  made  very  simple  and  easy  in  Alabama 
and  Indiana  by  their  statute  codes.  It  is  by  filing  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  where 
tuft  is  brought  the  same  authorities  or  authenticated  copies  thereof.  The  guardian 
it  to  give  new  security,  Its  well  as  to  file  a  copy  of  the  appointment,  in  order  to  hare 
tlie  privilege  of  a  resident  guardian.  So,  in  Virginia,  a  will  duly  authenticated  and 
proved  in  another  state,  or  in  a  foreign  country,  will  be  admitted  to  probate,  if  the 
proof  abroad  be  such,  that  if  made  in  Vurginhi,  it  would  have  been  admitted  to  proof, 
as  a  will  of  chattels  or  of  lands,  as  the  case  may  be.  Ex  parte  Povall,  S  Leigh,  816. 
In  Massachusetts  and  Maine,  a  will  proved  and  allowed  in  any  other  state,  or  in  a 
foreign  country,  according  to  the  laws  of  such  state  or  country,  may  be  filed  and 
recorded,  on  producing  an  authenticated  copy  to  the  Judge  of  probate  of  any  count/ 
in  which  there  is  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  on  which  the  will  may  operate ;  and  the 
judge  is  to  hear  the  case  on  the  probate  of  the  will  on  giving  the  prescribed  notice 
of  the  time  and  place.  If  allowed,  it  is  to  be  filed  and  recorded,  and  to  have  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  if  proved  in  the  usual  way ;  and  letters  testamentary  or  of  admin- 
istration, with  the  will  annexed,  are  to  be  granted.  Mass.  Revised  Statutes  of  1830^ 
pt.  2,  tit  4,  c.  8;  Act  of  Maine,  1821.  See  also  State  v.  Judge  of  Probates,  17  La. 
486,  as  to  a  similar  rule  and  practice  in  Louisiana. 
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that  the  distribution  should  be  made  abroad.  Whether  the  court 
here  ought  to  decree  distribution,  or  remit  the  property  abroad, 
was  matter  of  judicial  discretion,  and  there  was  no  universal  or 
uniform  rule  on  the  subject.^ 

The  manner  and  extent  of  the  execution  of  the  rule  were  well 
discussed  and  considered  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 'Massachu- 
setts, (a)  A  person  was  domiciled  at  Calcutta,  and  died  there 
insolvent,  and  his  will  was  proved  and  acted  upon  there.  Admin- 
istration was  taken  out  in  Massachusetts,  on  the  probate  of  the 
will  in  the  East  Indies;  and  assets  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
administrator  at  Boston  sufficient  to  paj  a  claim  due  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  a  judgment  debt  due  a  British  subject  in 
England ;  but  all  the  assets  were  wanted  to  be  applied,  in  the 
course  of  administration,  by  the  executor  at  Calcutta.  It  was 
held  that  the  administrator  here  was  only  ancillary  to  the  execu- 
tor in  India ;  and  the  assets  ought  to  be  remitted,  unless  he  was 
compelled  by  law  to  appropriate  them  here  to  pay  debts.  It  was 
not  decided  whether  he  was  compelled  to  pay  here;  but  if  it 
were  the  case,  it  would  only  be  the  American  creditors  ;  and  the 
British  creditor  was  not  entitled  to  come  here  and  disturb  the 
legal  course  of  settlement  of  the  estate  in  his  own  country. 
If  there  were  no  legal  claimants  with  us  in  *  the  character  *  434 
of  creditors,  legatees,  or  next  of  kin,  the  administrator 
would  be  bound  to  remit  the  assets  to  the  foreign  executor,  to  be 
by  him  administered  according  to  the  law  of  the  testator's  domi- 
cile ;  and  if  any  part  of  the  assets  were  to  be  retained,  it  would 
form  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  growing  out  of  the  duty  of 
every  government  to  protect  its  own  citizens  in  the  recovery  of 
their  debts.  The  intimation  has  been  strong,  that  such  an 
auxiliary  administrator,  in  the  case  of  a  solvent  estate,  was  bound 
to  apply  the  assets  found  here  to  pay  debts  due  here ;  and  that 
it  would  be  a  useless  and  unreasonable  courtesy  to  send  the  assets 
abroad,  and  the  resident  claimant  after  them.  But  if  the  estate 
was  insolvent,  the  question  became  more  difficult.  The  assets 
ought  not  to  be  sequestered  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  our  own 
citizens.  In  all  civilized  countries,  foreigners,  in  such  a  case,  are 
entitled  to  prove  their  debts,  and  share  in  the  distribution.     Thfe 


(n)  Dawes  v.  Head,  8  Pick.  128. 
>  See  429,  n.  1. 
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court  concluded  that  the  proper  course  in  such  a  case  would  be 
to  retain  the  funds,  cause  them  to  be  distributed  pro  rata^  accord- 
ing tox»ur  own  laws,  among  our  own  citizens,  having  regard  to  aU 
the  a8Bet9y  and  the  whole  aggregate  amount  of  debt  here  and  abroad^ 
and  then  to  remit  the  surplus  abroad  to  the  principal  administra- 
'lor.  Such  a  courae  was  admitted  to  be  attended  with  delaj  and 
difficulty  in  the  adjustment ;  but  it  was  thought  to  be  less  objec- 
tionable than  either  to  send  our  citizens  abroad  upon  a  forlorn 
hope,  to  seek  for  fi*agments  of  an  insolvent's  estate,  or  to  pay  tbem 
the  whole  of  their  debts,  without  regard  to  the  claims  of  foreign 
ereditora.'(a)  ^ 

(a)  In  the  caso  Ex  parte  Ryan  (Newfoundland,  113),  it  was  held  that  in  the  cue 
of  tbo  insolvcncj  of  two  branches  of  the  same  firm,  one  in  England  and  the  other  in 
Newfoundland,  the  property  In  eacti  country  was  exclusively  divisible  among  the 
creditors  who  trusted  tlie  branch  where  property  was  situated.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Louisiana,  in  Gravillon  v.  Richard,  13  Jji.  293,  followed  the  Massachusetts  doc- 
trine, and  declared  that  it  was  competent  for  the  courts  of  probate  in  Louisiana  to 
order  the  itmission  of  funds  belonging  to  a  foreigner  domiciled  in  France,  but  d?ing 
At  New  Orleans,  to  tlito  representatives  in  France  authoriaed  to  receive  them,  and 
that  poliey  ftod  Justice  required  such  a  transmission,  inasmuch  as  the  creditors  were 
in  Franco  and  none  in  Louisiana.  In  Davis  r.  Kstey,  8  Pick.  475,  it  was  held  tliat 
where  the  original  administration  was  in  another  state,  and  that  in  Massachusetts 
only  andttary,  and  the  estate  was  insolvent,  the  creditor  in  Massachusetts  was  only 
entitled  to  a  (pn>  rata  dividend,  though  the  assets  in  Massachusetts  were  sufficient  to 
fiieet  his  demand.  In  the  case  of  tiiese  different  administrations,  eacii  is  deemed  lo 
far  independent  of  tlie  others,  that  property  received  under  one  cannot  be  sued  for 
under  anotltcr,  though  it  may  at  any  time  be  witliin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter. 
Currio  v.  Bird^am,  1  Dow.  &  Ry.  86;  Hulcomb  v.  IMielps,  su/n-a,  431,  n.  (c) ;  Store's 
Confl.  of  La«ra,  §  618.  Nor  can  a  judgment  against  one  furnish  a  right  of  action 
against  the  other ;  for,  in  contemplation  of  law,  there  is  no  [privity]  between  them. 
Lightfoot  9.  Bickley,  2  Rawlc,  431 ;  Story  on  tlie  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  622.]  In 
Mothland  r.'Wireman,3  Penn.  186,  the  subject  was  well  discussed.  It  was  held  tliat 
the  liability  of  tiio  administrator  to  account,  and  his  title  to  the  assets,  was  commen- 
surate only  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the  authority  that  appointed  him,  and  the  trust 
was  in  exclusion  of  foreign  interference,  and  was  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  loaa 
m  tita.  This  principle  was  indispensable  to  the  protection  of  the  resident  or 
donteatie  creditors,  who  were  not  to  be  sent  abroad  to  assert  their  claims  in  foreign 
courta,  80  long  as  there  were  assets  within  the  control  of  the  domestic  administra- 
tion. The  foreign  courta  might  impair  the  priorities  allowed  by  the  domestic  law, 
or  bar  claims  by  shorter  statutes  of  limitation.  The  intestate's  effects  were  to  be 
collected  and  administered  under  the  authority  of  the  local  jurisdiction  in  which  tliey 
-were  at  liis  death,  and  with  the  permission  to  foreign  creditors  to  participate  in  pro- 
portion to  their  debta»  respect  being  had  to  tlie  aggregate  of  the  estate  and  debts, 
whether  foreign  or  domestic.  If  there  be  no  domestic  claimants,  or  they  be  satisfied, 
then  the  local  auxiliary  administrator  is  to  remit  the  assets,  when  collected,  to  the 

1  See  429,  o.  1. 
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A  difficult  question  on  the  subject  of  the  distribution  of  the 
property  of  intestates  arose  in  the  K.  B.  in  England^,  in  1797, 

primary  administrator  at  tlio  pUce  of  the  intestate's  domicile,  and  to  whom  tliejr 
riglitfully  belong,  for  administration.  This  is  not  the  case  as  to  executors,  whose 
title,  flowing  from  tlic  will,  extends  to  the  assets  wherever  found.  The  opinions  of 
tlicC.  J.  in  this  case,  and  in  tlie  case  of  culler's  Estate,  3  Rawle,  312,  arc  drawn  with 
mucli  precision  and  force ;  and  the  general  American  rule  from,  these  Pennsylvania 
cases,  and  from  decisions  in  Massacliusetts  and  South  Carolina,  seems  to  be  (and  Mr. 
Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  518,]  comes  to  the  same 
conclusion,  and  see  also  supra,  420)  that  the  new  administration  is  ma^e  subservient 
to  the  rights  of  creditors,  legatees,  and  distributees,  resident  within  the  country  ;  and 
that  the  residuum  was  transmissible  to  the  foreign  country  ofi(y  when  the  final 
account  had  been  settled  in  the  proper  domestic  tribunal,  upon  the  equitable  princi- 
ples adopted  in  its  laws.  Some  of  the  authorities  above  referred  to  speak  of  tiie 
domestic  legatees  and  distributees  as  being  entitled,  after  creditors,  to  liave  their 
claims  satisfied  out  of  the  assets  arising  within  the  authority  of  the  ancillary  admin- 
istrator; but  other  cases,  as  Kichards  p.  Dutch,  8  Mass.  600;  Dawes  v.  Boylston, 
9  id.  837 ;  and  Stevens  r.  Gaylord,  11  id.  256,  held  that  they  are  to  resort  to  tlie 
primary  administration  abroad,  where  the  residuary  assets  are  to  be  transmitted. 
The  case  of  Tho  Heirs  of  Porter  ».  Heydock,  6  Vt.  374,  followed  the  principles 
declared  in  the  cases  of  Dawes  v.  Head  and  Harvey  v.  Richards,  and  decided  that  \l 
appertained  to  the  courts  in  Vermont,  when  tlie  ancillary  adminbtratipu  was  granted 
tliere,  to  settle  and  adjust  the  accounts  of  the  administrator  touching  assets  received 
in  Vertuont;  and  that  it  was  discretionarif* in  them  to  order  distribution  in  Vermont,  o? 
remit  the  effects  to  tlie  place  of  the  princijtcd  administration  for  that  purpose.  It 
rested  on  courtesy  and  expeJiency  nlone,  and  it  is  tho  usual  course  (o  remit  them ; 
but  it  will  not  be  adopted  when  the  riglits  of  those  entitled  to  the  estate  would  bo 
endangered  by  it.  So  in  Slatter  v.  Carroll,  2  Sandford's  Ch.  673.  a  foreign  resident 
owned  lands  in  New  York,  and  conveyed  them  to  a  trustee  thero  to  sell  and  dis- 
tribute the  proceeds,  and  remit  the  balance  for  distribution  at  the  domicile.  It  was 
held  that  tlie  court  would  direct  the  fund  to  be  remitted,  or  retain  and  distribute  it  in. 
New  York,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  tho  case.  In  reference  to  the  conven- 
ience of  creditors  and  of  the  accounting  parties.  In  the  case  of  Fsy  v.  Haven, 
3  Mete.  109,  being  the  latest  case  in  Massachusetts,  it  was  held  tliat  the  assets 
received  by  a  foreign  executor  or  administrator  in  tlie  foreign  state  where  the  tes- 
tator resided,  were  to  be  administered  in  such  state ;  and  that,  under  the  ancillary 
administration  in  Massachusetts,  he  was  not  held  to  pay  debts  due  to  creditors  in 
tluit  state  out  of  assets  received  abroad,  though  he  had  paid  all  the  creditors  else- 
where, and  had  the  requisite  balsince  in  hand  received  from  the  assets  In  the  state 
where  the  principal  administration  was  granted.  The  creditors  must  resort  to  the 
tribunals  of  the  foreign  state.  See  the  just  criticisms  of  Mr.  Justice  Story  on  somo 
of  t!ie  American  cases  on  this  point,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  514,  b.] 
In  t!io  case  of  Tho  Earl  of  Winchelsea  v.  Garretty,  2  Keen,  203,  A.  was  domiciled  in 
En;;laud  and  died  intestate,  leaving  real  estate  in  Scotland,  and  the  bond  debts  were 
paid  by  the  heir  out  of  the  real  estate,  and  It  was  held  that  the  heir  was  entitled  to 
relief  out  of  the  personal  estate  in  England,  as  being  by  the  law  of  the  domicile  the 
primary  fund  for  tlie  payment  of  debts.  This  vexed  subject  of  the  distribution  of 
assets  being  in  different  states,  was  discussed  in  Goodall  v.  Marshall,  in  11  N.  H.  89, 
by  Mr.  C  J.  Parker,  with  his  usual  ability;  and  the  result  of  the  decision  of  the 
court  was,  that  the  laws  of  the  place  under  which  an  ancillary  or  auxiliary  adminis- 
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ill  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Hay,  (()     A  father  and  his 
*  435   *  only  daughter  perished  at  sea,  in  the  same  vessel,  and 

tration  was  taken,  governs  the  distribution  of  the  assets  in  the  payment  of  debit  then, 
but  that  t!ie  distribution  of  the  estate  among  the  keirt  and  JegatetM  is  to  be  made 
according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  tlie  testator  or  intestate  at  his  death.  And  if 
a  person  domiciled  in  anotlicr  government  dies,  leaving  personal  property  in  New 
Hampsliire,  and  an  ancillary  administration  is  taken  out  there,  and  the  estate  be 
insolvent,  all  the  crediton  of  the  deceased  are  entitled  to  prove  their  claims,  and  hare 
the  real  at  well  as  personal  estate  duly  applied  in  satisfaction  thereof,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  pursue  tlieir  claims  in  every  government  wliere  administration  is  taken, 
and  to  avail  themselves  of  all  the  estate  of  the  debtor  until  fully  paid. 
.  The  question  of  the  payment  of  debts  and  distribution  of  the  assets  of  testators 
and  intestates,  being  in  different  Jurisdictions,  by  trustees  acting  under  the  authority 
of  different  probate  powers,  primary  and  ancillary,  has  been  frequently  examined 
and  discussed  in  our  American  courts  with  great  learning  and  ability ;  and  while  tlie 
general  principles  are  acknowledged  in  all  of  them,  the  difference  seems  to  consist  in 
the  local  application  of  some  of  them  on  minor  points.  The  spirit  of  justice  pervAdos 
tliem  all,  though  it  may  be  obtained  dicarao  intuitu,  and  with  more  or  less  incon- 
venience. The  most  important  cases  may  be  perused  with  much  profit  and  pleasure. 
Such  are  the  cases  referred  to,  supra,  431-i34,  and  more  especially  those  of  Harvey 
r.  Richards,  Dawes  v.  Head,  Goodall  v.  Marshall,  Heirs  of  Porter  v.  Heydock,  HoU 
comb  V.  Phelps,  Mothland  v.  Wiseman,  Carmichael  v.  Ray,  and  Gravillon  r.  Richard. 
Mr.  More,  the  learned  editor  of  Lord  Stair's  Institutions,  i.  n.  a,  8,  states  that  great 
confusion  would  prevail  unless  the  law  of  the  domicile  be  held  to  be  the  rule  of  the 
distribution,  both  in  succession  and  in  bankruptcy.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  Aspden  v.  Nixon,  4  How.  407,  has  very  much  narrowed  tlie  doctrine  and 
application  of  comity  in  the  case  of  concurrent  administrators  In  different  govern- 
ments, over  the  assets  of  the  same  testator  or  intestate.  A.  was  domiciled  in  England 
and  died  there,  leaving  assets  both  in  England  and  America,  and  letters  testamentary 
were  taken  out  in  both  countries  ;  and  the  claim  under  each  power  was  restricted  to 
the  limits  of  the  country  to  which  the  letters  extended,  and  it  was  considered  that  the 
Pennsylvania  executor  could  not  rightfully  transmit  his  assets  to  be  distributed  by  the 
foreign  jurisdiction,  for  that  the  suits  were  to  be  regarded  as  suits  between  different 
parties,  and  that  the  property  in  controversy  was  different,  and  the  local  laws  dif- 
ferent, and  that  tlie  exercise  of  comity  among  different  states  was  little  more  than 
a  barren  theory.  This  decision,  however,  it  is  to  be  observed,  met  the  dissent  of 
|he  Chief  Justice  and  of  Mr.  McLean,  and  it  cannot  be  received  without  much 
misgiving. 

The  MasaachusetU  Revised  Statutes  of  1886,  pt.  2,  tit.  4,  c.  70,  sec.  21-26,  hsve 
finally  settled  this  question  in  that  state.  They  direct  that  if  administration  be  taken 
out  on  the  estate  of  a  person  who  was  of  another  state,  or  a  foreigner,  the  estate, 
after  payment  of  debts,  should  be  disposed  of  according  to  his  will,  if  validly  made 
according  to  the  law  of  Massachusetts.  If  no  will,  the  real  estate  descends  auc-ord- 
ing  to  the  law  of  that  state,  and  his  personal  estate  is  to  be  distributed  according  to 
the  law  of  his  domicile,  after  the  payment  of  all  debts  for  which  he  was  liable  in  that 
atate.  The  residue  may  be  thus  distributed  by  the  Probate  Court  in  which  the  estate 
is  settled,  or  It  may  be  transmitted  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  if  any,  in  the 
place  of  the  deceased's  domicile,  to  be  there  disposed  of  as  the  court,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  tlie  case,  shall  think  best    If  the  deceased  died  insolvent,  his  estate  in 


{b)  1  Wm.  Bi.  010. 
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in  one  catastrophe ;  and  a  question  suggested  by  the  case 
was,  who  took  under  the  statute  of  distributions.  If  the  father 
died  first,  the  personal  estate  would  have  vested  in  the  daughter, 
and,  by  her  death,  in  her  next  of  kin,  who,  on  the  part  of  the 
mother,  was  a  different  person  from  the  next  of  kin  on  the  part 
of  the  father.  The  right  to  succeed  depended  upon  the  fact 
which  person  died  first,  and  that  fact  could  not  possibly  be  known, 
as  the  vessel  perished  at  the  same  time.  It  was  said  to  be  the 
rule  of  the  civil  law,  to  found  its  presumptions  on  the  relative 
strength,  arising  from  the  difference  of  age  and  sex  of  two  per- 
sons ;  but  these  presumptions  were  shifting  and  unstable.  The 
court  did  not  decide  the  question.  The  arguments  on  each  side 
were  equally  ingenious  and  inconclusive.  Lord  Mansfield  recom- 
mended a  compromise,  as  he  said  there  was  no  legal  principle  on 
which  he  could  decide  it.  The  same  question  arose  again  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  in  1793,  in  Wright  v.  Sarmuda.  (a)  The  hus- 
band, wife,  and  children  all  perished  together  in  a  vessel  which 
foundered  at  sea ;  and  Sir  William  Wynne,  after  a  long  and 
learned  discussion,  held  it  to  be  the  most  rational  presumption 
that  all  died  together,  and  that  none  could  transmit  rights  to 
another.  So,  again,  in  Taylor  v.  Diplock^  in  1815,  (i)  in  a  like 
case.  Sir  John  NichoU  assumed  that  the  parties  (who  were  hus- 
band and  wife)  perished  at  the  same  moment;  and  he  could  not 
decide  on  any  survivorship  in  the  case,  and,  consequently,  granted 
administration  to  the  representatives  of  the  husband,  (c)     The 

Massachasetti  is  to  be  disposed  of,  as  far  as  practicable,  equally  among  his  creditors 
there  and  elsewhere.  His  estate  is  not  to  be  transmitted  to  the  foreign  executor  or 
administrator  until  the  domestic  creditors  have  received  their 'just  proportion  of  all 
the  estate,  wherever  found,  applicable  to  the  payment  of  common  creditors;  and 
the  domestic  creditors  are  to  receive  their  just  proportion  before  any  other  creditor 
shaU  be  paid  out  of  assets.  After  the  domestic  creditors  have  so  received  their  Just  • 
proportion,  otlier  creditors,  who  prove  their  debts,  may  then  receive  their  propor- 
tion ;  but  no  one  u  to  receive  more  than  would  be  due  to  him  if  the  whole  was  to  be 
divided  ratably  among  all  the  creditors.  The  balance,  if  any,  to  be  transmitted  as 
aforesaid. 

In  Kentucky,  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  intestate  is  not  regarded  ss  to  the  sue- 
cession  to  movable  property,  to  far  as  his  creditors  in  that  state  are  concerned.  The 
administmtion  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  Is  regulated  by  the  lex  loci  rei  tUa.  Warren 
V.  Hall,  6  Dana,  452. 

{a)  2  Phill.  260,  n.  Afterwards,  in  Colvin  v.  Procurator  General,  1  Hagg.  Eccl.  02, 
Sir  John  KichoU  held  the  presumption  of  law  in  such  a  case  to  be,  that  the  husband 
snnived. 

(b)  2  Phill.  261. 

(c)  So  also  in  the  case  of  Murray,  in  the  English  prerogative  court,  1  Curteis,68(^ 
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English  law  has  hitherto  waived  the  question,  and,  perhaps, 
prudently  abandoned  as  delusive  all  those  ingenious  and  refined 
distinctions  which  have  been  raised  on  this  vexed  subject  by 
the  civilians.  The  latter  draw  their  conclusions  from  a  tremu- 
lous presumption  resting  on  the  dubious  point  which 
*436  *of  the  parties,  at  the  time,  under  the  difiFerence  of  age 
or  sex,  or  of  vigor  and  maturity  of  body  and  quickness 
and  presence  of  mind,  was  the  most  competent  to  baffle  and 
retai*d  the  approaches  of  death,  (a)  ^ 

the  husband,  wife,  and  child  perished  together  by  shipwreck,  and  administration  wu 
granted  on  tlie  husband's  effects,  as  of  a  widower.  And  in  Satterthwaite  r.  Powell, 
lb.  705,  wliere  husband  and  wife  were  drowned  at  tlie  same  time,  tlie  property  passed 
to  the  next  of  kin  of  tlie  party  in  whom  it  was  vestefl,  and  neither  party  could  claim  as 
f  uryivor.  The  wife's  effects  passed  to  her  next  of  kin,  to  whom  administratioD  wu 
granted.    See  also  the  case  of  Coyc  v.  Leach.  8  Mete.  371. 

(a)  This  curious  question  was  much  discussed  in  the  civil  law,  and  the  presamp* 
Hod  as  to  which  was  the  longest  Uver  vibrated  between  parent  and  child,  according 


*  Presumpiiong,  —  (a)  0/  Survivonhip. 
-—  The  earlier  English  decisions  are  col- 
lected in  the  case  of  PhencTs  Trusts,  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  139.  An  observation  of  Sir  Wni. 
Grant,  in  Mason  v.  Mason,  1  Mer.  SOS,  is 
there  cited  and  approved,  that  he  knew 
no  instance  in  which  English  courts  had 
adopted  presumptions  of  fact  from  the 
rules  of  the  civil  law.  In  Underwood  v. 
Wing,  4  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  633,  wlicre  two 
persons,  a  husband  and  wife,  were  swept 
from  a  ship  by  one  wave,  it  was  denied 
that  there  was  any  presumption  that 
either  survived  the  other,  or  tliat  both 
died  at  the  same  time.  Accordingly,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  conclusion 
of  law  upon  the  subject,  ui  the  absence 
of  positive  evidence,  it  was  held  that  one 
to  whom  the  husband  had  bequeathed 
property  in  the  event  of  the  tesUtor's 
wife  dying  in  his  lifetime,  had  not  made 
out  a  title  as  against  the  next  of  kin.  The 
aame  principles  were  approved  in  Wing 


t^  For  the  general  rule  as  to  presump- 
tion of  death,  see  Bailey  v,  Bailey,  86 
Mich.  181 ;  Wentworth  v.  Wentworth,  71 
Me.  72 ;  Prudential  Ass.  Co.  v.  Edmonds, 
g  App.  Gas.  4S7    (judgment  of  Dlack- 
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r.  Angrave,  8  H.  L.  C.  1S8,  another  branch 
of  the  same  case.  Green's  Settlement, 
L.  R.  1  Eq.  288;  Moehring  r.  Mhchell, 
I  Barb.  CIl  264 ;  [Russell  r.  Hallett,  2S 
Kans.  276 ;  Newell  v.  Nichols,  75  N.  T. 
78;  Robinson  v,  Gallier,  2  Woods,  178; 
Stinde  v.  Goodrich,  3  Redf.  87.] 

{h)  Of  Death.  ^  In  this  connection  it 
may  be  mentioned  that  although  the  law 
presumes  a  party  who  has  not  been  beard 
of  for  seven  years  to  be  dead,  there  is  no 
presumption  of  law  as  to  the  period  of 
his  death,  but  those  who  found  a  right 
upon  his  having  survived  a  particular 
point  of  time  must  establish  the  fact 
affirmatively  by  evidence.  In  re  Plien^s 
TrusU,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  139,  152;  h  n 
Lcwes's  Trusts,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  356.  affirming 
6.  c.  L.  R.  11  Eq.  236;  Kelly  r.  Drew.  IS 
Allen,  107.  x^  So,  in  criminal  cases,  R 
V.  Lumley,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  106.  It  would 
seem  to  follow  that  the  party  to  whose 
case  it  was  material  to  show  tliat  the 


burn,  J.).  That  there  Is  no  presumption 
as  to  the  time  of  death,  see  Davie  v- 
Briggs,  97  U.  S.  628 ;  Hickman  r.  Upsal], 
4  Ch.  D.  144, 
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to  clrcumstancos.  (Dig.  lib.  84,  tit.  6,  c  10,  sees.  1  and  4,  and  23,  24,  de  [Kcbas 
Dabiis.j  It  was  al«o  very  ing^eiiiouslj  and  elaborately  handled  in  Causes  C^lebres, 
ill.  412-432,  and  a  number  of  cases  cited.  The  decisions  had  not  been  steady  or  con- 
aistent.  M.  Talon,  the  eloquent  avocat  g<$neral,  took  a  distinguished  lead  in  tlie  dis- 
cussions. The  ancient  Frencli  jurisprudence  had  nothing  fixed  on  the  subject,  and 
continued  floating  and  uncertain,  with  a  very  shifting  presumption  in  favor  of  one  or 
another  person,  according  to  age  and  sex,  and  manner  of  tiie  death,  until  tlie  law  was 
reducerl  to  certainty  by  the  Code  Napoleon.  (TouUier,  Droit  Civil  Franvais,  iv.  n.  70.) 
By  the  Code  Napoleon,  nos.  720,  721,  722,  and  by  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  nos. 
0^)0-033,  which  has  adopted  the  same  provision,  when  two  of  the  next  of  kin  perish 
together,  without  it  being  possible  to  be  known  which  died  first,  the  presumption  of 
survivorship  is  determined  by  circumstances.  If  the  parties  were  both  under  fifteen 
years  of  ago,  the  eldest  shall  be  presumed  to  have  survived.  If  above  sixty,  the 
youngest  sliall  be  presumed  to  have  survived.  If  they  were  between  the  age  of  fifteen 
and  sixty,  and  of  difiTerent  sexes,  the  male  shall  be  presumed  to  have  been  the  sur- 
Tivor,  provided  the  ages  were  within  a  year  of  each  other.  If  of  the  same  sex,  then 
the  youngest  of  the  two  is  presumed  to  have  survived. 

The  eases  on  this  difficult  subject  in  the  jurisprudence  of  the  civil  law  of  the  conti- 
nental nations  of  Europe  and  of  England  are  collected  and  stated  in  Surge's  Conim. 
on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  iv.  1 1-2^.  The  case  of  Pell  v.  Ball,  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, occurred  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  South  Carolina,  and  was  decided  in  January, 
1S40.  (1  Cheves,  Eq.  00.)  The  husband  and  wife  both  perished,  with  many  others, 
in  the  dreadful  destruction  of  the  steamer  Pulaski  by  explosion  of  a  boiler  in  the 
night  of  June  14,  1838,  on  her  passage  from  Charleston  to  New  York.  The  wife 
(Mrs.  Ball)  was  seen  alive  on  the  wreck  for  a  short  time  after  the  explosion,  but  the 
husband  was  not  seen  after  tlie  explosion.  Chancellor  Johnston  decided  upon  that 
fact  in  favor  of  the  survivorship  of  the  wife.  There  was  a  ground  of  probability 
founded  upon  positive  proof  of  that  fact,  superior  to  anything  founded  on  arbitrary 
presumptions,  and  the  decision  was  no  doubt  logical  and  correct. 

missing  person  was  dead  at  a  time  before  ground  that  the  presumption  of  innocence 

the  seven  years  had  elapsed  must  prove  overcame  the  presumption  of  life.    See 

it.     WhiUngtf.  Nicholl.46  111.230;  Clarke  /»  re  Benham's  Trust,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  416, 

r.  Canfield,  2  McCarter  (15  N.  J.  Eq.),  and  Thomas  p.  Thomas,  2  Dr  &  Sm.  208, 

119,  121.    However,  in  Clarke  t?.  Canfield,  overruled  by  In  re  Phenc"s  Trusts,  tupra 

M/ira,  where  a  special  legatee  was  last  But  in  the  case  of  Lewes's  Trusts,  L.  R. 

heard  of  more  than  seven  years  ago,  and  6  Ch.  356,  it  was  said  that  the  representa- 

thrcc  years  before  the  death  of  the  tes-  tives  of  the  legatee  have  to  make  out  that 

tator,  it  was  held  that  as  by  the  English  the  legatee  was  alive  at  the  death  of  the 

rule  the  child  of  the  legatee  must  show  testator,  while  the  residuary  legatee  can 

tliat  he  survived  the  testator  to  recover,  say  that  be   is   entitled   to  everything 

and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  residuary  except  what  is  proved  not  to  come  to 

legatee  to  establish  her  claim  must  show  him.     [Administration  on  the  estate  of  a 

the  contrary,  neither  of  which  was  pos-  living  person  is  absolutely  void.   Thomas 

sible,  the  presumption  of  life  must  be  v.  The  People  (HI.,  1888),  17  Rep.  147. 

taken,  in  tlie  absence  of  evidence,  to  con-  But  see  Roderigas  v.  East  River  Savings 

tinue  until  the  end  of  the  seven  years,  Inst.,  63  N.  Y,  460.    Comp.  s.  c.  70  N.  Y. 

and  that  the  legacy  did  not  lapse.    The  816.] 
criminal  cases  were  distinguished  on  the 
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LECTURE    XXXVIII. 

OP  TITLE  TO  PERSONAL  PROPERTY  BY  GIFT. 

TiTLB  to  personal  property  arising  from  transfer  by  act  of  the 
party  may  be  acquired  by  gift  and  by  conti-act. 

There  has  been  much  discussion  among  the  writers  on  the  civil 
law,  whether  a  gift  was  not  properly  a  contract,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
not  perfect  without  delivery  and  acceptance,  which  imply  a  con- 
vention between  the  parties.  In  the  opinion  of  Toullier,(a) 
every  gift  is  a  contract,  for  it  is  founded  on  agreement ;  while, 
on  the  other  hand,  Puffendorf  had  excluded  it  from  the  class  of 
contracts,  out  of  deference  to  the  Roman  lawyers,  who  restrained 
the  definition  of  a  contract  to  engagements  resulting  from  nego- 
tiation. Barbeyrac,  in  his  notes  to  Puffendorf,  (&)  insists  that, 
upon  principles  of  natui*al  law,  a  gift  inter  vivos^  and  which  ordi- 
narily is  expressed  by  the  simple  term  "gift,"  is  a  true  contract; 
for  the  donor  irrevocably  divests  himself  of  a  right  to  a  thing,  and 
transfers  it  gratuitously  to  another,  who  accepts  it;  and  which  ac- 
ceptance he  rationally  contends  to  be  necessary  to  the  validity  of 
the  transfer.  The  English  law  does  not  consider  a  gift,  strictly 
speaking,  in  the  light  of  a  contract,  because  it  is  voluntary, 
and  without  consideration ;  whereas  a  contract  is  de- 
•  488  fined  *  to  be  an  agreement  upon  suflBcient  consideration 
to  do  or  not  to  do  a  particular  thing,  (a)  And  yet  every 
gift  wliich  is  made  perfect  by  delivery,  and  every  grant,  are 
executed  contracts;  for  they  are  founded  on  the  mutual  consent 
of  the  parties,  in  reference  to  a  right  or  interest  passing  be- 
tween them. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  gifts :  1.  Gifts  simply  so  called,  or  gifts 
inter  vivosy  as  they  were  distinguished  in  the  civil  law ;  2.  Gifts 

(a)  Droit  Civil  Fran^ais,  torn.  y.  Des  Donations  entre  Vifs,  sec  4, 6,  and  n.  1. 
(6)  Droit  lies  Gens,  liv.  v.  c.  4,  §  1,  n.  1. 
(a)  2  Bl,  Comm.  442. 
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causa  mortis^  or  those  made  in  apprehension  of  death.  The  rales 
by  which  they  are  governed  are  different  and  quite  distinct,  and 
they  were  taken  from  the  Roman  law. 

1.  Gifts  inter  vivos.  —  Gihfi  inter  vivo 8  have  no  reference  to  the 
future,  and  go  into  immediate  and  absolute  effect.  Delivery  is 
essential,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  the  validity  of  a  parol  gift 
of  a  chattel  or  chose  in  action  ;  and  it  is  the  same  whether  it  be 
a  gift  inter  vivos  or  causa  mortis,  (i)  ^y^   Without  actual  delivery, 

(b)  Irons  17.  Smallpiece,  2  B.  &  Aid.  C61 ;  Bnnn  v.  Markham,  7  Taunt.  227 ;  Bry- 
•on  V.  Brownrigg,  0  Yes.  1 ;  Antrobus  v.  Smith,  12  id.  39 ;  Hooper  v.  Goodwin, 
1  Swanat.  485;  Sims  r.  Sims,  2  Ala.  (n.  6.)  117;  Noble  v.  Smitli,  2  Johns.  62; 
Adams  v.  Hayes,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  860.  But  though  the  two  cases  first  mentioned  do 
not  advert  to  any  distinction  between  gifts  inter  vivos  and  gifts  cau$a  mcrtis,  there  are 
cases  which  do  make  it,  and  consider  a  gift  inter  vivoe,  by  parol,  accompanied  by 
areeptanee,  good  to  pass  the  property,  without  actual  delivery  of  the  chattel.  Com. 
Dig.  tit.  Biens,  D.  2 ;  2  Mann.  &  Gr.  001,  note  c. 


*  Gijl  of  Choees  in  Action. ^The  un- 
certainty of  the  law  as  to  gifts  of  equitable 
choses  in  action  as  late  as  1849  will  be 
seen  in  2  Spence,  £q.  896  et  teg.,  where 
the  earlier  cases  are  collected  and  com- 
mented on.  One  of  these,  Meek  v.  Ket- 
tiewell,  1  Hare,  461  (a.  c.  1  Phillips,  342), 
In  which  there  was  an  assignment  under 
seal  of  a  bare  expectancy  in  a  trust  fund, 
lays  it  down  that  a  mere  intention  to  pass 
an  estate  cannot  be  carried  out,  unless  it 
be  accompanied  by  an  express  declaration 
of  trust.  And  this  decision  is  said  to  have 
been  founded  on  the  logical  consequences 
of  the  rule  that  a  voluntary  assignment 


yi  A  transfer  by  gift  contemplates  a 
transfer  of  the  entire  ownersliip,  both 
legal  and  equitable.  Any  reservation  of 
a  right  of  control  or  dominion  will,  there- 
fore, defeat  the  operation  of  the  intended 
gifV.  Curry  u.  Powers,  70  N.  Y.  212; 
Young  V.  Young,  80  N.  Y.  422. 

To  constitute  a  gift,  there  must  of 
course  be  an  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
donor  to  pass  the  entire  ownership  in 
pneeenti.  It  would  seem  clear  on  princi- 
ple that  this  intent  being  clearly  proven 
by  any  relevant  evidence,  it  should  be 
given  efiect  to,  at  least  as  between  the 


of  an  equitable  choee  in  action  ia  a  volun- 
tary agreement  to  pass  something  in 
futurOf  and  that  the  court  will  not  decree 
performance  of  an  agreement  to  assign. 
However,  this  is  said  to  be  now  in  effect 
overruled,  and  any  instrument  may  be 
a  sufficient  declaration  of  trust,  no  form 
being  necessary.  The  material  question 
is,  Did  the  grantor  or  did  he  not  moan  at 
once  to  pass  the  property  ?  If  he  did, 
although  other  acts,  such  as  notice  to  the 
trustees  and  the  like  are  wanting,  he  will 
be  declared  to  have  constituted  himself 
a  trustee.  Wood,  V.  C.,  in  Penfold 
t;.  Mould,  L.  R.  4  £q.  662,  664;  Donald* 


parties,  without  more.  It  seems  to  be 
the  result  of  the  cases,  however,  that  de* 
livery  is  to  be  regarded  not  simply  as 
very  strong  or  even  presumptive  evidence 
of  a  gift,  but  a4  a  legal  prerequisite  to  its 
completion.  Jackson  v.  Twenty-third  St. 
Ry.  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  620;  Northrup  r.  Hnle, 
73  Me.  66;  Robinson  v.  Ring.  72  Me.  140; 
and  cases  generally  in  this  note.  Delivery 
ma3%  however,  he  to  a  third  person  as 
well  as  to  the  donee,  and  may  be  sym- 
bolical as  well  as  actual.  Thus  delivery 
of  a  bank-book  was  held  valid  in  Davis 
V.  Ney,  126  Mass.  600 ;  Hill  v,  Stevenson, 
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the  title  does  not  pass.    A  mere  intention,  or  naked  proroi;>c  to 
give,  without  some  act  to  pass  the  property,  is  not  a  gift.    Tiiere 


•on  V.  DonaUlton,  Kny,  711;  lU  Way's 
Trusts,  2  I)e  G.,  J.  &  Sm.  865.  So  it  is 
to  be  gathered  from  Richardson  r.  Rich- 
ardson, L.  U.  3  Eq.  680,  before  the  same 
Judge  (Fortescue  v.  Barnett,  8  My.  &  K. 
8<),  42,  spproved  in  Kekewicli  v.  Manning, 
1  l>e  G.,  M.  &  G.  176,  being  cited  in  the 
argument),  tiiat  delivery  (e.47.  of  a  note) 
is  not  necessary >  and  tlie  notion  that  the 
assignor  must  have  done  all  he  can  to 
complete  tlie  assignment  is  denied.  Tlie 
assignment  in  this  case  was  by  a  volun- 
tary deed.  See  also  Crawford's  Appeal, 
CI  Penn.  St.  52;  Fulton  p.  Fulton,  48 
Barb.  581.  So,  a  writing  purporting  to 
give  a  bond  which  was  transferable  by 
delivery, but  not  delivered,  was  held  effec- 
tual  in  Morgan  v.  Malleson,  L.  R.  10  Eq. 
475.  In  Jones  v,  JLock,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  25, 
Lord  Cran  worth  recogniies  like  principles, 
but  thinks  the  cases  which  established 
them  unfortunate.  See  furtlier,  Voyle  u. 
Hughes,  2  Sm.  &  Q.  18;  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 


00,  61.    [But  see  Ruckroan  v.  RnckrosD, 
33  N.  J.  £q.  354,  and  cases  iu/ra,  n.  gK] 

A  voluntary  settlement  may  be  made 
by  actually  transferring  the  property  to 
the  beneficiary,  or  to  trustees  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  settlement,  or  by  tlie  witlor 
declaring  that  he  himself  holds  the  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  those  purposes.  But  it 
lias  been  said,  in  a  case  earlier  tlian  fome 
of  those  cited  above,  that  when  tlie  let- 
tleiiient  is  intended  to  be  eflectual  by  one 
mode,  the  court  will  not  give  it  i-ffect  bj 
applying  another  of  those  modes.  Miiroj 
p.  Loni,  31  L.  J.  N.  a.  CIi.  708,  803.  See 
Woodford  r.  Ciiamk^y,  28  Biav.  96. 
And  it  lins  been  thought  tliai  Bridge  r. 
Bridge,  10  Beav.  815,  and  Beecli  r.  Keep, 
18  Beav.  285,  might  be  distinguishe<l  from 
later  cases  on  the  ground  tliat  tlie  inten- 
tion and  attempt  was  to  imbs  the  Icgsl 
interest,  and  that  Uiat  attempt  failing  it 
could  not  be  upheld  as  a  declaration  of 
trust.    May  on  Voluntary  and  Frauda- 


68  Me.  364.  So  a  deliyery  of  two  notes 
to  a  third  person.  Meriwether  r.  Morri- 
son, 78  Ky.  672.  But  not  the  delivery  of 
one's  own  check.  Simmons  v.  Savings 
Society,  31  Ohio  St.  467;  Curry  u.  Powers, 
§upra.  As  to  policy  of  Insurance,  see 
Rummens  v.  Hare,  1  Ex.  I).  169.  See  also 
Carpenter  v.  Soule,  88  N.  Y.  251, 

Delivery  may  be  either  before  or  after 
the  words  of  gift.  Carradine  v.  Carra- 
dine,  58  Miss.  286.  But  when  tlie  intent 
appears  to  create  a  trust  and  not  to  make 
a  gift,  no  delivery  is  required.  A  legally 
manifested  intent  is  then  sufficient.  Mar- 
tin r.  Funk.  76  N.  Y.  134 ;  Ray  v.  Sim- 
mons,  11  R.  L  266;  Gerrish  v.  New 
Bedford  Inst,  for  Savings,  128  Mass.  159. 
Richardson  r.  Ridiardson  and  Morgan  u, 
MaPeson,  cited  in  n.  1,  mpra,  have  been 
muo/i  criticised.  Warriner  v.  Rogers,  16 
L.  R  Eq.  340;  Richards  v.  Delbridge, 
18  L.  R.  Eq  11 ;  Moore  v.  Moore,  ib. 
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474;  Heartly  v.  Nicholson,  19  L  R.  Kq. 
23:i ;  in  re  Breton's  EsUte,  17  Ch  D. 
41G;  Hayes  r.  Alliance  Assurance  Co., 
8  L.  R.  Ir.  149.  On  the  other  hand,  the/ 
were  followed  in  Baddeley  r.  Badtleley, 
0  Ch.  1).  118;  Fox  r.  Hawkcs,  13  Cli.  D. 
822 ;  Ellis  v.  Sccor,  31  Miclu  185. 

The  better  rule  on  the  authorities,  at 
well  as  on  principle,  would  seem  to  lie 
that  it  is  impossible  for  equity  to  give 
effect  as  a  trust  to  what  was  evidently 
Intended  as  a  gift,  but  luis  failed  as  such. 
It  is  clear  that  a  person  attemptinit  to 
mnke  a  gift  has  no  intention  of  making 
himself  a  trustee,  and  by  no  means  clear 
that  he  would  prefer  to  do  so  rather  ihsn 
have  his  gift  fail.  He  intends  to  pais  the 
entire  property,  legal  and  equitable,  sod 
not  the  equitable  alone.  No  EcrersnL^ 
was  intended,  and  there  seems  ao  soiB- 
cient  ground  on  which  eqnity  can  make 
it    Young  o.  Young,  80  N.  Y.  422. 
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exists  the  heus  pcsnitenticB^  so  long  as  the  gift  is  incomplete  and 
left  imperfect  in  the  mode  of  making  it ;  and  a  court  of  equity 
\YiIl  not  interfere  and  give  effect  to  a  gift  left  inchoate  and 
imperfect.  (<?)  The  necessity  of  delivery  has  been  maintained  in 
eveiy  period  of  the  English  law.  Donatio  perficitiir  possessione 
accipientU^  was  one  of  its  ancient  maxims.  (<2)  The  subject  of 
the  gift  must  be  certain,  and  there  must  be  the  mutual  consent 
and  concurrent  will  of  both  parties.  It  is,  nevertheless,  hinted  or 
assumed,  in  ancient  and  modern  cases,  (e)  that  a  gift  of  a  chat- 
tel, by  deed  or  writing,  might  do  without  delivery ;  for  an 
assignment  in  writing  would  be  tantamount  *  to  delivery.  ♦  439 
But  in  Cotteen  v.  Missinff,  (a)  a  letter  to  executors,  ex- 
pressing a  consent  that  a  specific  sum  of  money  be  given  to  a 
donee,  was  not  a  sufficient  act  in  writing ;  and  it  was  held  not  to 
be  a  gift  of  so  much  money  in  their  hands,  because  the  consent 
was  not  executed  and  carried  into  effect,  and  a  further  act  was 
wanting  in  that  ciise  to  pass  the  money.  The  vice-chancellor 
held,  that  money  paid  into  the  hands  of  B.,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
third  person,  was  countermandable,  so  long  as  it  remained  in  the 
hands  of  B.  (6)     A  parol  promise  to  pay  money  as  a  gift  is 

(c)  Antrobns  v.  Smith.  12  Yes.  80;  Pennington  v.  Gittings,  2  GUI  &  J.  208. 

{d)  Jenk.  Cent.  109,  case  0 ;  Bracton,  de  acquircndo  rerum  dominio,  lib.  2,  15, 16. 
The  delivery  must  be,  if  not  actual,  yet,  under  the  circumstances,  constructive  or 
symbolical.  Carradine  v.  Collins,  7  Sm.  &  M.  428.  In  South  Carolina,  it  is  declared 
by  statute,  in  1830,  that  no  parol  gift  of  any  chattel  shall  be  ralid  against  subsequent 
creditors,  purchasers,  or  mortgagees,  except  where  the  doneo  is  separate  and  apart 
from  the  donor,  and  actual  possession  delivered  at  the  time,  and  continued  in  the 
donee  and  ids  representatives. 

(«)  Flower^s  Case,  Noy,  67 ;  Irons  v.  Smallpieee,  2  B.  &  Aid.  551 ;  Caines  v.  Mar- 
ley,  2  Yerg.  582. 

(a)  1  Madd.  176.  (6)  1  Dyer,  49  a.  a.  p. 

lent  Conveyances,  895.     See,  however,  dorsemcnt.    But  the  point  seems  rather 

Gilbert  v,  Overton,  2  H.  &  M.  110 ;  Rich-  to  have  been  taken  for  granted,  and  may 

ardson  v,  Ricliardson,  tupra,     (It  appears  admit  reconsideration,  if  gifts  of  cho»e8  in 

from  tlie  report  of  this  case  in  86  L.  J.  action  are  to  be  allowed  inter  vivos.    Wing 

V.  8.  Ch.  658,  that  one  of  the  notes  was  v.  Merchant,  57  Me.  883;  Reed  v.  Spauld- 

legally  assignable,  yet  the  ineffectual  at-  ing,  42  N.  H.  114 ;  Westerlo  v.  De  Witt, 

tempt  to  assign  it  at  law  was  held  to  86  N.  Y.  340;  Bedell  v.  Carll,  33  N.  Y. 

create  a  trust)   Morgan  v.  MaUeson,  L.  R.  581,   584;   Champney  r.  Blanchard,  89 

10  Bq.  475.  N.  Y.  Ill ;  Connor  r.  Trawick,  37  Ala. 

The  language  erenof  late  American  289,  295;  Phipps  v.  Hope,  16  Ohio  St. 

cases  aeems  to  require  a  delivery  for  a  586.    As  to  what  is  delivery,  and  gifts 

valid  gift  of  a  note,  although  not  an  in-  cau§a  mcrtii,  see  448,  n.  1. 
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not  binding,  and  the  party  may  revoke  his  promise ;  (<;)  and  a 
parol  gift  of  a  note  from  a  father  to  a  son  was  held  not  to  be  re- 
coverable from  the  executors  of  the  father,  (i) 

Deliver}%  in  this,  as  in  every  other  case,  must  be  according  to 
the  nature  of  a  thing.  It  must  be  an  actual  delivery,  so  far  as 
the  subject  is  capable  of  delivery.  It  must  be  secundum  nubjedath 
materiam^  and  be  the  true  and  effectual  way  of  obtaining  the 
command  and  dominion  of  the  subject.  If  the  thing  be  not 
capable  of  actual  delivery,  there  must  be  some  act  equivalent  to 
it.  The  donor  must  part  not  only  with  the  possession,  but  with 
the  dominion  of  the  property,  (e)  If  the  thing  given  be  a  chose 
in  action,  the  law  requires  an  assignment,  or  some  equivalent 
instrument,  and  the  transfer  must  be  actually  executed.  There- 
fore, where  a  donor  expressed  by  letter  his  intention  of  relin- 
quishing his  share  of  an  estate,  and  directed  the  preparation  of  a 
release  of  the  personal  estate,  and  he  died  before  it  was  executed, 
it  was  held  that  hisJntention,  not  being  perfected,  did  not  amount 
to  a  gift.  (/) 

•  440        *  When  the  gift  is  perfect,  by  delivery  and  acceptance, 

it  is  then  irrevocable,  unless  it  be  prejudicial  to  creditors, 
or  the  donor  was  under  a  legal  incapacity,  or  was  circumvented 
by  fraud.  A  pure  and  perfect  gift  inter  vivos  was  also  held  by 
the  Roman  law  to  be  in  its  nature  irrevocable ;  and  }^et  in  that 
law  it  was,  nevertheless,  revocable  for  special  reason,  such  as 
extreme  ingratitude  in  the  donee,  or  the  unexpected  birth  of  a 
child  to  the  donor,  or  when  sufficient  property  was  not  left  with 
the  donor  to  satisfy  prior  legal  demands,  (a)  The  English  law 
does  not  indulge  in  these  refinements,  though  it  controls  gifts 
when  made  to  the  prejudice  of  existing  creditors.  • 

(e)  Pearson  v.  Pearson,  7  Johns.  26. 

(</)  Fink  V.  Cox,  18  Johns.  145;  Pitts  v.  Mangam,  2  Bailey  (S.  C),  688,  &p. 

{e)  Hawkins  t;.  Blewitt,  2  Esp.  063;  Noble  v.  Smith,  2  Johns.  52. 

(/)  Hooper  V.  Goodwin,  1  Swanst485;  Picot  u.  Sanderson,  1  Dev.  (N.  C)  309, 
s.  p.  By  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  edited  by  Upton  &  Jennings,  art  1523,  s 
donation  inter  vivot,  of  immoTables  and  cAoaet  in  action,  must  be  verified  before  & 
notary  and  two  witnesses,  unless  It  be  manual  gifts,  accompanied  witli  actiMl 
delivery. 

(a)  Code,  lib.  8,  tit  66,  De  Revocandis  Donationibas,  1,  10;  lb.  1,  8 ;  Code,  lib. 
8,  tit.  29,  De  Inofflcioeis  Donationibus ;  PofE.  Droit  des  Oens,  par  Barbeyrac,  tona.  ii. 
63  n.  So,  by  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  1484, 1485,  the  donation  would  be 
void  if  the  donor  divested  himself  of  all  his  property,  and  did  not  reserve  enough  for 
his  own  subsistence;  and  he  cannot  deprive  his  descendants  of  a  certain  portion. 
Lagrange  v,  Barr^,  11  Bob.  (La.)  802. 
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By  the  statates  of  50  Ed.  III.  c.  6,  and  8  Hen.  VII.  c.  4,  all 
fraudulent  gifts  of  goods  and  chattels  in  trust  for  the  donor,  and 
to  defraud  creditors,  were  declared  void ;  and  by  the  statute  of 
13  Eliz.  c.  5,  gifts  of  goods  and  chattels,  as  well  as  of  lands,  by 
writing  or  otherwise,  made  with  intent  to  delay,  hinder,  and 
defraud  creditors,  were  rendered  void,  as  against  the  person  to 
whom  such  fraud  would  be  prejudicial.  But  the  statute  ex- 
cepted from  its  operation  estates  or  interests  in  lands  or  chattels 
conveyed  or  assured  bona  fide  and  upon  good  consideration,  with- 
out notice  of  any  fraud  or  collusion.  The  statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4, 
was  made  against  fraudulent  conveyances  of  lands  to  defeat  sub- 
sequent bona  fide  purchasers,  and  it  applies  in  favor  of  subse- 
quent purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  even  in  cases  of  fair 
voluntary  conveyances,  provided  they  were  purchasers  without 
notice  of  the  voluntary  conveyance.  (6)  These  statutes  have 
been  reenacted  in  New  York,  and  with  increased  checks ;  (c) 
and  doubtless  the  principle  in  them,  though  they  may  not  have 
been  formally  or  substantially  reenacted,  prevails  throughout  the 
United  States,  (d)     All  the  doctrines  of  the  courts  of  law  and 

(6)  Vide  infra,  iy.  46a 

(c)  N.  Y.  Rerised  Statutes,  ii.  136,  aec.  1 ;  ib.  ii.  187,  sec.  1,  3.  The  proritlon 
applies  equally  to  every  species  of  transfer,  and  to  things  in  action,  and  to  every 
charge  upon  lands,  goods,  or  things  in  action ;  and  not  only  in  favor  of  creditors  and 
purchasers,  but  in  favor  of  the  heirs,  successors,  personal  representatives  and  assign- 
ees who  represent  them.  It  is  even  made  a  misdemeanor  to  be  a  party  or  privy  to 
any  conveyance  or  assignment  of  any  interest  in  goods  or  things  in  action,  as  well  as 
in  lands,  with  intent  to  defraud  prior  or  subsequent  purchasers,  or  to  delay,  hinder, 
or  defraud  creditors  or  other  persons.  Ib.  ii.  690,  sec.  3.  In  Louisiana,  it  is  held, 
that  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  attack  a  sale  as  fraudulent,  made  by  his  debtor  to  a 
third  person,  depends  on  his  showing  he  was  a  creditor  before  the  date  of  the  act. 
Lopez  0.  Bergel,  12  La.  107.  This  rule,  I  should  think,  was  rather  too  strict  for  all 
cases. 

The  statute  in  Connecticut,  against  fraudulent  conveyances,  is  distinguished  for  its 
simplicity,  precision,  and  brevity.  It  declares  that  all  fraudulent  conveyances  of 
lands  or  chattels,  and  all  bonds,  suits,  judgments,  executions,  and  contracts  made 
with  intent  to  avoid  any  debt  or  duty,  are  utterly  void,  as  against  the  persons  whose 
debt  or  duty  is  endeavored  to  be  avoided.  Revised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821, 
p.  247.  The  Ohio  statute  of  1810,  and  the  statute  of  Illinois,  of  1827,  and  of  North 
Carolina,  by  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1887,  p.  287,  make  all  such  conveyances  equally 
void  as  against  creditors  and  purchasers.  The  statutes  of  Kentucky  of  18th  Decem- 
ber, 1820,  and  of  February  1,  1889,  render  all  mortgages  and  deeds  of  trust,  of  real 
or  personal  property,  unless  recorded,  void  against  creditors  and  purchasers. 

(d)  See  infra,  iv.  462.  In  Cadogan  v.  Kennett,  Cowp.  484,  Lord  Mansfield 
observed,  that  the  principles  and  rules  of  the  common  law  were  as  strong  against 
fraud  in  every  shape,  as  the  sUtutes  of  13  and  27  Elix. ;  and  those  statutes  are  con- 
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equity,  concerning  voluntary  settlements  of  real  estates, 
*441    and  the  presumptions  of  fraud  arising  from  them,  *are 

applicable  to  chattels ;  and  a  gift  of  them  is  equally  fraudu- 
lent  and  void  against  existing  creditors,  (a)  Voluntary  settle- 
ments, whether  of  lands  or  chattels,  even  upon  the  wife  and 
children,  are  void  in  these  cases,  and  the  claims  of  justice  pre- 
cede those  of  affection.  (5)  y^    The  English  cases  were  extensively 

sidered  as  only  declftrntory  of  Uie  principles  of  the  common  law.  Marsliall,  C.J.,ia 
Hamilton  v.  Rusaell,  1  Crancii,  816,  to  the  same  point  Lord  Coke  considered  the 
statute  of  13  Eliz.  as  dectaratorif  of  the  common  law.  Co.  Litt.  7C,  n,  200,  tx  It  pro- 
fesses to  be  so.  In  North  Carolina,  by  act  of  1800,  all  gifts  of  slaves  are  void,  uiile« 
in  writing,  sijined  by  the  donor,  and  attested  by  one  subscribing  witness,  and  proved 
or  acknowledged,  and  registered  within  one  year. 

(a)  Bayard  v,  Hoffman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  450.  An  immoral  and  corrupt  motive  it 
not  essential  to  render  the  act  fraudulent  as  to  creditors.  It  is  constructively  so,  if 
it  necessarily  leads  to  the  injury  of  the  creditor.  Montgomery  r.  Tilley,  1  B.  Hon. 
157 ;  Huth  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.  in  Ch.  Louisville,  Kentucky,  August.  1843 ;  4  B.  Moo. 
428. 

(6)  This  sentiment  is  strongly  inculcated  and  sententiously  expressed  by  Cicero 
(De  Off.  1, 14).  Videndum  est  igitur,  ut  ea  liberAlitate  utamur,  quae  prosit  amids, 
noceat  nemini.    Niliil  est  enlm  liberale,  quod  non  idem  justum.    But  tttdemadtrf 


yi  The  test  as  to  the  voidability  of  vol- 
untary conveyances  differs  from  that  as 
to  the  Toidability  of  conveyances  upon 
consideration  simply  in  that  in  the  former 
case  the  intent  of  the  grantor  alone  is 
material,  whereas  in  the  latter  there  most 
be  a  concurrent  fraudulent  intent  of  both 
buyer  and  seller,  or  mortgagee  and  mort- 
gagor. Laughton  v.  Harden,  68  Me.  208; 
Beurmann  v.  Van  Buren,  44  Mich.  496 ; 
In  Ttt  Jolinson,  20  Ch.  D.  889. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  creditors 
whom  the  grantor  intended  to  hinder, 
delay,  or  defeat,  whether  existing  or  sub- 
sequent, may  have  the  conveyance  set 
aside.  Matthai  v.  Heather,  67  Md.  483 ; 
Laughton  v.  Harden,  supra;  Ex  parte 
Russell,  19  Ch.  D.  588 ;  Carter  v.  Grim- 
shaw,  49  N.  H.  100.  And  it  would  seem 
the  better  view  that  this  is  the  extent  of 
the  rule.  Harlan  p.  MagLaughlin,  90  Penn. 
St.  298;  Jackson  v.  Miner,  101  HI.  650; 
Davidson  v.  Lanier,  51  Aia.  818.  But  see 
McLane  v.  Johnson,  48  V t.  48 ;  Bump  on 
Fnudulent  Conveyances,  8d  ed.  321. 

The  nain  difficult  is  as  to  the  proof 
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of  the  fraudulent  intent  When  the 
grantor  knows  tliat  lie  is  inaolrent  at  the 
time,  or  that  the  conrcyance  will  make 
him  so,  or  when  the  conveyance  is  msdo 
on  the  eve  of  going  into  a  liaxardoas  busi- 
ness, the  conclusion  of  fraudulent  intent 
is  practically  irresistible.  See  cases  cited 
gttpra,  n.  1 ;  Ex  parte  Russell,  19  Ch.  D. 
588;  Queyrouze  v.  Tiiibodeaux,  80  La. 
An.  Pt.  11.  1114.  The  question  is,  how- 
ever, simply  one  of  fact,  to  be  determined 
as  other  matters  of  fact  are.  Stevens  ». 
Robinson,  72  Me.  381 ;  Spenoe  v.  Danlsp, 
6  Lea,  457.  But  in  many  cases  the  con- 
clusion Is  treated  as  one  of  law.  Fink  r. 
Denny,  76  Va,  063;  Morrison  r.  Gark, 
55  Tex.  437 ;  Gear  p.  Schrel,  57  lows, 
666;  Kerrigan  v.  Rautigan,  43  Cono. 
17.  See  Bump  on  Fraudulent  Coorey- 
anoes. 

As  to  what  conyeyances  arc  r olantary, 
see  Price  v.  Jenkins,  5  Ch.  D.  610;  RiOler 
V.  Ridler,  22  Ch.  D.  74 ;  Rosher  c.  WU- 
Uams,  20  L.  R.  £q.  210;  Bayspoole  v. 
Collins,  C  L.  li.  Ch.  228 ;  Paget  r.  Ugt^ 
0  L.  R.  Ir.  128. 
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leyiewed  and  considered,  in  the  case  of  Beade  t.  Livingston  ;  (^c) 
and  the  doctrine  of  that  case  was,  that  a  voluntary  settlement  by 
a  person  indebted  at  the  time  was  fraudulent  and  void,  as  to 
existing  creditors.  The  conclusion  in  that  case  was,  that  if  the 
party  be  indebted  at  the  time  of  the  voluntary  settlement,  it  is 
presumed  to  be  fraudulent  in  respect  to  such  antecedent  debts, 
and  that  the  presumption  did  not  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the 
debts,  nor  the  extent  of  the  property  in  settlement,  nor  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  party.  There  is  no  such  line  of  distinction  set 
up  or  traced  in  any  of  the  cases.  The  attempt  would  be  embar- 
rassing, if  not  dangerous,  to  the  riglits  of  creditors,  and  prove 
an  inlet  to  fraud.^    The  principle  had  not  only  been  previously 

peraonal  estates  are  held  in  England  not  to  be  wiUiln  27  Eliz.  c.4;  and  a  Toluntary 
letUement  of  them  by  person*  ttU  indebted  at  the  time,  is  good  against  a  subseqaeni 
pttrcliascr  for  a  valuable  consideration.  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  315.  And  in  Bohn  v.  Head- 
ley,  7  Harr.  &  J.  257»  It  was  held  tlu&t  a  gift  of  chattels  by  a  father,  not  indebted  at 
the  time,  to  his  child,  by  deed,  with  a  prooision  that  the  donor  was  to  retain  possession  and 
use  for  iife,  was  valid  under  13  £liz.,  and  also  at  common  law,  and  good  against  a 
subsequent  purchaser.  A  gift  of  a  particular  chattel,  though  the  giver  be  at  the 
time  indebted  more  than  he  is  worth,  has  been  iield  to  be  only  presumptive  evidence 
of  fraud,  and  not  necessarily  void.  Toulmin  p.  Buchanan,  1  Stewart  (Ala.),  67. 
(c)  3  Johns.  Ch.  481. 


1  Vaiuntarif  Conveyances.  —  Tlje  extreme 
doctrine  of  tlie  text  is  not  sanctioned  by 
the  latest  English  cases.  In  Spirett  v. 
Willows,  11  Jnr.  n.  s.  70 ;  3  ]>e  G.,  J.  & 
8.  293,  Lord  \ye8tbury  lays  it  down  that 
if  the  debt  existed  at  tlie  date  of  the  set- 
tlement, and  it  is  shown  that  the  reme<1y 
of  the  creditor  is  defeated  or  delayed  by 
the  existence  of  the  settlement,  it  is  im- 
material wliether  the  debtor  was  or  was 
not  solvent  after  making  the  settlement 
But  even  tit  is  was  thought  too  broad  in 
Freeman  r.  Pope,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  638,  where 
the  court  went  no  further  than  to  say  that 
a  jury  would  be  instructed  tliat  if  the 
necessary  cflbct  of  a  settlement  was  to 
defeat,  hinder,  or  delay  the  creditors,  it 
was  to  be  considered  as  evidencing  an 
intention  to  do  so ;  or,  in  the  language 
of  the  Lord  Justice  GiflTard,  "if,  after 
deducting  the  property  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  voluntary  settlement,  sufficient 
available  assets  are  not  left  for  the  pay- 
VOL.  IT. —40 


ment  of  the  settlor's  debts,  then  tlie  lav 
Infers  intent,  and  it  would  be  tlie  duty  of 
a  judge,  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury^ 
to  tell  the  jury  that  tliey  must  presume 
tliat  that  was  the  intent.  Again,  if  at  the 
date  of  the  settlemeat  the  person  making 
the  settlement  was  not  in  a  position 
actually  to  pay  bis  creditors,  the  law 
would  infer  that  lie  intended,  by  making 
the  voluntary  settlement,  to  defeat  and 
delay  them."  See  a.  c.  L.  R.  9  Eq.  20$ ; 
Mackay  t?.  Douglas,  L.  R.  14  £q.  106; 
Reese  R.  Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  Atwett, 
L.  R.  7  Eq.  847;  Kuhn  r.  Stansflehl.  28 
Md.  210;  [Boone  v.  Hardie,  8.3  N.  C.  470; 
Westmoreland  w.  Powell,  59  Ga.  266.] 
But  any  presumption  arising  from  the 
mere  fact  that  the  grantor  was  indebted 
at  the  time  of  making  the  voluntary  con- 
veyance may  be  rebutted.  Lerow  w, 
Wilmarth,  9  Allen,  882;  Tliacher  v. 
Phinney,  7  Allen,  146;  Woolston's  Ap- 
peal, 51  Penn.  St  462.  Apd  it  is  said  in 
[625] 
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established  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  ((2)  but  it  has  since  been 
recoguized  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  (jr)  and  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States;  and  it  prevails  equally 
in  several  of  the  other  states.  (/)    A  voluntary  conveyance, 

{d)  Den  v.  De  Hurt,  1  Halst.  4fi0. 

(«)  Jackson  v.  Seward,  5  Cowen,  67.  The  doctrine  of  the  caae  of  Jackion  v. 
Seward,  aa  settled  in  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  8  Co  wen,  406,  is  not  pressed  to  the 
MTere  extent  of  holding  a  Toluntarj  conveyance  ahsolutely  Toid,  though  there  be  a 
small  indebtedness  at  the  time.  It  is  only  so  under  certain  circumstances.  The 
question  is  one  of  fraud,  in  fact,  for  a  jury.  See  also,  to  the  same  point,  Jackson  v. 
Peck,  4  Wend.  900;  Hopkirk  o.  Randolph,  2  Brockenhrough,  132;  Van  Wyck  r. 
Seward,  6  Pftige,  62.  The  rule  in  Vermont  and  PennsyWania  is  to  the  same  effect; 
and  indebtedness,  at  the  time  of  the  voluntary  settlement,  is  only  presumptire  eri- 
denoe  of  fraud,  and  the  conclusion  will  depend  upon  the  amount  of  the  debt,  and  tlie 
estate  of  the  settler  and  other  circumstances.  Brackett  v.  Waite,  4  Vt.  389 ;  Cham- 
bers V.  Spencer,  6  Watts,  404 ;  Posten  v.  Posten,  4  Wharton,  27.  In  Van  Wyck  v, 
Seward,  Chancellor  Walworth  held,  that  if  a  parent  makes  an  advancement  to  hn 
child,  and  honestly  and  fairly  retains  in  his  hands  sufficient  property  to  pay  all  hia 
existing  debts,  the  child  will  not  be  bound  to  refUnd,  even  though  the  parent  does 
not  pay  his  debts  existing  at  the  time  of  the  advancement  A  voluntary  conveyance 
Is  not  per  is  fVaudulent,  even  as  against  creditors  to  whom  the  grantor  was  indebted 
at  the  date  thereof.    Bank  of  United  States  v.  Housman,  6  Paige,  626. 

(/)  Sexton  V.  Wheaton,  8  Wheaton,  229;  Hinde  v.  Longworth,  11  id.  199; 
Thomson  v.  Dougherty,  12  Serg.  &  R.  448;  Parker  v.  Proctor,  9  Mass.  390;  Bennett 


Babcock  v.  Eckler,  24  N.  Y.  623,  that 
when  far  more  than  enough  to  pay  exist- 
ing debts  is  retained,  the  presumption  of 
fraud  is  sufficiently  rebutted.  This  seems 
to  be  the  correct  rule,  and  not  that  of 
Lord  Westbury,  tupra.  Kent  v,  Riley, 
L.  R.  14  Eq.  190.  See  above,  173,  n.  1. 
Besides  the  above,  other  cases  may  be 
dted  which  show  that  it  is  for  the  Jury 
to  find  whetlier  there  was  a  fraudulent 
Intent  or  not.  Pomeroy  v.  Bailey,  48 
N.  H.  iia 

As  to  subsequent  creditors,  it  is  said 
in  Spirett  v.  Willows,  tupra^  that  they 
must  show  either  that  the  voluntary  con- 
veyance was  made  with  express  intent 
to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  creditors,  or 
that  after  the  settlement  the  settlor  had 
not  sufficient  means,  or  reasonable  ex- 
pectation, of  being  able  to  pay  his  then 
existing  debts,  that  is  to  say,  was  reduced 
to  a  state  of  insolvency,  in  which  case  the 
law  infers  the  fraudulent  intent.  Thomp- 
son V.  Webster,  4  Drew.  628.  See  Phil- 
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lips  V.  Wooster,  36  N.  Y.  412;  Holmes  a 
Clark,  48  Barb.  287;  Alton  v.  HanisoD, 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  622.  It  is  said  in  Thacber  o. 
Phinney,  $upra,  that  a  Toluntary  coDvejr- 
ance  is  not  voidable  as  against  subseqaeot 
creditors  unless  it  was  fraudulent  when 
made  as  to  existing  onee,  but  it  would  be 
easy  to  show  by  example  that  this  is  too 
broad.  In  New  York  the  contnry  has 
been  distinctly  adjudgeil.  Case  v.  Phelps, 
39  N.  Y.  164.  If  the  settlor  is  largely 
indebted  at  the  time  of  making  the  settle- 
ment and  becomes  insolvent  shortly  After- 
wards, it  has  been  thought  to  be  enongli 
to  invalidate  the  settlement,  or  at  least 
to  throw  the  burden  on  the  settlor  to 
uphold  it.  Crossley  v.  Elworthy,  L  B. 
12  Eq.  168;  Mackay  v.  DougUs.  L.  R. 
14  Eq.  106 ;  Townsend  v.  Westacott,  2 
Beav.  340.  So,  if  some  of  the  debU  due 
at  the  execution  of  the  deed  remain  due 
when  the  bill  is  filed.  Jenkyn  r.  Vaugban, 
3  Drew.  419,  426;  Crossley  r.  Elworthy, 
9upra, 
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if  *  made  with  fraudulent  views,  would  seem  to  be  void    ♦  442 
even  as  to  subsequent  creditors ;  but  not  to  be  so,  if  there 
was  DO  fraud  in  fact  (a) 

P.Bedford  Bank,  U  id.  421;  Meserve  p.  Dyer,  4  Greenl.  62;  Hudnal  v.  Tcasdall, 
1  M'Cord,  227;  O'Dahiel  v,  Crawford,  4  Dev.  (N.  C.)  197;  Hanaon  p.  Buckner, 
4  Dana  {Ky.),  254;  MiUs  v.  Morris,  1  Hofltman's  Ch.  419.  In  Hadnal  p.  Wilder 
(4  McCord,  294),  it  was  held  that  a  voluntary  deed  in  favor  of  wife  or  children 
was  Talid  against  subsequent  purchasers,  with  notice ;  but  it  was  void  as  to  existing 
creditors,  if  the  donor  was  at  the  same  time  fargelif  indebted.  To  the  same  purpose 
it  was  decided  ill  the  Court,  of  Appeals  in  South  Carolina,  in  1890,  in  Howard  v. 
Williams,  that  a  voluntary  gift  to  a  child  was  not  necessarily  void  as  to  existing 
creditors,  but  it  would  depend  upon  cireumstancet ;  and  that  a  voluntary  gift  to  a  child, 
if  made  bona  Jide,  would  be  good  against  subsequent  creditors,  even  without  notice 
of  it ;  and  that  the  possession  by  the  donor,  if  the  donee  be  a  child  residing  with  the 
parent,  was  not  to  be  deemed  a  badge  of  fraud.  Carolina  Law  Journal,  No.  2,  p. 
2.31 ;  1  Bailey,  575,  s.  c.  A  veiy  inconsiderable  amount  of  debt  existing  at  the 
time  would  not  affect  the  gift  as  to  existing  creditors.  lb.  ^5,  note.  M'Elwec  v. 
Sutton,  2  id.  128.  Such  a  gift  is  good  even  against  subsequent  creditors,  with 
notice,  though  the  donor  retains  possession.  Madden  v.  Day,  1  Bailey,  587 ;  Cor- 
dery  p.  Zealy,  2  id.  205.  The  English  courts  srem  now  inclined  to  be  as  indulgent 
as  any  of  the  courts  in  this  country,  for,  from  the  language  of  the  judges  of  the 
E.  B.,  in  the  case  of  Shears  p.  Sogers,  8  B.  &  Ad.  862,  we  are  led  to  infer  that  the 
party  must  be  indebted  at  the  time  to  the  extent  of  insolvency,  to  render  his  convey- 
ance fraudulent  within  the  statute  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5.  In  Massachusetts,  he  need  only 
to  be  deep/y  indebted,  and  not  to  the  extent  of  insolvency.  Parkmun  p.  Welch,  19 
Pick.  231.  The  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes  (ii.  137,  sec  4)  have  relaxed  the  strictness 
of  tlie  doctrine  in  the  text  as  to  voluntary  gifts  and  conveyances,  by  declaring  that 
no  conveyance  or  charge  (and  tlie  provision  applies  equally  to  lands  and  chattels) 
should  be  adjudged  fraudulent  as  against  creditors  or  purchasers,  soMif  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  founded  on  a  valuable  consideration.  In  Louisiana,  a  deed  cannot 
be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  by  a  creditor,  who  becomes  such  aftei-  the  date  of  the 
alienation,  unless  it  be  proved  to  have  been  made  with  an  intention  to  defraud  future 
creditors.  Hesser  r.  Black,  17  Martin  (La.),  96.  In  Parkman  p.  Welch,  19  Pick. 
231,  it  was  held  that  a  conveyance  under  the  13th  Eliz.  c.  9,  made  upon  a  secret 
trust  and  with  fraudulent  intent,  mny  be  avoided  by  subsequent  as  well  as  by  previous 
creditors. 

(a)  Beade  p.  Livingston,  3  Johns.  Ch.  501,  502;  Bennett  p.  Bedford  Bank,  11 
Mass.  421 ;  Damon  p.  Bryant,  2  Pick.  411;  Howe  p.  Ward,  4  Greenl.  195;  Sexton 
p.  Wheaton,  8  Wheaton,  229;  Hinde  p.  Longworth,  11  id.  190;  Benton  p.  Jones, 
8  Conn.  180.  Validity  is  never  given  in  England  to  a  settlement  where  the  party  was 
largely  indebted  at  the  time,  and  subsequent  creditors  have  applied  for  relief.  If 
the  deed  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent  against  creditors,  subsequent  creditors  are  let  in. 
Richardson  p.  Smallwood,  Jac.  552.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on 
Equity  Jurisprudence,  851,  draws  the  conclusion  as  to  the  opinion  of  the  master  of 
the  rolls  in  the  case  last  cited,  that  indebtedness  at  the  time  was  a  circumstance 
presumptive  of  a  fraudulent  intent  This  learned  commentator  has  examined  the 
authorities  on  the  question  (Comm.  843-800)  very  critically,  and  he  comes  to  tlie 
conclusion  that  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Reade  p.  Livingston  is  ttrictissimi  juris ; 
and  he  evidently  settles  down  upon  the  conclusion  under  the  statute  of  13  Eliz.,  that 
mere  indebtedness  at  the  time  would  not  per  se  establish  that  a  voluntary  convey- 
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It  hu  been  said  bj  the  elementary  writers,  (i)  that  the  statnte 
of  18  Sim.  deea  not  extend  to  voluntary  settlements  of  property 
which  a  creditor  could  not  reach  by  legal  process  in  case  no  settle- 
ment had  been  made,  such  as  choses  in  action^  money  in 
•448  the  funds,  &c. ;  and,  therefore,  that  a  voluntary  •settle- 
ment of  that  species  of  property  must  be  good  against 
creditors,  even  if  made  by  an  insolvent  debtor.  The  difficulty  of 
reaching  that  apecies  of  peraonal  property  was  discussed  and 
considered  in  the  ease  of  Bayard  v.  Hoffman,  (a)    The  cases  were 


)  WM  void,  •T«n  m  to  •xltting  crediton,  unleu  the  other  circumstances  of  the 
<suc  jvdbif  ereaied  a  prmumpti^n  pf  fraud,  tieival  or  cemtrudioe^from  the  ctmditkm,  ttate, 
mttd  rank  9f$h$  pmfiMtUmd  ike  direct  tendenr}/  of  the  conveyance  to  impair  the  rights  of 
meditere,  I  tiave  no  floubt  tliat  this  is  the  tenilencj  of  the  decisions  bf»th  in  Engl&nd 
and  America,  anil  that  tlie  conclusions  of  fmud  are  to  be  left  as  matters  of  fact  to  a 
common  Jur/.  The  doctrine  in  Reade  v,  LiTingston,  nnd  of  tliose  English  chancel- 
lora  on  whom  it  rested,  is,  as  I  greatly  fear,  too  stern  for  the  present  times.  If  tlie 
creditor's  claim,  at  the  time  of  tlio  voluntary  conreyanoe,  rested  in  unliquidated 
damagea  for  a  tort,  which  had  not  been  then  ascertained  and  made  certain  bj  s 
judgment^  yet  ho  is  entiilod  to  the  benefit  of  his  character  as  a  creditor,  as  againtt 
the  ODnreyanoe.  Fox  t*.  Hills,  1  Conn.  295;  Jackson  i%  Myers,  18  Johns.  435.  In 
Van  Wyok  e.  Seward,  in  tlie  Court  of  Errora  of  Now  York,  in  1897  (18  Wend, 
ass,  405),  the  frso,  soond,  and  elevated  reflections  of  Mr.  Justice  BronsoD,  on  the 
doctrine  in  Reade  o.  Livingston,  and  in  Jackson  v,  Seward,  5  Co  wen,  67,  which  f(A- 
lowed  it|  are  delivered  with  elegsnce  and  strength.  He  thinks  that  the  presumptioa 
•fa  fraudulent  latent  may  be  and  ought  to  be,  in  cases  of  tliat  kind,  an  inference  of 
law ;  and  lio  does  not  construe  the  case  in  8  Cowen,  406,  as  contradicting  that  prin- 
ciple, but  eonchtdes  that  the  court  had  not  advanced  a  single  step  towards  denying 
Hio  doctrine  of  legal  fraud,  as  laid  down  in  Iteade  v.  Livingston. 

In  noting  tlie  vacHlating  and  contradictory  decisions  on  the  point  of  the  validity 
ef  ftoluntary  gifts  and  conveyances  of  property  by  persons  indebted  at  the  time,  it  it 
(painful  to  peroeivc,  in  so  many  instances,  the  tendency  to  a  lax  doctrine  on  the  svb- 
|ect.  The  wlaxation  goes  to  destroy  conservative  principles,  and  to  commit  sound, 
wrholesoroe,  and  atom  rules  of  law  to  the  popular  disposal  and  unstable  judgment  of 
jurors.  Tlie  very  able  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina,  in  Decern- 
Iter,  1888,  in  O'Dnniel  e.  Crawford,  4  Dev.  (N.  C.)  107,  stands  out  firmly  opposed  to 
this  enervating  Infirmity.  It  has  estabUshed  by  argument  and  authority,  rafting  on 
Sho  soundest  foundations,  the  rule  that  no  voluntary  conveyance  of  property,  even  to 
«  child,  wUl  tie  nphcld  to  defeat  any  creditor  existing  at  tlie  time,  however  Rmall  the 
amount  of  the^roand.  It  was  well  observed  that  tliere  is  not  an  English  ease  in 
Ctiancery  to  ontftaln  the  gift  in  such  a  case ;  and  this,  I  think,  was  fully  shown  in  the 
voview  of  the  cases  in  Reade  o.  Livingston,  mentioned  in  the  text. 

(A)  Athorloy  on  If  arrbige  SettlemenU,  220 ;  Roberts  on  Fraudulent  Conveyaocet, 
421, 482.  Mr.  JoeiicoStory,  in  his  Comm.  on  Equity  Jurisprudence.  861,  says  tliat  the 
English  doelriao  baa  at  length  settled  down  in  favor  of  the  proposition,  that  in  order 
lo  make  a  voluntarj^  conveyance  void  as  to  creditors,  ehher  existing  or  subsequent^ 
H  is  indispensable  that  it  should  transfer  proper^  which  would  be  liabto  to  bo  taken 
in  execution  |br  the  payment  of  debts. 

(a)  4Jolini.€Ri.46a 
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found  to  be  contradictory,  and  the  question  unsettled  {  but  there 
appeared  to  be  much  good  authorit;  and  much  strong  reason  for 
the  opinion  that  personal  property^  not  tangible  by  execution  ab 
law,  could  be  reached  by  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity. 
Without  such  assistance  there  would  be  great  temptations  to 
fraudulent  alienations ;  and  a  debtor  under  the  ghelter  of  it  might 
convert  all  his  property  into  stock,  and  settle  it  upon  his  family^ 
in  defiance  of  his  creditors,  and  to  the  utter  subversion  cf  justice. 
In  Spader  v.  Davis^  (V)  the  Court  of  Chancery  assisted  a  creditor 
at  law  to  reach  personal  property  which  the  debtor  had  previously 
conveyed  away  in  trust.  That  case  was  affirmed  upon  appeal ;  (<?) 
and  the  language  of  the  Court  of  Errors  was,  that  the  Court  of 
Equity  would  assist  a  judgment  creditor  at  law  in  discovering  and 
reaching  personal  property  which  had  been  placed  in  other  hands ; 
and  that  it  made  no  difference  whether  thiit  property  consisted 
of  ehoieB  in  action^  or  monetf^  or  stock.  This  disposition  of  tlie 
courts  of  equity  to  lend  assistance  in  such  cases  was  afterwardii 
checked  by  the  argument  and  opinion  in  Donovan  v.  Finn^  (d) 
where  the  chancellor  held  that  the  doctrine  of  equitable  assist- 
ance to  a  judgment  creditor  at  law,  to  enable  him  to  reach  choses 
in  action  of  his  debtor,  was  to  be  restricted  to  special  crises  of 
fraud  or  trust ;  and  that,  without  some  such  specifio  ingredient, 
the  case  was  not  of  equitable  jurisdiction,  (ey 

(b)  6  id.  280.  This  decltion  In  Spader  v.  Daris  had  importmil  In^encet  on  the 
jnrispradence  of  New  York,  and  may  be  considered  as  the  origfin  and  fonndation  lit 
this  cottntrjT  of  the  creditor*»  htlf,  to  supply  tiie  ineffloaey  of  tlie  exitevtlon  at  lair, 
wliich  has  made  sueh  a  conspicnous  figure  in  the  snbseqaent  bttslnett  and  practice 
in  chancery. 

(e)  20  Johns.  654.  ((f)  1  Hopk.  69. 

(«)  Tlie  Gnglisli  equity  jurisdiction  would  seem  not  to  be  carried  beyond  the  doc- 
trine in  the  case  «)f  Donovan  v,  Finn  (Otley  v.  Lineit  7  Price,  Excli.  274);  but  the 
N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  173,  sec.  88,  have  fortunately  earried  to  the  full  extent  the 
principle  declared  in  Spader  p.  Davis,  and  given  Jurisdiction  to  the  Court  of  Chanc'cry 
to  saUsfy  debu  at  law  ma  of  debit  dm  to  the  dtfendoM,  or  thintft  fn  aefji*f,  ar  ffr&pertif  held 
M  trwttfar  him  after  Kji^ifadat  at  law  has  been  returned  tNrJ/«  horn,  and  the  remedy 
at  law  bmiajide  exhausted.  In  Tappan  r.  Evans,  11 N.  H.  Sll,  th^  power  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  to  reach  choses  in  action,  in  aid  and  satisflietion  of  a  judgment  at  law 
after  the  remedy  at  law  has  been  exhausted,  is  discussed  and  established  in  the  clear- 
est manner ;  and  the  aMistant  vice-chancellor,  in  Storm  a.  Waddell,  8  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs. 
878,  [2  Sandf.  494,]  showed  also,  very  satisfactorily,  that  long  before  the  ease  of 
Spader  p.  Davis,  it  was  settled  law  that  an  unsatisfied  execution  creditor  had  a  righl 
to  resort  to  chancery  to  compel  payment  of  his  judgment  debt  out  of  equitable  inter* 
ests  and  things  In  action  of  the  judgment  debtor.  A  creditor's  bill  will  lie  in  chancery 
to  collect  a  public  tax  assessed  out  of  the  equitable  interests  and  dioses  in  action  of 
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*  444  *2.  Oifta  Causa  MoTtia.  — Gifts  catisa  mortis  have  been 
a  subject  of  very  frequent  and  extensive  discussion  iu 
the  English  courts  of  equity.  Such  gifts  are  conditional.  like 
legacies ;  and  it  is  essential  to  them  that  the  donor  make  them  in 
bis  last  illness,  or  in  contemplation  and  expectation  of  death; 
and  with  reference  to  their  effect  after  his  death,  they  are  good, 
notwithstanding  a  previous  will ;  and  if  he  recovers,  the  gift 

a  defendant,  on  the  collector's  return  of  no  Tiiible  property  on  which  to  levy.  Super- 
visors of  Albany  Co.  v.  Durant,  0  Paige,  182.  So,  in  Oliio,  Kentucky,  Michigan, 
Georgia,  Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  Mississippi,  and  probably  in  other  states,  a  judg- 
nient  creditor  is  authorized  by  statute  to  seize  and  sell  on  execution,  or  apply  for  the 
aid  of  chancery  powers,  to  reach  choses  in  action,  stock,  property,  or  money  in  tlie 
hands  of  third  persons,  or  voluntary  assignees,  wlien  the  debtor  has  not  property  suf* 
ficient  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  whiqh  can  be  readied  by  execution,  and  tlie  remcdf 
at  law  has  been  exhausted.  Under  that  assistance,  equitable  interests  and  choses  in 
action,  and  interest  in  joint-stock  companies,  may  be  made  subject  to  the  payment  of 
judgments  at  law.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  1831 ;  Act  of  Tennessee,  1833 ;  Act  of  Kentuckjr, 
February,  1828;  Act  of  Georgia,  1822;  Purdon's  Dig.  868,  371,  872;  Statutes  of 
Connecticut,  1838,  p.  65;  HubUrd,  ib.  28;  Wright  v.  Petrie,  1  Sm.  &  M.  CIk  (.Miss.) 
282,  205;  C.  C.  U.  S.  for  Michignn,  October,  1841,  where  the  court  sustained  on  de- 
murrer a  creditor's  bill  in  chancery  against  choses  in  action,  &c.  Freeman  r.  Micliigso 
State  Bank,  Walker,  Ch.  (Mich.)  62.  In  New  Hampshire,  bank  tv>tes  may  be  attached 
on  mesne  process,  and  sold  on  execution.  Spencer  v.  Blnisdell,  4  N.  H.  108.  Money 
may  be  levied  on  fieri  f(icia$.  1  Bailey  (S.  C),  89;  12  Johns.  220.  So,  in  New  York, 
bank  bills  and  other  evidences  of  debt,  issued  by  any  moneyed  corporation,  or  by  tlie 
government  of  the  United  States,  and  circulated  as  money ;  and  in  Connecticut  all 
corporate  stock  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold  under  execution  at  law  without  recourse 
to  chancery.  N.  Y.  Bevised  Statutes,  ii.  366;  Bevised  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1821. 
The  New  York  provision  in  chancery  extends  to  property  and  tilings  iu  action  held 
in  trust  for  the  debtor,  with  tlie  exception  of  such  trusts  un  have  been  created  hif.and^ 
funds  m  held  in  trutt  procfiedinfj/rom  eome  other  person  than  the  defendant  himstif.  Ib.  174, 
sec.  38,  89.  Vide  infra,  iv.  430.  In  Kentucky,  by  sUtutes  of  1821  and  1828,  equities 
of  redemption  were  made  subject  to  sale  on  execution.  In  Maryland,  equitable  estates 
are  liablo  to  sale  under  a ^.^.  in  the  same  manner  that  legal  estates  are.  McMeeiien 
V.  Marmnn,  8  Gill  &  J.  68.  But  in  North  Carolina  choses  in  action  cannot  lie  readied 
by  Hfi.fa.  at  law,  nor  by  a  court  of  equity.  Pool  r.  Glover,  2  Ired.  129 ;  Doak  v.  Bank 
of  the  State,  6  id.  3:17.  Nor  in  New  Jersey  can  trust  estates  l>e  sold  on  execution. 
Tiie  statute  of  29  Clias.  II.  c.  3,  on  that  point,  has  not  been  adopted  in  New  Jersey. 
No  equitable  interest  can  be  levied  on  and  sold  on  execution  at  law.  Disbomagh  v. 
Outcalt,  Saxton,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  298.  In  England,  an  equitable  interest  is  not  snlable 
under  nfi.  fa.  Scott  v,  Scholey,  8  East,  467 ;  nor  does  a  court  of  equity  consider  a 
judgment  or  execution  at  law  as  binding  a  mere  equitable  interest.  See  Bojrnrt  e. 
Perry,  1  Johns.  Ch.  66;  Hendricks  v,  Bobinson,  2  id.  312;  Disborough  r.  Outcalt.  Hhi 
sttpm ;  Mercer  v.  Beale,  4  I^igh,  207.  President  Tucker  was  inclined  to  the  doctrine, 
in  Bayard  v.  Hoffman,  4  Johns.  Ch.  460,  that  where  a  creditor  was  in  pursuit  of  his 
demand,  and  the  debtor  transfers  his  choses  in  action,  stocks,  &c.,  to  trustees  for 
his  benefit,  the  creditor  would  be  entitled  to  be  assisted  in  equity.  In  Georgia,  an 
equitable  interest  or  a  distributive  share  ii  not  subject  to  a  sale  on  execution.  Colrard 
V.  Coxe,  Dudley,  09. 
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becomes  void,  (a)  The  apprehension  of  death  may  arise  from 
infirmity  or  old  age,  or  from  external  and  anticipated  danger,  (i) 
The  English  law  on  the  subject  of  this  species  of  gift  is  derived 
wholly  from  the  civil  law.  Justinian  was  justly  apprehensive  of 
fraud  in  these  gifts,  and  jealous  of  the  abuse  of  them,  and  he 
required  them  to  be  executed  in  the  presence  of  five  witnesses. 
We  have  not  adopted  such  precautions ;  though  it  has  been  truly 
declared  that  such  donations  amount  to  a  revocation  pro  tanto  of 
written  wills  ;  and,  not  being  subject  to  the  forms  prescribed  for 
nuncupative  wills,  they  were  of  a  dangerous  nature.  By  the 
civil  law,  they  were  reduced  to  the  similitude  of  legacies,  and 
made  liable  to  debts,  and  to  pass  for  nothing,  and  to  be  returned 
if  the  donor  recovered  or  revoked  the  gift,  or  if  the  donee  died 
first,  (c*}  It  was  a  disputed  point  with  the  Roman  civilians, 
whether  donations  cau9a  mortis  resembled  a  proper  gift  or  a 
legacy.  The  final  and  correct  opinion  was  established,  that  a  gift 
inter  vivos  was  irrevocable ;  but  that  a  gift  causa  mortis 
was  conditional  and  revocable,  and  of  a  *  testamentary  *  445 
chai^acter,  and  made  in  apprehension  of  death,  (a)  The 
first  case  in  the  English  law,  on  the  subject  of  gifts  causa  mortis^ 
was  that  of  Jones  v.  Selhy^  in  1710,  (£)  in  which  the  lord  chan* 
cellor  ruled,  that  a  donatio  causa  mortis  was  substantially  a  will, 
with  a  like  revocable  character  during  the  life  of  the  donor. 
Afterwards,  in  Drury  v.  Smithy  (e)  a  person,  in  his  last  sickness* 

(a)  Swinb.  18;  Drury  v.  Smith,  1  P.  Wms.  404;  Blount  v.  Burrow,  1  Ves.  Jr. 
546 ;  Sir  L.  Slindwell,  in  Edwards  t;.  Jones,  7  Sim.  825 ;  8.  c.  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  226 ;  Wella 
V.  Tucker,  3  Binney,  806.  In  Nicholas  v.  Adams,  2  Wliarton,  17,  it  was  held  not  to 
be  indispensable  to  a  valid  donatio  cauaa  mortfa,  that  it  should  be  made  in  extremis,  like 
a  nuncupative  will.  The  chief  justice  defined  it  to  be  a  conditional  gift,  depending 
on  the  contingency  of  expected  death,  and  tliat  it  was  defeasible  by  revocation,  or 
deliverance  from  the  peril.  To  constitute  a  donatio  causa  mortis  the  circumstances 
must  be  aach  as  to  show  that  the  donor  intended  the  gift  to  take  effect  if  he  should 
die  shortly  afterwards,  but  that  if  he  should  recover,  the  tiling  should  be  restored  to 
him. 

(b)  Dig.  39.  6,  sec.  3,  4.  5,  6. 

(c)  Inst.  2.  7.  1.    Code,  8.  67.  4. 

(a)  Dig.  39.  6.  2,  and  27 ;  Inst.  2.  7.  1.  Vide  Dig.  lib.  39,  tit  6,  De  Donationibus, 
and  tit.  6,  De  Mortis  Causa  Donalionibus,  for  the  Roman  law  at  large  on  the  subject. 
By  the  Lex  Cincia,  A.  U.  C.  550,  a  donation  above  200  solidi  was  not  valid,  unless 
accompanied  with  delivery. 

(/>)  Free,  in  Ch.  300.  In  Hambrooke  v.  Simmons,  4  Russell,  25,  it  was  left  as  a 
doubtful  point  whether  a  donatio  mortis  causa  be  avoided  by  the  making  of  a  subse- 
qoent  will. 

(c)  1  P.  Wms.  404. 
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gave  a  one  hundred  pound  bill  to  a  tbird  person,  to  be  delivered 
to  the  donee  if  he  died ;  and  this  wa8  held  to  be  a  good  gift,  and 
Lord  Hardwicke  subsequently  (c2)  approved  of  that  decision. 
In  Lawnon  v.  Law9ony  (e)  and  in  Miller  v.  Miller^  (/)  ^  delivery 
to  the  wife  as  donee  wiis  held  good ;  but  in  the  last  ease  it  was 
held  that  a  note  of  hand  not  payable  to  bearer,  and  being  a  mere 
cho9e  m  action^  to  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  executor,  did  not 
pass  by  delivery,  or  take  effect  as  a  gift  eau%a  mortU.  {g)  The 
delivery  of  bank  notes,  which  circulated  as  cash,  was  held  at  the 
same  time  to  be  a  valid  donation;  and  the  same  point  has  been 
since  established,  (h) 

But  the  case  of  Ward  v.  Turner  (t)  was  that  in  which  the 
whole  doctrine  was,  for  the  first  time,  fully  and  profoundly  ex- 
amined in  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  ;  and  Lord  Hardwicke 
gave  to  the  subject  one  of  his  most  elaborate  and  learned  investi- 
gations.    He  held  that  actual  delivery  was  indispensable  to  the 

validity  of  a  gift  causa  martiB^  and  that  a  delivery  to  tiie 
*  446    donee  of  receipts  for  South  Sea  annuities  *  was  not  sufficient 

to  pass  the  property,  though  it  was  strong  evidence  of  the 
intent  The  delivery  of  the  receipt  was  not  the  delivery  of 
the  thing.  He  examined  very  accurately  the  leading  texts  of  the 
civil  law,  and  the  commentators  on  the  point;  and  concluded, 
that  though  the  civil  law  did  not  require  absolute  delivery  of 
possession  in  every  kind  of  donation  caitia  mortis^  that  law  had 
been  received  and  adopted  in  England,  in  respect  to  those  dona- 
tions, only  so  far  as  the  donations  were  accompanied  with  actual 
delivery.  The  English  required  delivery  throughout,  and  in 
every  case.  In  all  the  chancery  cases,  delivery  of  the  thing  was 
required,  and  not  a  delivery  in  the  name  of  the  thing.  In  Jone$ 
v.  4%/iy,  a  symbol  was  held  good ;  but  that  was  in  substance  the 
same  as  delivery  of  the  article,  and  it  was  the  only  case  in  which 
such  a  symbol  had  been  admitted.    Delivery  of  a  symbol  in  the 

{d)  3Atk.214. 

(«)  1  P.  Wmt.  440. 

(/)  3  id.  866. 

{g)  The  same  point  at  that  in  Killer  v.  Miller  waa  decided  Uie  same  waj,  ia  Bn^d- 
ley  V.  Hunt,  6  Gill  &  Johns.  54,  in  the  case  of  a  promissory  note  payable  to  the 
husband's  order.  It  would  hare  been  otherwise  il  the  note  had  been  payable  to 
bearer. 

(h)  Hill  V.  Chapman,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  612. 

(i)  2  Ves.  481. 
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name  of  the  article  was  not  sufficient.  The  delivery  of  the 
receipts  was  merely  legatory,  and  amounted  to  a  nuncupative 
will,  and  was  a  breach  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Symbolical  delivery  is  very  much  disclaimed  by  Lord  Hardwicke 
in  thib  case, and  yet  he  admits  it  to  be  good  when  it  is  tantamount 
to  actual  delivery  ;  and  in  Smith  v.  Smith  (a)  it  was  ruled,  that 
the  delivery  of  the  key  of  a  room  containing  furniture  was  such  a 
delivery  of  possession  of  tl)e  furniture  as  to  render  the  gift  cau%a 
mortis  valid.  C.  J.  Gibbs  said  that  was  a  confused  case ;  but 
the  efficacy  of  delivery,  by  means  of  the  key,  was  not  a  question- 
able fact. 

The  doctrine  of  this  species  of  gift  was  afterwards  discussed 
with  ability  and  learning,  in  Tate  v.  Hilbert,  (6)  Lord  Lough- 
borough pressed  the  necessity  of  actual  delivery  to  the  efficacy  of 
such  gift,  except  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  by  deed  or  writing. 
He  held,  that  where  a  person,  in  his  last  sickness,  gave  the 
donee  his  check  on  his  banker  for  a  sum  of  money,  payable 
to  bearer,  and  he  died  before  it  was  realized,  *  it  was  not  *447 
good  as  a  donatio  causa  mortis ;  for  it  was  to  take  effect 
presently,  and  the  authority  was  revoked  by  his  death.  He 
likewise  held,  that  where  the  same  person,  at  the  same  time,  gave 
to  another  donee  his  promissory  note  for  a  sum  of  money,  that 
was  not  good  as  such  a  gift,  for  it  was  no  transfer  of  property. 
So,  where  a  person,  supposing  himself  to  be  in  his  last  sickness, 
caused  India  bonds,  bank  notes,  and  guineas  to  be  sealed  up 
and  marked  with  the  name  of  the  donee,  with  directions  to  have 
them  delivered  after  his  death,  and  still  retained  possession  of 
them,  it  was  held  (a)  that  there  was  no  delivery ;  and  the  act 
was  void  as  a  gift  eav^a  mortis;  for  there  must  be  a  con- 
tinuing right  of  possession  in  the  donee  until  the  death  of  the 
donor,  and  be  ^may  revoke  the  donation  at  any  time  before  his 
death,  (ft)  1 

The  cases  do  not  seem  to  be  entirely  reconcilable  on  the  subject 

{a)  Str.  955. 

{b)  2  Ve«.  Jr.  Ill ;  4  Bro.  C.  C.  286. 

{a)  Bonn  v.  Mftrkham,  7  Tmint.  224. 

[b)  Hawkins  v.  Blewitt,  2  Esp.  603,  8.  p.  In  the  case  of  The  Homan  Catliollc 
Church  V.  Miller,  17  Martin  (La.)*  101,  it  was  held  that  a  legacy  of  so  much  money 
in  a  drawer  was  only  good  for  the  sum  found  there  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 

1  See  448,  n.  I. 
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of  donations  of  choses  in  action.  A  delivery  of  a  note,  as  we 
liave  seen,  was  not  good,  because  it  was  a  mere  chose  in  action; 
and  yet,  in  Snellgrove  v.  Baily,  (c)  the  gift  of  a  bond  cauta 
mortis  was  held  good,  and  passed  an  equitable  interest;  and 
Lord  Hardwicke  afterwards,  in  the  great  case  of  Ward  v.  Turner, 
said  he  adhered  to  that  decision  ..  and  the  same  kind  of  gift,  as 
well  as  the  gift  of  a  promissory  note  causa  nortis^  has  been  held 
in  this  country  to  be  valid.  The  distinction  made  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke between  bonds  and  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes, 
and  other  choses  in  action,  seems  now  to  be  exploded  in  this 
country,  and  they  are  all  considered  proper  subjects  of  a  valid 
donation  causa  mortis  as  well  as  inter  vivos,  {d) 

*  448        *  By  the  admirable  equity  of  the  civil  law,  donations 

causa  mortis  were  not  allowed  to  defeat  the  just  claims  of 
creditors ;  and  they  were  void  as  against  them  even  without  a 
fraudulent  intent,  (a)     It  is  equally  the  language  of  the  modern 

(c)  8  Atk.  214. 

{(/)  Wells  V,  Tucker,  3  Binney,  366;  Bomeman  v.  Sidlinger,  16  Me.  429;  Wright 
V.  Wright,  1  Cowen,  598 ;  ConBtaut  v.  Schuyler,  1  Paige,  318 ;  Parker  r.  Emenon, 
8up.  Court  (N.  v.),  1840;  Tlie  Law  Reporter  for  June,  1846;  Brunson  v.  Branson, 
Meigs  (Tenn.),  630;  Parish  t;.  Stone,  14  Pick.  207.  Tliis  last  case  overrules  the  one 
from  Cowen,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  donor's  own  promissory  note  payable  to  the 
donee,  and  which  cannot  be  the  subject  of  a  donatio  caiua  mortis.  It  has  been  a  debata- 
ble question  whether  a  bonJ  and  mortgage  could  pass  by  delivery  as  a  donatio  causa 
mortis.  In  Duffield  v.  Elwes,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  239,  it  was  held  that  a  mortgage  could  not 
be  so  given,  and  that  the  bond  did  not  also  pass.  The  reason  assigned  was,  that  it 
was  not  a  gift  completed,  inasmuch  as  the  mortgagor  had  a  rigiit  to  resist  tlie  payment 
of  the  bond  without  the  reconveyance  of  the  estate;  and  the  donor  u£  the  bond  wai 
not  to  be  compelled  to  complete  his  gift  by  such  conveyance.  But  this  case  was  after 
wards  reversed ;  and  the  delivery  of  the  mortgage,  as  creating  a  trust  by  operation  of 
law,  was  good  as  a  donatio  causa  mortis.  1  Bligh  (n.  8.),  407.  Tliis  principle  was  also 
admitted  in  Hurst  v.  Beach,  6  Madd.  Ch.  851,  and  a  delivery  of  a  bond  and  mortgage, 
as  a  donation  mortis  causa,  held  valid.  So  also  in  Duffield  v.  Hicks,  1  Dow  (h.  s.),  1, 
bond  and  mortgage  securities  were  held  to  be  capable  of  a  good  delivery  as  a  datHsiio 
causa  mortis.  They  raise  a  trust  by  operation  of  law,  and  the  heir  or  executor  is 
bound  to  give  effect  to  the  intent  of  the  donor.  These  decisions  are  subject  to  the 
objection  that  tiiey  go  very  much  to  impair  the  provision  in  the  statute  of  frauds, 
which  avoids  parol  grants  and  assignments  in  trust.  The  requisites  of  a  valid  donatio 
mortis  aivsa  are  well  collected  in  a  learned  note  to  the  case  of  Walter  c.  Hodge, 
2  Swanst.  101,  where  it  is  stated  and  proved  that  it  requires  delivery  of  the  property 
or  the  documentary  evidence  of  it,  —  that  it  is  revocable  by  the  donor,  ~  that  it  is 
revoked  by  the  death  of  the  donee  during  his  life,  —  that  it  is  subject  to  the  claims 
of  creditors,  and  that,  on  the  death  of  the  donor,  the  property  vests  absolutely  in  the 
donee,  and  no  probate  is  required,  and  the  wife  may  be  that  donee. 

(a)  Dig.  30.  6.  17. 
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civilians  and  of  the  English  law,  that  donations  cannot  be  sus- 
tained to  the  prejudice  of  existing  creditors,  (i)  ^  y^ 

(6)  Voet,  Com.  ad  Pand.  80,  6,  eec.  20 ;  Pothier,  Trailed  des  Donations  entre  Vifs, 
•ec.  3,  art  1,  sec  2 ;  TouUler,  Droit  Civil  Fran9ai8,  t.  733;  Smilli  <;.  Casen,  cited  in 
1  P.  Wms.  40G,  note. 


1  Donatio  Causa  Moriia,  —  (a)  But  a 
donatio  causa  mortis  is  in  its  essential  char- 
acter a  gift  and  not  a  testament,  and  a 
title,  although  defeasible,  passes  by  the 
delivery.  The  property  given,  therefore, 
is  not  subject  to  contribution  with  lega- 
cies in  case  of  insufficiency  of  assets,  nor 
to  any  of  the  incidents  of  administration, 
and  it  is  said  to  be  only  subject  to  debts 
in  tlie  same  way  as  other  voluntary  con- 
Yeyances  and  gifts  would  be.  Marsliall 
r.  Berry,  13  Allen,  43,  46.  For  the  same 
reasons  the  statutes  ot  wills  are  held  not 
to  invalidate  tliis  class  of  dispositions. 
Marshall  r.  Berry,  supra  (the  case  of  a 


yi  A  gift  causa  mortis  differs  from  an 
ordinary  gift  only  in  that  it  is  made  un- 
der peculiar  circumstances,  and  owing  to 
those  circumstances  is  defeasible  upon 
certain  contingencies.  In  determining  the 
▼alidity  of  any  gift,  therefore,  wlietlier  its 
validity  is  questioned  on  account  of  tho 
nature  of  tlie  property  or  on  account  of 
insufBciency  of  delivery,  the  fact  tliat 
such  gift  was  causa  mortis  is  entirely  im- 
material. The  fact  timt  a  gift  was  causa 
mortis  is  important  simply  in  determining 
its  absolute  or  defeasible  character.  The 
gift  is  a  gift  inter  vivos,  subject  to  condi- 
tions. Basket  v.  Hassell,  107  U.  S.  002  ; 
Conser  v.  Snowden,  54  Md.  175 ;  Walter 
p.  Ford,  74  Mo.  105.  But  see  Kcnis- 
tona  V.  Sceva,  61  N.  H.  2i,  where  it  is 
said  a  gift  causa  mortis  takes  effect  only 
on  the  death  of  the  donor.  In  Pierce  v. 
Boston  Savings  Bank,  129  Mrss.  425, 
Shccdy  o.  Roach,  124  Mass.  472,  it  was 
hold  that  delivery  of  a  savings-bank 
book  wxu  a  good  delivery.  In  Coleman 
r.  Parker,  114  Mass.  SO,  it  was  said  that 
deliTcry  of  a  key  to  a  trunk  would  bo 
■ufflcient     (But  see  note  1,  (c),  supra.) 


married  woman) ;  Moore  v.  Darton,  4  De 
G.  &  Sm.  517. 

(b)  What  are.  Valid,  —  It  is  now  well 
settled  that  the  promissory  note  of  a 
tliird  person,  although  payable  to  order 
and  not  indorsed,  may  pass  by  delivery 
as  a  gift  causa  mortis,  and  that  the  donee 
may  mamtain  an  action  on  it,  in  the  name 
of  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the 
donor,  without  his  consent  Bates  v, 
Kempton,  7  Gray,  382 ;  Chase  v.  Redding, 
13  Gray,  418,  420 ;  Veal  v.  Veal,  27  Beav. 
803;  ib.  309.  So  do  otlier  choses  in  oc- 
tion,  not  negotiable,  such  as  a  policy  of 
life  insurance,  &c.,  Witt  v.  Amis,  1  Best 


See  also  Stephenson's  Adm.  v.  King  (Ky., 
1888),  17  Rep. Ill ;  McGrath  v.  Reynolds, 

116  Mass.  56G ;  Miller  V.  La  Pierre  (Mass., 
1883),  17  Rep.  114. 

It  has  been  said  that  a  writing  may  be 
substituted  for  delivery.  Ellis  v,  Secor, 
81  Mich.  185;  Eennistons  v.  Sccva,  54 
N.  II.  24.  But  sec  McGrath  v.  Reynolds, 
lie  Mass.  506.  A  gift  of  a  check  paya- 
ble to  donee's  order  and  transferred,  but 
not  presented  to  the  bank,  was  held  valid 
in  Rolls  V,  Pearce,  5  Ch.  D.  730.  Cora- 
pare  Austin  V.  Mead,  15  Ch.  D.  651.  Rail- 
way stocks  were  held  incapable  of  gift 
causa  mortis  in  Moore  v.  Moore,  18  L.  R. 
Eq.  474.  It  is  clear  that  such  a  gift  may 
be  in  trust  as  well  as  absolute.  Sheedy  v. 
Roach,  124  Mass.  472 ;  Clough  v.  Clough, 

117  Mass.  83;  Dunne  v.  Boyd,  8  Ir.  B. 
Eq.  009. 

A  compn  risen  of  the  foregoing  cases 
with  those  cited  ante,  438,  n.  y',  will  show 
that  the  same  principles  are  relied  u|)on 
in  determining  the  sufficiency  of  delivery 
whether  the  gift  be  inter  vivos  or  causa 
mui-iis, 
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&  8. 100;  AroU  i^.  WiU»  38  Beav.  619; 
•ee  furtlier,  Westeiio  v.  De  Witt,  80 
N.  Y.  840;  Waring  v,  Edroondi,  11  Md. 
424;  iiiciuding  booda  executed  by  the 
donee,  Lee  v.  Boak,  11  Gratt.  182.  And 
the  debts  due  from  liim  to  the  donor  may 
be  extinguished  by  delivery  of  the  evi- 
dence of  thera.  Moore  v,  Darton,  4  De 
G.  &  Sm.  517 ;  [Darland  r.  Taylor,  62 
Iowa,  G08.]  But  the  clieck  of  the  donor, 
even  for  the  wliolc  amount  of  hii  money 
on  deposit,  if  not  presented  or  accepted 
before  his  death,  is  not  a  good  donatio 
cavaa  mortii.  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wil- 
liams, 13  Mich.  282;  Hewitt  r.  Kaye, 
L,  B.  0  Eq.  196;  In  n  Beak,  L.  K.  18 
Eq.  480;  nor,  it  is  said,  is  any  mere  con- 
tract, liability,  or  obligation  of  his,  18 
Mich.  291 ;  Harris  v.  Clark,  8  Comst.  03; 
OS,  for  instance,  his  note,  Flint  v,  Pattee, 
88  N.  H.  620  (where  cases  are  cited  eaafrv). 
And  the  principle  eft  Hewitt  v.  KayiS  hat 


been  held  to  extend  U>  the  deUvery  of  tlie 
book  of  a  depositor  in  a  savings  bank. 
M'GonncU  v.  Murray,  Ir.  Rep.  3  £q.  460. 
See  /n  re  Beak,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  4^.'  Bat 
see  Penfield  v,  Thayer,  2  £.  D.  Smith, 
305;  Camp's  Appeal,  36  Conn.  88;  Til- 
linghast  v.  Wheaton,  8  R.  L  636;  Dein 
r.  Dean,  48  Vt.  337. 

(c)  Dtiivery.  —  Otiier  cases  on  the  luf- 
flciency  of  delivery  are  French  v.  Rij- 
mond,  89  Vt.  628 ;  Cosnalian  r.  Grice,  15 
Moore,  P.  C.  216;  and  tliose  cited  mtt, 
488,  n.  1.  [Wilcox  p.  Matteson,  63  Wis. 
23.]  A  delivery  of  the  key  of  a  trupk 
containing  bonds  was  held  not  a  safkiciit 
delivery  of  the  bonds.  Hateh  *.  Atkin- 
•on,  66  Me.  824 ;  PoweU  v,  Hellicar.  28 
Beav.  261.  See  Rcddel  v.  Dobrw.  10 
Simons,  244.  But  see  Cooper  r.  Burr,  46 
Barb.  9;  MlUcr  v.  Jeffreea,  4  Gntt  iH 
479. 
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LECTURE    XXXIX. 


OF  CONTRACTS. 


Iir  entering  npon  so  extensive  and  so  complicated  a  field  of 
inquiry  as  that  concerning  contracts,  we  must  necessarily  confine 
our  attention  tea  general  outline  of  the  subject ;  and  endeavor  to 
collect  and  arittnge,  hi  simple  and  perspicnous  order,  those  great 
fnndamentiil  principles  which  govern  the  doctrine  of  contracts, 
and  pervade  them  under  all  their  modifications  and  variet3\(a) 

1.  Of  the  Parties  thereta  —  An  executory  contract  is  an  agree^^ 
ment  of  two  or  more  persons,  upon  sufficient  considera- 
tion, to  do,  or  not  to  do,  a  particular  thing.  (6)     *  The  *  450 

(a)  The  latest  and  best  Practical  Treatise  in  the  EDgUsh  Law  on  the  Law  of  Con- 
tracts not  under  seal  is  tlie  one  under  that  title  by  Mr.  Ciiitty,  and  the  Phila- 
delphia edition  of  1834  is  much  improved  by  notes  and  references  to  American  cases 
by  Francis  J.  Troubat,  Esq.,  of  tlie  Pennsylvania  bar.  A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Contracts,  and  Rights  and  Liabilities  of  Contracts,  by  C.  G.  Addison,  of  the  Inner 
Temple,  in  two  volumes,  has  since  appeared,  and  is  full  and  very  comprehensive. 

(6)  2  Bl.  Comm.  442 ;  Plowd.  17,  a ;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Agreement,  A.  1.  The  defi- 
nition of  a  contract  in  the  English  law  is  distinguished  for  neatness  and  precision. 
The  definition  in  the  Code  Napoleon,  n.  1101,  is  more  diffuse.  "  A  contract,"  says 
that  code,  "  is  an  agreement  by  wliich  one  or  more  persons  hind  themselves  to  one  or 
more  otiiers,  to  give,  to  do,  or  not  to  do,  some  tiling."  This  definition  is  essentially 
tlie  same  with  that  in  Pothier,  Traite  des  Oblig.  n.  3.  A  contract,  says  C.  J.  Mar- 
shall, 4  Wheaton,  197,  is  an  agreement  in  whicli  a  party  undertakes  to  do,  or  not  to 
do,  a  particular  thing.  An  able  writer  on  contracts,  in  the  American  Jurist  [xx.  1] 
for  October,  1888,  prefers  this  definition,  which  drops  the  word  "  consideration,"  to 
that  of  Blackstone.  But  as  an  agreement,  valid  in  law,  necessarily  requires  parties, 
a  sufficient  consideration,  and  an  chjed,  all  these  essential  members  of  the  definition 
ought  to  be  stated,  or  the  definition  is  imperfect.  A  sufficient  consideration  is  in 
the  purview  of  the  English  law  essential  to  the  legal  obligation  of  a  contract;  and 
the  only  difference  between  simple  contracts  and  specialties  is,  that  in  the  latter  the 
consideration  is  presumed,  and  so  strongly  that  tlie  obligor  is  estopped,  by  the 
solemnity  of  the  instrument,  from  averring  a  want  of  consideration.  See  infra,  464, 
note.  In  the  Partidas,  pt.  6,  tit.  11,  law  1,  a  promise  is  defined  to  be  "  a  verbal  agree- 
ment, mninaUy  entered  into  between  men,  with  an  intention  to  obligate  themselves, 
the  one  to  the  other,  to  give  or  to  do  a  certain  thing  agreed  upon."  See  the  transla- 
tioB  of  the  Partidas  on  Contracts  and  Sales,  by  Messrs.  Moreaa  &  Carlton,  New 
Orleans,  1820.    The  Partidas  is  the  prmcipal  oode  of  the  Spanish  laws,  compiled  in 
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agreement  is  either  under  seal  or  not  under  seal.  If  under 
seal,  it  is  denominated  a  specialty,  and,  if  not  under  seal,  an 
agreement  by  parol ;  and  the  latter  includes  equally  verbal  and 
written  contracts  not  under  seal,  (a)  The  agreement  conveys 
an  interest  either  in  possession  or  in  action.  If,  for  instance,  one 
person  sells  and  delivers  goods  to  another  for  a  price  paid,  the 
agreement  is  exectUed^  and  becomes  complete  and  absolute ;  but 
if  the  vendor  agrees  to  sell  and  deliver  at  a  future  time,  and  for 
a  stipulated  price,  and  the  other  party  agrees  to  accept  and  pay, 
the  contract  is  executory,  and  rests  in  action  merely.  There  are 
also  express  and  implied  contracts.  The  former  exists  when  the 
parties  contract  in  express  words,  or  by  writing ;  and  the  latter 
are  those  contracts  which  the  law  raises  or  presumes,  by  reason 
of  some  value  or  service  rendered,  and  because  common  justice 
requires  it.^ 

Eveiy  contract,  valid  in  law,  is  made  between  parties  having 
sufificient  understanding,  and  age,  and  freedom  of  will,  and  of  the 
exercise  of  it,  for  the  given  case.  We  have  already  considered 
how  far  infants  and  married  women  are  competent  to  contract 
The  contracts  of  lunatics  are  generally  void  from  the  period  at 
which  the  inquisition  finds  the  lunacy  to  have  commenced.  (6) 
But  the  inquisition  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact ;  and 
the  party  affected  by  the  allegation  of  lunacy  may  gainsay  it  by 
proof,  without  finst  traversing  the  inquisition.  (^)     In  the  case 

Spain,  under  the  reign  of  Alphonio  the  Wise,  in  the  middle  of  the  thirteenth  cen- 
tury ;  and  it  it  declared  by  tlie  translators  to  excel  ereiy  other  body  of  law  in  sim- 
plicity of  style  and  clearness  of  expression.  It  is  essentially  an  abridgment  of  the 
civil  law ;  and  it  appears  to  be  a  code  of  legal  principles,  which  is  at  once  plsio. 
simple,  concise,  just,  and  unostentatious  to  an  eminent  degree. 

(a)  Rann  v.  Hughes,  7  T.  R.  860,  note;  Ballard  v.  Walker,  3  Johns.  Caa.  60. 

(6)  Attorney-General  v.  Parkhurst,  1  Ch.  Cas.  112. 

(c)  Sergeson  v,  Sealey,  2  Atk.  412;  Faulder  v.  Silk,  3  Camp.  126;  Baxter  v.  Esrl 

1  The  student  should  take  notice  that  a  fiction  treats  as  contracts,  implying,  as 
the  phrase  implied  contract  means  two  it  is  said,  the  request,  consideration,  or 
things,  which  have  no  connection  with  promise,  in  order  to  render  the  common- 
each  other.  It  is  applied  in  the  first  place  law  forms  of  action  ex  contractu  available. 
to  those  contracts,  properly  express.  This  fiction  has  always  been  a  source  of 
where  the  promise  is  signified  by  other  confUsion,  and  is  not  needed  where  forms 
means  than  by  words,  as  when  a  man  of  action  are  abolished,  and  a  recovery 
orders  goods  at  a  shop,  and  says  nothing  may  be  had  on  a  simple  statement  of  tiie 
flirther.  Austin  on  Jurisp.  Sd  ed.  326.  actual  facts.  See  Hertzog  p.  Hertsog, 
Secondly,  to  a  class  of  cases  which  are  29  Penn.  St  466;  5  Am.  Iaw  Rev. 
not  contracts  at  all,  but  which  the  law  by  11, 12. 
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of  Baxter  v.  2%e  Sari  of  PortsmoiUh^  the  K.  B.  went  quite  far 
towards  annihilating  the  plea  of  lunacy  in  the  ease  of  fair 
*  dealing  ;  for  they  held  that  the  inquisition  of  lunacy  was  *  451 
not  admitted  to  form  any  defence,  on  the  ground  that  the 
goods  furnished  b}^  the  tradesman  were  suitable  to  the  condition 
of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
defendant  was  a  lunatic,  (a)  So  in  Niell  v.  Morley^  (6)  the 
master  of  the  rolls  held  that  a  court  of  equity  would  not  inter- 
fere to  set  aside  a  contract  overreached  by  an  inquisition  of 
lunacy,  if  it  was  fair,  and  made  without  notice  of  the  derange- 
ment* ((?) 

The  general  rule  is  that  sanity  is  to  be  presumed  until  the 
contrary  be  proved ;  and,  therefore,  by  the  common  law,  a  deed 
made  by  a  person  non  compos  is  voidable  only,  and  not  void  ;  and 
when  an  act  is  sought  to  be  avoided,  on  the  ground  of  mental 
imbecility,  the  proof  of  the  fact  lies  upon  the  person  who  alleges 
it  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  general  mental  derangement  be  once 
established  or  conceded,  the  presumption  is  shifted  to  the  other 
side,  and  sanity  is  then  to  be  shown,  (d)  The  party  himself  may 
set  up  as  a  defence,  and  in  avoidance  of  the  contract,  that  he  was 
myn  compos  mentis  when  it  was  alleged  to  have  been  made.  The 
principle  advanced  by  Littleton  and  Coke,  (e)  that  a  man  shall 
not  be  heard  to  stultify  himself,  has  been  properly  exploded,  as 
being  manifestly  absurd  and  against  natural  justice.  (/)  ^ 

of  Portemouth,  6  B.  &  C.  170;  s.  c.  7  Dow.  &  Ryl.  614;  2  Carr.  &  P.  178;  Den  p. 
Clark,  6  Halst.  217. 

(a)  See  also,  to  s.  p.,  Brown  v.  Jodrell,  3  Car.  &  P.  80. 

(6)  9  Ves.  478. 

(c)  The  English  act  of  August  4,  1845,  contains  judicious  and  humane  provisions, 
relative  to  the  care  and  treatment  of  lunatics. 

{d)  Swinb.  pt  2,  sec.  8,  t  4,  7 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Parnther,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  441 ; 
Lord  Erskine,  in  Wliite  v.  Wilson,  18  Ves.  88 ;  Jackson  v.  Van  Dusen,  6  Johns.  144 ; 
Ballew  r.  Clark,  2  Ircd.  (N.  C.)  23;  Allis  i;.  Billings,  6  Met.  415. 

(«)  Littleton,  sec.  405;  Beverley's  Case,  4  Co.  123;  Co.  Litt.  247,  a. 

(/)  F.  N.  B.  202,  D;  Yates  v.  Boen,  Str.  1104;  Lord  Holt,  in  Cole  u.  Robins, 
BuUer  (N.  P.),  172;  Webster  ».  Woodford,  8  Day,  08;  Grant  v.  Thompson,  4  Conn. 

1  Capacity  to  Contract.  —  {a)  Insaniii/.  of  the  affairs  of  human  life,  that  the 
—  The  leading  case  since  the  date  of  the  granting  of  the  annuity  was  a  fair  trans- 
text  is  Molton  r.  Camroux,  2  Exch.  487 ;  action,  and  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of 
4  Exch.  17.  A  person  of  unsound  mind  the  defendant,  without  any  knowledge  or 
purchased  a  life  annuity  of  the  defend-  notice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  the 
ant,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  purchase  unsoundness  of  mind.  Upon  this  finding 
waa  a  transaction  in  the  ordinary  course  the  court  held  that  the  administrator  of 
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The  rule  formerly  was,  that  intoxication  was  no  excuse,  and 
created  no  privilege  or  plea  in  avoidance  of  a  contract ;  (jg)  but 

208;  Mitchell  v,  Kingman,  6  Pick.  431 ;  Rice  v,  Peet,  15  Johns.  603;  Baliew  r.  Clark, 
2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  28.  In  Baxter  v.  Earl  of  Portsmoiith,  w/m,  450,  n.  {t),  LitUeOale,  J., 
•aid  tliat  a  spedalty  might  be  avoided  b/  plea  of  lunacy,  if,  at  the  time  it  was  eie- 
culeil,  the  defendant  was  non  compot  mentis  f  but  that  the  rule  did  not  apply  to  tlie 
case  of  necessaries  supplied  to  a  person  insane  on  some  particular  subject  and  soond 
on  others,  though  found  by  inquisition  to  have  been  of  unsound  mind  wlien  the  cob- 
tract  was  made.  And  in  Brown  r.  Jodrell,  S  Car.  ft  P.  30;  a.  c.  1  Moody  &  M.  106^ 
Lord  Tenterden  would  not  allow  a  defendant  to  stultify  himself  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit  for  work  and  labor,  unless  he  could  show  imposition  in  consequence  of 
mental  imbecility.  Tlio  point,  whether  unsound  mind  could  be  a  defence  in  tlie  cass 
of  an  unexecuted  contract,  was  expressly  waived  in  the  case  of  Baxter  v.  Esrl  of 
Portsmouth.  The  rule  allowing  defendant  to  stultify  himself  by  plea  seems  now  to 
be  confined  to  specialties. 

ig)  Co.  Litt.  247,  a ;  Johnson  v.  Medlicott,  cited  In  8  P.  Wms.  130. 


the  lunatic  could  not  sustain  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  or  recover  the 
consideration  of  the  annuity.  Beavan 
V.  M'Donnell,  0  Exch.  309;  Campbell  o. 
Hooper,  3  Sm.  &  G.  158 ;  Young  »,  Ste- 
vens, 48  N.  H.  133.  In  Elliot  v.  Inoe, 
7  De  G.,  M.  &  G.  475,  487,  the  principle 
of  Moltoii  V.  Camrouz  was  said  to  be  that 
an  executed  contract,  where  parties  have 
been  dealing  fairly  and  in  ignorance  of 
the  kinacy,  shall  not  be  set  aside.  This 
was  called  a  decision  of  necessity,  and  it 
was  suggested  that  the  same  principle 
might  apply  te  sales  of  land  or  mortgages. 
See  further.  Manning  v.  Gill,  L.  R.  18  Eq. 
485 ;  [Matthiesson,  &c.  Co.  v.  McMahon's 
Adm'r,  88  N.  J.  L.  536;  Lancaster  Co. 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Moore,  78  Penn.  St.  407.] 
•But  insanity  has  been  held  a  good  defence 
to  an  action  for  money  lent  and  for  ser- 
vices, when  only  unknown  to  the  plaintiff 

x^  It  has  been  held  that  a  lunatic  or 
his  estate  is  liable  for  necessaries  fairly 
furnished.  Van  Horn  v.  Hann,  39  N.  J.  L. 
207 ;  Sawyer  v,  Lufkin,  56  Me.  308.  But 
this  must  be,  if  at  all,  on  an  implied  con- 
tract See  In  re  Weaver,  21  Ch.  D.  615. 
And  such  implied  contract  is  rebutted  by 
ahowing  an  express  contract  with  the 
guardian.  Mass.  Gen.  Hospital  v.  Fair- 
banks, 120  Mass.  78;  a.  c.  132  Mass.  414. 
When  the  attempt  b  to  enforce  an  expreta 
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through  his  negligence.  Lincoln  r.  Buck- 
master,  32  Vt.  G52.  And  in  some  cases 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  grantee 
knew  that  the  grantor  waa  insane  at  the 
time  of  making  a  conveyance,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  Inner  could  aroid  iiis 
deed  and  recover  the  land  wliich  it  pur- 
ported to  convey  without  putting  ius 
grantee  in  aiatu  qu9,  Gibson  r.  Soper, 
6  Gray,  270, 282 ;  [but  see  Eaton  r.  Ratoo, 
37  N.  J.  L.  108, 118;  Scanlan  r.  Cobb,  85 
III.  200 ;]  Bond  t:.  Bond,  7  Allen,  1 ;  Darby 
V.  Hayford,  66  Me.  246. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  sane  ptrty 
cannot  avoid  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract,  approved  by  the  luusttc'a 
guardian,  on  this  ground.  Allen  v.  Deny- 
bill,  27  Iowa,  534.  xi 

As  to  insanity  as  affecting  testamen- 
tary capacity,  see  iv.  508.  n.  2. 

(6)  Deaf  and  Dumb,  ^TUe  notion  of 


contract,  the  better  rule  is  tliat  ignorance 
of  the  lunacy  is  immaterial,  tite  questioa 
being  one  of  capacity.  Van  Pation  r. 
Beals,  46  Iowa,  62 ;  Mussel  man  r.  CrsTent, 
47  Ind.  1.  As  to  wliat  is  sufficient  hinacy 
to  avoid  a  contract,  see  Jenkins  v.  Monis, 
14Ch.D.674. 

It  waa  he1<l  in  Mattliews  r.  Baxter, 
8  L.  R.  Ex.  132,  tliat  a  contract  with  a 
drunken  man  was  voidable,  but  not  void 
See  infra,  452,  n.  (e). 
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it  is  now  settled,  according  to  the  dictate  of  good  sense  and 
common  justice,  that  a  contract  made  by  a  person  so  destitute 
of   reason   as   not   to  know  the  consequences  of  his  contract, 

alienare,  nee  consentire,  quod  non  est  de 
tarde  mutis  rel  eurdis,  &c.  L.  6,  c.  40, 
§  2;  cf.  L.  3,  c.  8,  §  10;  Bracton,  f.  421. 
Here  nee  poterunt  consentire  seems  to  mean 
that  they  are  incapable  of  the  consenting 
mind,  a  further  aberration  from  the  orig- 
inal doctrine;  while  the  proviso  of  tlie 
Roman  law  that  the  disqualification  does 
not  attach  to  one  who  is  only  slow  of 
hearing  {qui  tardius  exaudit)  has  assumed 
the  form  of  an  antitliesis  suggested  by 
the  misplaced  acuteness  of  Bracton,  be- 
tween those  horn  deaf  or  dumb  and  those 
who  have  become  so  later  in  life ;  for  such 
seems  to  be  the  translation  of  tarde  mutis. 
When  we  come  down  to  the  time  of 
Perkins's  Profitable  Book,  the  origin  of 
the  rule  has  been  forgotten,  a  new  reason 
is  invented  to  account  for  it,  and  the  rule 
is  modified  to  meet  this  reason.  "It  is 
hard  that  [a  man  bom  deaf  and  dumb] 
should  have  understanding,  .  .  .  and  a 
man  bom  dumb  and  blind  may  have 
understanding ;  but  a  man  that  is  bora 
blind,  deaf,  and  dumb  can  have  no  under- 
standing, so  tliat  he  cannot  make  a  gift 
or  a  grant."  PL  25.  Adopted  and  carried 
further,  Co.  Litt.  42,  b.  See  also  the 
observations  of  Wakering,  Yin.  Abr. 
Deaf,  Dumb,  and  Blind,  pi.  8;  Dyer,  66, 
a,  pi.  12,  note.  Also,  1  Hale's  P.  C.  34. 
It  is  proper  to  say  that  in  Harrod  v. 
Harrod,  1  K.  &  J.  4,  9,  where  the  an- 
cient authorities  are  not  referred  to,  it 
is  laid  down  that  there  is  no  exception 
to  tlie  presumption  in  (avor  of  sanity 
in  the  case  of  a  deaf  and  dumb  per- 
son. z« 

An  amplification  of  the  above  sugges- 
tions by  the  same  hand  will  be  found 
6  Am.  Law  Kev.  87. 

(c)  Duress,  —  If  a  promise  is  made  un- 


the  ancient  English  authors,  mentioned 
in  the  text,  452,  453,  was  derived  from 
texts  of  the  civil  law  having  a  technical 
and  limited  significance  which  was  grad- 
ually lost  sight  of.  Mutum  neque  stipu- 
lari  neque  promittere  posse  palam  est,  quod 
et  in  surdo  receptum  est  Inst.  8.  20.  7 ; 
and  commentary  of  Vinnins ;  Gains,  8, 105. 
It  was  clear  that  a  dumb  person  could 
not  be  a  party  to  a  contract  entered  into 
by  the  technical  form  of  a  stipulation, 
because  an  oral  interrogation  and  re- 
sponse in  certain  formal  words  were  of 
the  essence  of  that  kind  of  contract. 
Neither  could  one  who  was  deaf,  because 
he  coold  not  hear  the  question  and  an- 
swer. Mutum  nihil  pertinere  ad  obliga- 
tionem  rerborum  natura  manifestum  est. 
Sed  et  de  surdo  idem  dicitur,  quia  etiam 
si  loqni  possit,  sive  promittit,  verba  stipu- 
lantis  exaudire  debet;  sive  stipulatur, 
debet  exaudire  verba  promittentis ;  unde 
apparet  non  de  eo  nos  loqui  qui  tardius 
exaudit,  sed  qui  omnino  non  exaudit. 
D.  44.  7.  1,  §  14  et  seq,  Bracton  nearly 
copies  the  passage  in  the  Institutes  in  a 
difierent  place  from  that  cited  above  (L. 
8,  f .  100),  but  shows  that  he  had  lost  the 
technuud  sense  of  the  word  stipulari  by 
adding  nist  sit  qui  dicat  quod  hoc/acere  pos- 
sunt  per  nutus  et  per  scripturam,  whereas 
stipulation,  in  the  Latin  sense,  could  only 
be  effected,  as  has  been  said,  by  the  oral 
formula.  At  f.  12  Bracton  intimates  that 
a  dumb  person  cannot  consentire,  using 
that  word  in  the  sense  of  expreu  assent, 
FletA,  who  copied  Bracton  as  Bracton 
copied  the  Italian  civilian  Aso,  says, 
Competit  autem  exceptio  tenenti  propter 
defectum  naturse  petentis,  vel  si  natural- 
iter  a  nativitnte  surdus  fuerit  aut  routus, 
talea  enim  adquirere  non  poterunt  nee 


«*  A  dumb  person  was  held  to  be  a  competent  witness  in  Quinn  v,  Halbert, 
66Vt224. 
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*  452    though  his  incompetency  be  produced  by  intoxication,  *  h 

void,  (a)  This  question  was  fuUy  and  ably  considered  in 
Barrett  v.  Buxton ;  (6)  and  it  was  decided  that  an  obligation, 
executed  by  a  man  when  deprived  of  the  exercise  of  his  under- 
standing by  intoxication,  was  voidable  by  himself,  though  the 
intoxication  was  voluntary,  and  not  procured  through  the  circum* 
vention  of  the  other  party,  (c) 

Imbecility  of  mind  is  not  sufficient  to  set  aside  a  contract  when 
there  is  not  an  essential  privation  of  the  reasoning  fiftculties,  or  an 
incapacity  of  understanding^  and  acting  with  discretion  in  the  ordi- 
nary affairs  of  life.  This  incapacity  is  now  the  test  of  that 
unsoundness  of  mind  which  will  avoid  a  deed  at  law.  The  law 
cannot  undertake  to  measure  the  validity  of  contracts  by  the 

{a)  Lord  Holt,  in  Cole  o.  RobiDs,  BoUer,  N.  P.  172;  Lord  EUenboioagh,  in  Pitt  c. 
Smith,  3  Camp.  88;  1  Starkie,  126;  Sir  William  Grant,  in  Cooke  v.  Ciayvortii, 
18  Vea.  12 ;  Wade  v.  Col  vert,  2  MiU,  Const.  27 ;  Ring  v.  Huitingtoo,  1  id.  162;  Foot 
V.  Tewkabiiry,  2  Vt.  97 ;  Prentloe  v.  Aehorn,  2  Paige,  30 ;  Bnirougha  v.  Bichman, 
1  Green  (N.  J.),  238;  Harbison  v.  Lemon,  8  Blackt  (Ind.)  61;  HotchkiM  u.  FortsoD, 
7  Yerg.  67 ;  Gore  v.  Gibson,  13  M.  ft  W.  628. 

(6)  2  Aikin  ( Vt),  167 ;  Hutchinson  o.  Tindall,  2  Green,  Ch.  867  (N.  J.),  s.  p. ;  [Bird- 
song  V.  Birdsong,  2  Head,  280.] 

(r)  Drunkenness  rendered  a  contract  Toid  bj  the  ciril  law.  Pothier,  Traits  des 
Oblig.  49;  Heinecc.  Elem.  Juris.  Nat.  1.  14,  §  892.  The.  rule  in  equity  is,  that  the 
court  will  not  interfere  to  assist  a  person  on  the  ground  merely  of  intoxication ;  but 
if  any  unfair  advantage  has  been  taken  of  the  person's  intoxication,  H  will  render  all 
proper  aid.  Cooke  ».  Clay  worth,  18  Ves.  12;  Hutchinson  v.  Tindall,  2  Green  (N.  J.), 
357 ;  Crane  v.  Conklin,  Saxton,  Ch.  (N.  J.),  346.  Dealing  with  persons  nan  compos  is 
evidence  of  fraud ;  but  if  the  evidence  of  good  faith  is  full,  and  the  contract  beneficial 
to  the  infirm  person,  the  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  interfere.  Jones  v.  Perkins,  6  B. 
Hon.  227. 

willingly,  under  the  influence  of  a  power  children,  his  will  is  not  free,  and  the 
to  inflict  disgrace  upon  the  objects  of  the  agreement  is  invalid.  Bayley  r.  Williams, 
promisor's  affection,  as  for  instance  his    4  Giff.  088.  x* 

2*  That  duress  must  be  of  the  person.  County  CommissioneFB,  07  U.  8. 181.  So 
and  be  such  as  to  overcome  the  will,  is  of  tUegal  i^  demanded  and  paid.  Aneci- 
stated  in  Sooy  v.  State,  38  N.  J.  L.  324 ;  can  Steamsldp  Co.  v.  Tomig,  89  Penn.8t. 
Lehman  v.  Shackleford,  60  Ala.  437.  But  186 ;  Chicago,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  Ac. 
it  has  been  held  frequently  that  money  Coal  Co.,  79  III  121 ;  Potomac,  Ac  Coi  r. 
necessarily  paid  to  release  goods  fh>m  Cnmberland,  &c.  B.  R.  Co.,  88  Md.  226l  So 
unlawful  detention  may  be  recovered  money  paid «nder  void  net  Catoirv.  Wat- 
back.  Chandler  t^.  Sanger,  114  Mass.  terson,  86  Ohio  St  319.  See  gcnentiy, 
364;  Baldwin  v.  Liverpool,  &c.  S.  S.  Co.,  Remington  v.  Wright,  41  N.  J.  L.  48; 
74  N.  T.  126.  See  alao  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Lefebvre  r.  Dutrait,  61  Wis.  326 ;  Uisited 
Commissioners,  98  U.  S.  641 ;  Lamborn  v.  States  v.  Huckabee,  16  Wall.  414,  431. 
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greater  or  less  strength  of  the  anderstanding ;  and  If  the  party 
be  eompon  mentisj  the  mere  weakness  of  his  mental  powers  does 
not  incapacitate  him.  (d)  Weakness  of  understanding  may, 
however,  be  a  material  circumstance  in  establishing  an  inference 
of  unfair  practice  or  imposition;  and  it  will  naturally  awaken  the 
attention  of  a  court  of  jui»tice  to  every  unfavorable  appearance  in 
the  oase.  (e)  Nor  is  a  person  born  deaf  and  dumb  to  be  deemed 
absolutely  nan  compos  mentU^  though  by  some  of  the  ancient 
authorities  he  was  deemed  ineompetent  to  contract.  (/)  The 
proposition  would  seem  to  be  a  reasonable  one,  that  every 
such  person  vr^R  *  prima  facie  incompetent,  inasmuch  as  *458 
the  want  of  hearin.r  and  speech  must  exceedingly  cramp 
the  powers,  and  limiu  the  range  of  the  human  mind.  But  it  is 
well  known,  by  numerous  and  affecting  examples,  that  peraons 
deprived  of  t^e  faculty  of  speech  and  the  sense  of  hearing 
possess  sharp  and  strong  intellects,  susceptible  of  extensive 
acquirements  in  morals  and  science,  (a) 

If  the  contract  be  entered  into  by  means  of  violence  offered  to 
the  will,  or  under  the  influence  of  undue  constraint,  the  party 
may  avoid  it  by  the  plea  of  duress ;  and  it  is  requisite  to  the 
validity  of  every  agreement,  that  it  be  the  result  of  a  free  and 
bona  fide  exercise  of  the  will,  (b)  If  a  person  be  under  an  arrest 
for  improper  purposes,  without  a  just  cause,  or  where  there  is  an 
arrest  for  a  just  cause,  but  without  lawful  authority,  he  may  be 
considered  as  under  duress.  The  general  rule  is,  that  either  the 
imprisonment  or  the  duress  must  be  tortious  and  without  lawful 
authority,  or  by  an  abuse  of  the  lawful  authority  to  arrest,  to 

(rf)  Osmond  v.  Fitzrojr,  3  P.  Wms.  129;  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Bennett  v.  Vade, 
2  Atk.  S24;  Ball  v,  Mannin,  1  Dow  (m.  b),  880. 

(#')  Blwtdilbrd  v.  ChrUtian,  1  Kiiapp.  ?& 

(/)  Brower  v,  Fiaher,  4  Johns.  CU.  441 ;  Bracton  de  Ezceptionibus,  lib.  6,  c.  20; 
Fleta,  lib.  6,  c  40 ;  Bro.  tit.  Escheat,  pi.  4.  The  clril  law  also  held  such  afflicted  per- 
sons to  be  fit  sabjectB  for  a  curator  or  guardlaji.  Inst.  1.  28.  24 ;  ib.  2.  12.  8 ;  Yinnius 
and  Ferriera,  h.  t 

(a)  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  Equity  Jarispradencc.  227-245,  has 
iuUy  discuMed  the  question,  and  examined  tlte  authoritie«  both  in  the  English  and 
the  civil  law,  which  bear  on  it,  respecting  the  relief  afforded  in  equity  against  con- 
tracts and  other  acts  of  persons  vrhoUy  or  partially  non  cotitpoUs  mentis* 

(b)  By  the  Scots  law,  force  and  fear  annul  engagements,  when  they  are  such 
M  to  shake  a  mind  of  ordinary  firmness.  Bell's  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scot- 
land, 6.  Fear  of  unlawful  imprisonment  will  constitute  a  case  of  duress  per  mtna«, 
and  avoid  a  contiaot.  Ck>.  Litt.  268,  b;  2  Inst.  4S8;  Foshay  v.  Ferguson,  6  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  164. 
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constit'ite  duress  by  imprisonments,  (e)  Nor  will  a  contract  be 
valid  if  obtained  by  misrepresentation  or  concealment,  or  if  it  be 
founded  in  mistake  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract.  But 
the  distinctions  under  this  head  will  be  considered  at  laige  in  a 
subsequent  part  of  the  lecture. 

2.  The  Lex  ZR>ci  as  to  Contracti.  —  (1.)  The  Nature  and  Impor- 
tanee  of  the  Doctrine.  —  Questions  have  frequently  arisen  on  the 
effect  to  be  given  to  foreign  laws,  when  brought  into  view  in 
discussions  concerning  personal  rights  and  contracts.  The  inquiry 
is,  how  are  contracts  made  abroad  to  be  construed,  and  in  what 
manner  and  to  what  extent  are  they  to  be  enforced  and  dis- 
charged, when  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  they  were  made, 
and  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  performance  is  sought,  are 
in  collision  ?  The  subject  forms  a  secondary  branch  of 
*  454  the  *  law  of  nations ;  and  the  rules  by  which  such  questions 
are  governed  are  founded  on  the  principles  of  general  juiis- 
prudence,  and  are  incorporated  into  the  code  of  national  law  in 
all  civilized  countries.  It  is  sometimes  called  private  interna- 
tional law,  and  it  exists  not  strictly  ex  Jure  gentium^  but  rests  on 
the  comitas  gentium.  But  if  one  independent  state  allows  com- 
mercial intercoui*se  and  contracts  between  its  citizens  and  those 
of  another,  the  rights  of  the  parties  and  the  relation  between 
them  would  seem  to  have  a  higher  claim  than  that  of  mere 
comity,  —  a  claim  of  justice,  though,  perhaps,  of  imperfect  obli- 
gation under  the  laws  of  independent  states  within  their  own 
territories.  The  principal  events  which  produce  a  conflict  in 
respect  to  pereonal  rights  and  the  distribution  of  property  between 
the  laws  of  the  country  where  the  judicial  discussions  arise  and 
the  laws  of  the  place  of  the  party's  domicile,  are  marriage,  death, 
bankruptcy,  and  the  application  of  remedies.  We  have  already 
adverted  to  the  subject  (though  necessarily  in  the  brief  manner 

(c)  Nicholls  r.  Nichont,  1  Atk.  409 ;  Thompson  v.  Lockwood,  15  Johns.  250;  Wat- 
kins  V.  Baird,  6  Mass.  511 ;  Stouffer  v,  Latohaw,  2  WatU,  165 ;  Richardson  v.Dimcao, 
8  N.  H.  508.  This  last  case  sUtes,  that  even  an  arrest  for  a  just  cause,  and  under 
lawful  authority,  may  amount  to  duress,  if  done  for  unlawful  purposes.  6  Hill 
(N.T.),  157,  B.  p.;  [Baker  r.  Morton,  12  Wall  150, 158.]  There  is  a  material  dis- 
tinction he t ween  duress  df  the  person  and  duress  of  goods,  and  the  latter  will  not 
render  an  agreement  void.  Skeate  v,  Beale,  11  Ad.  &  El.  988 ;  Powell,  J.,  in  11  Mod. 
201, 203.  But,  though  a  man  nuiy  not  aroid  his  bond  procured  by  an  illegal  distress 
of  his  goods,  Mr.  Justice  Bronson  had  no  doubt  that  a  contract  procured  by  threats 
and  the  fear  of  battery,  or  the  dettruch'on  of  prtyterty,  might  be  avoided  on  the  ground 
of  duress.  Foshay  r.  Ferguson,  tupra. 
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which  the  nature  of  the  present  undertaking  required),  in  respect 
to  the  effect  of  foreign  suits  and  judgments ;  (a)  and  in  respect 
to  marriage,  (6)  divorce,  (c)  infancy,  (d)  assignments  in  bank- 
ruptcy, («)  the  discharge  of  insolvent  debtors,  (/)  and  the  distri- 
bution of  intestates'  estates,  (^r)  A  further  view  of  the  doctrine 
will  be  useful,  and  cannot  fail  to  be  interesting  to  the  student, 
in  its  application  to  contracts  at  large  ;  for  questions  arising  on 
the  extraterritorial  operation  of  statutes,  usages,  and  judicial 
decisions,  are  becoming  frequent  and  delicate  topics  of  discussion 
in  our  American  law. 

A  contract,  valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made,  is, 
generally  speaking,  valid  everywhere  jure  gentium^  and  by  tacit 
assent.  The  lex  loci  contractuB  controls  the  nature,  construction, 
and  validity  of  the  contract ;  and  on  this  broad  foundation  the 
law  of  contracts,  founded  on  necessity  and  commercial  con- 
venience, is  said  to  have  been  originally  established.  (A)  If 
the  rule  were  otherwise,  the  citizens  of  one  country  could  not 
safely  contract,  or  carry  on  commerce,  in  the  territories  of 
another.  The  necessary  intercourse  of  mankind  requires 
*  that  the  acts  of  parties,  valid  where  made,  should  be  *  455 
recognized  in  other  countries,  provided  they  be  not  Con- 
trary to  good  morals,  nor  repugnant  to  the  policy  and  positive 
institutions  of  the  state,  (a) 

The  doctrine  of  the  lex  loci  is  replete  with  subtle  distinctions 
and  embarrassing  questions,  which  have  exercised  the  skill  and 
learning  of  the  earlier  and  most  distinguished  civilians  of  the 

(a)  Supra,  118.  (6)  Supra,  91,  183,  184. 

(c)  Supra,  106-lia  (d)  Supra,  233. 

(e)  Supra,  40i-408.  (/)  Supra,  392,  893. 

{g)  Supra,  67,  428-434.  Those  univeraal  personal  qualities  which  the  laws  of  all 
civilized  nations  consider  as  essentially  affecting  the  capacity  to  contract,  as  majority 
and  minority,  marriage  or  celibacy,  sanity  or  lunacy,  &c.,  are  regulated  by  the  /ex 
domicilii,  and  ftravel  with  parties  wherever  they  go,  as  see  post,  466. 

(h)  £x  hoc  jore  gentium  omnes  pene  contractus  introducti  sunt  —  usu  exigente 
et  humanis  necessitatibus.  Inst.  1.  2.  2 ;  Pardessus,  Droit  Commercial,  v.  1482 ; 
Trasher  v.  Everhart,  3  Gill  &  J.  234;  Pickering  v,  Fisk,  6  Vt.  102 ;  Story's  Comm.  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  242.]  Rectores  imperiorum  id  coniiter  agunt  ut  jura 
cnjosque  populi  intra  terminos  ejus  ezercita,  teneant  ubique  suam  vim,  quatenus 
nihil  potestati  aut  jori  alterios  impezantis  cjosqne  civium  prsBJudicetur.  Huber,  de 
ConfUctQ  Legum,  tit  3,  sec.  2. 

(a)  This  principle  of  public  law,  says  TonUier  (Droit  Civil,  x.  sec.  79,  n.),  is  well 
explained  and  enforced  by  M.  Bayard,  in  the  Nouvelle  Collection  de  Jurisprudence, 
ix.  769,  and  which  he  undertook  in  conjunction  with  M.  Camas. 
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Italian,  French,  Dutch,  and  German  schools,  i^  their  discussions 
on  highly  important  topics  of  international  law.  (&)  These  topics 
were  almost  unknown  in  the  English  courts,  prior  to  the  time  of 
Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Mansfield;  and  the  English  lawyers 
Bcem  genemlly  to  have  been  strangers  to  the  discussions  on  foreign 
law  by  the  celebrated  jurists  in  continental  Europe.  When  the 
subject  was  introduced  in  Westminster  Hall,  the  only  work  which 
attracted  attention  was  the  traot  in  Huber,  entitled  De  Gonflicta 
Legum,  and  which  formed  only  a  brief  chapter  in  his  voluminous 
Prelections  on  the  Roman  Law  ;  and  yet  it  appears  that  the  very 
great  diversity  of  laws  and  usages  in  the  cities,  provinces,  and 
states  of  Germany,  Holland,  and  France  had  produced  far  more 
laborious  investigations  on  the  subject.  (^)  In  the  works 
*  456  of  the  civilians  on  *  the  continent  of  Europe,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  law  of  domicile  or  the  lex  loei^  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  lex  fori  or  rei  BttcB  on  the  other,  is  made  to  depend  on  the 
distinction  between  real  and  personal  statutes.  According  to  the 
understanding  of  an  American  lawyer,  a  statute  means  an  express 
act  of  the  legislature  of  the  country  ;  but  the  jurists,  educated  in 
the  schools  of  the  civil  law,  apply  the  term  statute  to  any  par- 
ticular municipal  law  or  usage,  though  resting  for  its  authority 

(6)  Among  a  host  of  Jnrista  who  have  displayed  their  research  and  acateness  on 
these  subjects,  the  most  preeminent  are,  Dumoulin,  d'Argentre,  Borgnndns,  Roden- 
bnrgh,  P.  ft  J.  Voet,  BouUenois,  Bonhier,  and  Hoberus ;  and  their  respectiTe  doc- 
trines, pretensions,  and  merits  were  criticaltj  and  ably  examined  by  Mr.  Livermore, 
of  New  Orleans,  in  his  Dissertation  on  Personal  and  Real  Statutes,  published  in 
1829, — a  work  which  is  very  creditable  to  his  learning  and  yigorous  spirit  of  mqmry. 
A  curious  fact  is  mentioned  by  Mc*  Robertson,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Penonal 
Succession.  He  says  that  of  the  ninety-one  continental  writers  on  the  subject  of  the 
Conflict  of  Laws,  quoted  or  referred  to  by  the  American  jurists,  Lirermore  and  Story, 
a  large  proportion  of  them  was  not  to  be  found  in  the  public  law  libraries  in  London, 
but  all  of  them,  except  six,  were  to  be  met  with  in  tliat  admirable  repertory  of  books 
of  law,  the  library  of  the  faculty  of  advocates  in  Edinburgh.  Mr.  Livermore,  while 
a  practising  lawyer  in  New  Orleans,  had  collected  from  continental  Europe  most  of 
those  rare  works  as  part  of  his  valuable  law  library,  and  which  library  he  bequeathed 
by  will  to  Harvard  University,  in  Massachusetts. 

(c)  The  foreign  treatises  of  most  interest  on  the  doctrine  of  the  Ux  loei,  in  addition 
to  that  of  Huber,  are  understood  to  be  Rodenburgh's  Tractatos  de  Jure  quod  oritur 
ex  Statutorum  Diversitate,  P.  Voet's  De  Statutis  eofumque  Concnrsu,  Hertius*s  0e 
Collissione  Legum,  and  G.  G.  Titius's  De  Conflictu  Legum.  Mr.  Henry  publislied 
at  London,  1823,  a  Treatise  on  Foreign  Law,  and  particularly  en  fA«  difference  benteen 
peraoncU  and  real  gtatutea,  and  its  effects  on  foreign  judgments  and  contracts^  marriages  and 
wilts.  In  that  treatise  lie  shows  himself  to  bd  a  master  of  many  of  the  foreign  works 
on  the  subject ;  and  he  bestows  particular  commendation  on  the  treatise  of  Roden* 
burgh. 
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on  judicial  decisions  on  the  practice  of  nations.  A  persotial 
itatute  is  a  law,  ordinance,  regulation,  or  custom,  the  disposition 
of  which  affects  the  person,  and  clothes  him  with  a  capacity  or 
incapacity,  which  he  does  not  change  with  every  change  of 
abode ;  but  which,  upon  principles  of  justice  and  policy,  he  is 
assumed  to  carry  with  him  wherever  he  goes.  A  real  statute 
affects  things  as  used  in  contradi^^tinction  to  persons ;  and  their 
operation  is  necessarily  confined  within  territorial  limits,  or  ad 
locum  rei  tita.  (a)  According  to  this  distinction,  laws  regulating 
the  marriage  and  nuptial  contracts,  divorce,  the  period  of  infancy, 
and  the  disposition  of  personal  property,  are  personal  statutes ; 
while  laws  regulating  the  descent,  transmission,  and  disposition 
of  real  property,  and  the  nature,  extent,  and  limitation 
of  civil  remedies,  are  real  statutes.  But  the  *  difficulty  *  467 
with  the  civilians  has  been  to  draw  a  clear,  precise,  and 
practical  line  of  distinction,  and  one  worthy  of  insertion  in  the 
code  of  international  jurisprudence,  between  the  real  and  pei'sonal 
statutes  ;  and  many  of  their  discussions  are  involved  in  perplexity 
and  confusion.  Merlin  arrives  at  the  most  definite  and  intelli- 
gible result.  In  his  view  of  the  subject,  the  laws  which  regulate 
the  condition,  capacity,  or  incapacity  of  persons  are  pei*sonal 
statutes;  and  those  which  regulate  the  quality,  transmission, 
and  disposition  of  property  are  real  statutes.  The  test  by  which 
they  may  be  distinguished  consists  in  the  circumstance,  that  if 
the  principal,  direct,  and  immediate  object  of  the  law  be  to  regu- 
late the  condition  of  the  person,  the  statute  is  personal,  whatever 
may  be  the  remote  consequences  of  that  condition  upon  property. 
But  if  the  principal,  direct,  and  immediate  object  of  the  law  be 
to  regulate  the  quality,  nature,  and  disposition  of  property,  the 
statute  is  real^  whatever  may  be  its  idterior  effects  in  respect  to 
the  person,  (a)  ^ 

(a)  Mr.  Henry  and  Mr.  Liyenuore  have  become  so  completely  initiated  in  the 
learning  of  the  Roman  civil  law,  as  to  use  the  terms  real  and  personal  statutes  as 
famiUarly  aa  an  English  lawyer  would  the  words  real  and  personal  property.  I  beg 
leave,  however,  to  protest  against  the  introduction  into  our  American  jurisprudence 
of  such  a  penrersion  of  the  word  "  statute/'  so  long  as  we  can  find  other  and  more 
appropriate  terms  to  distinguish  foreign  tirom  domestic  law,  or  the  law  of  the  domicUe 
from  the  law  of  the  territoiy. 

{a)  B^pertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  tit.  Autorisation  Maritale,  sec.  10.  The  writers 
oo  the  ciTil  law  frequently  speak  of  the  status  of  the  person,  by  which  they  mean  only 

1  For  a  clear  exposition  of  the  meaning  of  the  conceptions  persona  and  status,  see 
Austin,  Lect  40  and  41. 
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The  doctrine  in  question  may  be  considered,  —  1.  In  its  appli- 
cation to  the  obligation  and  construction  of  contracts ;  2.  Id  its 
application  to  the  remedy. 

1.  (^Tke  application  to  eontraets.^  —  There  is  no  doubt  of  the 
truth  of  the  geneml  proposition,  that  the  laws  of  a  country  have 
no  binding  force  beyond  its  territorial  limits  ;  and  their  authority 
is  admitted  in  other  states,  not  ex  propria  vigore^  but  ez  comitate; 
or,  in  the  language  of  Huberus,  quateniu  tine  prcejtidicio  indul- 
gentium  fieri  potest.  Every  independent  community  will  judge  for 
itself  how  far  the  comitas  inter  communitates  is  to  be  permitted  to 
interfere  with  its  domestic  interests  and  policy.  The  general  and 
most  beneficial  rule  of  international  law,  contributing  to  the 
safety  and  convenience  of  mankind,  is,  Statuta  suie  clauduntur 
territoriis  nee  ultra  territorium  dispertiuntur.  There  are,  how- 
ever, certain  general  rules  in  respect  to  the  admission  of  the 
lex  loci  contractus  J  which  have  been  illustrated  by  jurists,  and 
recognized  in  judicial  decisions,  and  to  which  we  may  confi- 
dently appeal,  as  being  of  commanding  influence  in  the  consid- 
eration of  the  subject.     Thus  it  may  be  laid  down  as  the 

*  458   settled  doctrine  of  public  law,  that  personal  *  contracts 

are  to  have  the  same  validity,  interpretation,  and  obligatoiy 
force  in  every  other  country  which  they  have  in  the  coautry 
where  they  were  made,  (a)     The  admission  of  this  principle  is 

his  civil  condition,  quality,  or  capacity.  Status  est  qualitas,  ci^as  ratlone  homioet 
diverso  jure  utuntur.  So,  again,  Persona  est  homo,  cum  statu  quodam  oonsideratu. 
Heinecc.  Elem.  Jur.  C.  sec.  Ord.  Inst.,  lib.  1.  tit.  3,  §§  76,  76. 

(a)  Bank  of  the  United  Sutes  v,  Donnaliy,  8  Peters,  861 ;  Watson  v.  Orr,  3  Dev. 
(N.  C.)  161.  See  also  in^a,  note  (6).  If,  therefore,  under  a  foreign  marriage  contnct, 
the  husband  would  be  entitled  to  property  accrued  to  the  wife  during  coverture,  tiie 
English  courts  will  enforce  it,  without  raising  an  equity  for  a  settlement  in  favor  of 
the  wife.  Anstruther  v.  Adair,  2  My.  &  K.  513;  Dues  v.  Smith,  Jacob,  544,  s.  r. 
Matrimonial  rights,  as  beiween  husband  and  wife,  are  determined  by  the  law  of  their 
domicile.  Gamier  v.  Poydras,  13  La.  177.  And  as  a  general  rule,  personal  property 
follows  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  owner,  and  real  property  the  law  of  the  loemt 
ret  tita.  Vide  supra,  429.  But  every  state  may  impress  upon  all  property  within 
its  territory  any  character  whicli  it  may  deem  expedient.  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws, 
sec.  447.  Thus,  in  Louisiana,  slaves  were  declared  to  be  immovable  property,  or 
real  estate,  in  contemplation  of  law.  La.  Dig.  1808,  b.  2,  &  2,  art.  19.  Local  stocks, 
such  as  bank,  insurance,  turnpike,  and  canal  stock,  and  other  incorporeal  property, 
owing  its  existence,  or  regulated  by  local  laws,  must  be  transferred  according  to  local 
laws  or  regulations.!  But  debts  due  from  corporations  are  not  of  a  local  character, 
and  may  be  assigned  or  transferred  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 

1  407,D.  1. 
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requisite  to  the  safe  intercourse  of  the  commercial  world,  and  to 
the  due  preservation  of  public  and  private  confidence ;  and  it  is 
of  very  general  reception  among  nations.  Parties  are  presumed 
to  contract  in  reference  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  the 
contract  is  made,  and  where  it  is  to  be  paid,  unless  otherwise 
expressed  ;  the  maxim  is,  that  loeus  eantraetus  regit  actum^  unless 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contrary  be  clearly  shown.  (A) 
The  rnle  stated  in  Huber  relative  to  contracts  made  in  one 
country  and  put  in  suit  in  the  courts  of  another,  is  the  true  rule, 
and  one  which  the  courts  follow,  viz. :  the  interpretation  of  the 
contract  is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the 
contract  was  made  ;  but  the  mode  of  suing  and  the  time  of  suing 
must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  action  is 
brought.  ((?)  It  is,  however,  a  necessary  exception  to  the  uni- 
versality of  the  rule,  that  no  people  are  bound  or  ought  to 
enforce,  or  hold  valid  in  their  courts  of  justice,  any  contract 
which  is  injurious  to  their  public  rights,  or  offends  their  morals, 

or  contravenes  their  policy,  or  violates  a  public  law.  (i)     It  is 

* 

assignment  is  made.  A  debt  has  no  situs  or  locality.  Erskine's  Inst.  b.  8,  tit.  0,  sec.  4 ; 
Stoiy's  Conflict  of  Laws,  sec.  362,  383,  399;  Atwood  v.  Protection  Ins.  Co.,  14  Conn. 
56d.  The  general  principle  is,  that  personal  property  has  no  locality  or  situs,  but  fol- 
lows the  person  of  the  owner,  and  his  alienation  of  it  is  governed  by  the  law  of  his 
domicile,  or  where  it  was  made,  and  this  rule  is  generally  recognized  by  the  comity 
of  nations.    Vanbuskirk  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Conn.  583. 

(6)  Allshouse  v.  Ramsay,  6  Wharton,  331 ;  Surge's  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  ii.  851 ;  iii. 
758;  In  the  matter  of  Roberts's  Will,  8  Paige,  446,  525;  Sessions  i;.  Little.  9  N.  H. 
^71;  Dunscorob  v.  Bunker,  2  Mete.  8;  Thomas  v.  Beckman,  1  B.  Mon.  32;  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  242,  840] ;  Story  on  Bills,  184-188;  Arrington  v.  Gee.  5  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  690.  If  no  pUce  be  designated  in  a  note  as  a  place  of  payment,  the  law  of 
the  place  where  it  is  made  determines  its  construction,  obligation,  and  place  of  pay- 
ment; and  if  the  law  of  that  place  gives  three  days  of  grace,  the  maker  is  entitled  to 
that  grace,  if  he  resides  elsewhere,  before  demand  can  be  made  and  the  indorser  flxed. 
Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  |§  317];  Bryant  v.  Edson,  8  Vt.  325;  Bank  of  Orange 
County  ».  Colby,  12  N.  H.  520. 

(c)  Hub.  de  Conflictu  Legum,  sec.  7;  De  la  Vega  v,  Vianna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284; 
Trimbey  v.  Vignier,  1  BIng.  N.  C.  151 ;  Dunscomb  v.  Bunker,  2  Mete.  8. 

{d)  Hub.  Prselec.  Jur.  Civ.  ii.  b.  1,  tit.  3,  De  Conflictu  Legum.  Voet,  ad  Pand. 
lib.  5,  tit  1,  sec.  51 ;  Emerig.  des  Ass.  c.  4,  sec.  8,  i.  122 ;  Kames's  Principles  of  Equity, 
b.  3,  c.  8,  sec.  4;  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane,  1  Gallison.  371 ;  Harvey  v.  Richards, 
1  Mason,  381 ;  Le  Roy  v.  Crowninshield,  2  Id.  151 ;  Greenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass. 
368;  Brown  v.  Richardsons,  1  Mart  n.  s.  (La.),  202;  Blanchard  v.  Russell,  13  Mass.  1 ; 
Prentiss  v.  Savage,  ih.  26;  Lodge  ».  Phelps,  1  Johns.  Cas.  130;  Saul  r.  His  Credit- 
ors, 5  Mart.  k.  s.  (La.)  569;  [Rousillon  ».  Rousillon,  14  Ch.  D.  851,  .160;  Messenger  v. 
Penn.  R.  R.  Co..  36  N.  J.  L.  407 ;  Union,  &c.  Co.  v.  Erie  R.  R.  Co.,  37  N.  J.  L.  23;  Edg- 
erly  v.  Bush,  81  N.  Y.  199 ;]  Story's  Coram,  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  244-259.]    In 
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a  conaeqnence  of  the  admission  of  the  lex  loci  that  contracts  void 
by  the  law  of  the  land  where  they  are  made,  are  void  in  every 
other  country,  (e)  So,  also,  the  personal  incompetency  of  indi- 
viduals to  contract,  as  in  the  case  of  infancy,  and  the  general 
capacity  of  parties  to  contract,  depend,  as  a  general  rule,  upon 
the  law  of  the  place  of  the  contract  (/)  The  incompetency  of  a 
married  woman  to  contract  is  considered  by  the  civilians  to 
depend  upon  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  marriage.  Qf) 

*  469    Upon  the  doctrine  of  the  lex  loci,  nuptial  contracts,  *  valid 

by  the  law  of  the  place  where  made,  will  be  recogniied 
and  enforced  by  the  courts  of  otjher  countries,  in  proper  cases ;  (a) 

this  work  of  Mr.  Juitin  Story,  the  ezeeptloBi  \m  the  text  toe  stated  tnd  discoMed, 
and  the  authorities  in  support  of  them  collected.  In  17ew  Jeney  it  wai  held,  in 
Vamum  v.  Camp,  1  Green,  326.  that  an  assignment  of  penonal  property  by  an  in- 
soWent  debtor,  made  at  New  York,  in  tru«t  to  pay  creditors,  and  giving  piefereooei, 
though  good  in  New  York,  was  Toid  aa  to  personal  property  in  New  Jersey,  becaose 
their  statute  Uw  prohibited  preferencee  in  that  caae.  The  /ex  m'  mia,  even  u  to 
personal  property,  prerailed  by  force  of  the  sUtute  over  the  lex  loci.  The  exercise 
of  comity  in  admitting  or  restraining  the  application  of  the  iex  loci,  must  unavoidablj 
rest  in  sound  judicial  discretion,  dictated  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Parker, 
C.  J.,  in  Blanchard  v,  Russell,  18  Mass.  6;  Stoiy's  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  28];  Sbaw, 
C.  J.,  hi  Commonwealth  v.  Aves,  [IS  Pkk.  103.] 

(e)  BouUenois,  i.  tit.  2,  c.  8,  p.  491 ;  Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241 ;  Desesbats  ». 
Berquier,  1  Binney,  896;  Houghton  v.  Page,  2  N.  H.  42;  Story's  Comm.  on  the 
Conflict  of  Laws,  [f  248;]  Story  on  BiUs,  184-188. 

(/)  Male  V.  Roberts,  8  Esp.  163 ;  Ex  parte  Lewis,  1  Yes.  298;  Henry  on  Foreign 
Law,  96  ;  Sanl  v.  His  Creditors,  17  Martin  (La.),  696-696;  Stoty  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws,  97 ;  Pickering  v,  Fisk,  6  Vt  108.  In  the  case  of  Polydore  v.  Prince,  Ware, 
402.  it  was  held,  after  a  Pall  consideration  of  the  Uw,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  asd* 
of  the  principles  of  general  jurisprudence  which  belong  to  the  question,  that  dvU 
incapacities  and  disqualifications  by  which  a  peivon  is  affected  by  the  law  of  his 
domicile,  are  regarded  in  other  countries  as  to  acts  done  or  rights  acquired  m  the 
place  of  his  domicile,  but  not  as  to  acts  done  or  rights  acquired  within  another  juris- 
diction, where  no  such  disqualifications  are  acknowledged.  On  this  doctrine  it  was 
held  that  the  libellant,  who  was  a  slave  by  the  law  of  his  domicile,  might  sue  in  his 
own  name  in  Maine,  where  slavery  was  not  allowed,  for  a  personal  tort  committed 
in  an  American  vessel,  on  the  high  seas,  and  within  the  cogniamce  of  the  District 
Court. 

(g)  Henry  on  Foreign  Law,  87,  n.  60,  cites  the  opinion  of  Grodas,  in  a  case  sab- 
mitted  to  him,  to  that  eilect 

(a)  Feaubert  o.  Turst,  Prec.  in  Ch.  207;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  88;  FreemonU  v.  Dedire, 
1  P.  Wms.  429;  Decouche  v.  Savetier,  8  Johns.  Ch.  190;  Crosby  v,  Berger,  8  Edw. 
Ch.  688;  Hub.  de  Conflictu  Legum,  lib.  [1,  tit]  8,  sec.  9;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Con- 
flict of  Laws,  [§§  143, 14&-146 ;]  Anstruther  r.  Adair,  2  Myl.  &  E.  618;  Scrimshire 
0.  Scrimshire,  2  Hagg.  Cons.  407 ;  Lord  Eldon's  opinion,  in  Lsshley  v.  Hoy,  cited  in 
Robertson  on  Personal  Succession,  App.  pp.  427,  428.  But  if  A.  and  B.,  domiciled 
in  Louisiana,  elope  to  the  State  of  Mississippij  and  marry,  and  shortly  tiiereafter 
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and  as  personal  qnalities  and  civil  relations  of  a  universal  nature, 
such  as  infancy  and  coverture^  are  fixed  by  the  law  of  the  domi- 
cile, it  becomes  the  interest  of  all  nations  mutually  to  respect 
and  sustain  that  law.  (b) 

The  lex  loci  operates  not  only  in  respect  to  the  nature,  obliga- 
tion, and  construction  of  contracts,  and  the  formalities  and 
authentications  requisite  to  the  valid  execution  of  them,  but 
also  as  to  their  discharge.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  whatever 
constitutes  a  good  defence,  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 

retain,  the  conjugal  rights  under  the  marriage  are  held  to  be  according  to  the  law  of 
domicile,  as  the  law  of  the  land  would  otherwise  be  fraudulently  evaded;  and  it  was 
not  in  such  a  case  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  shift  their  domicile.  Le  Breton  v. 
Nouchet,  8  Martin  (La.),  60.  See  also  Hub.  de  Conflictu  Legum,  sec.  10.  Nor  can 
a  contract  of  marriage,  entered  into  in  Louisiana,  provide  that  the  rights  of  the  par* 
ties  shall  be  according  to  the  provisions  of  any  foreign  specified  law.  Bourcier  v, 
Lanusse,  8  Martin  (La.),  581.  If,  however,  the  parties  ngree,  previously  to  their 
marriage,  upon  a  place  of  residence  after  it,  and  actually  settle  there,  it  becomes  the 
place  of  their  matrimonial  domicile,  and  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband  to  the 
wife's  property  are  determined  by  the  law  of  that  domicile.  Kneeland  v,  finsley, 
Meigs  (Tenn.),  620 ;  Le  Breton  v..Miles,  8  Paige,  261.     [Cf.  93,  n.  1.] 

{b)  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  treating  of  the  capacity  of  persons,  in  his  Commentaries 
on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  c.  4,  has  thoroughly  examined  the  conflicting  opinions  and 
infinite  distinctions  with  which  the  host  of  civilians  of  continental  Europe  have  over- 
whelmed and  perplexed  the  subject ;  and  he  has  deduced  the  following  rules  as  best 
estiiA>lished  in  the  jurisprudence  of  England  and  America,  viz.:  (1.)  The  capacity, 
state,  and  condition  of  persons,  according  to  the  law  of  their  domicile,  will  generally 
be  regarded  as  to  acts  done,  rights  acquired,  and  contracts  made  in  the  place  of  their 
domicile.  (2.)  That  as  to  acts  done,  and  rights  acquired,  and  contracts  made  in 
other  countries,  the  law  of  the  country  where  they  are  done,  acquired,  or  made,  will 
generally  govern  in  respect  to  the  capacity,  state,  and  condition  of  persons.  And, 
therefore,  in  regard  to  questions  concerning  infancy,  competency  to  marry,  incapaci- 
ties incident  to  coverture,  guardianship,  and  other  personal  qualities  and  disabilities, 
the  law  of  the  domicile  of  birth,  or  other  fixed  domicile,  is  not  generally  to  govern, 
but  the  lex  ioci  contractus  aut  actus.  (3.)  Personal  disqualifications,  arising  from  cus- 
tomary or  positive  law,  and  of  a  penal  nature,  are  territorial,  and  not  generally 
regarded  in  other  countries,  where  the  like  disqualifications  do  not  exist.  Story's 
Comm.  [§§  101-104.]  On  this  subject  of  the  capacity  of  persons  to  contract,  the 
continental  jurists  generally  adopt  the  law  of  the  domicile,  and  the  English  common 
law  the  lex  loci  contractus,  Burge,  in  his  Comm.  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  i. 
244-260,  cites  largely  from  the  continental  civilians,  to  show  that  the  wife's  rights, 
capacities,  and  disabilities,  under  the  contract  of  marriage,  are  determined  by  the 
law  of  the  husband's  domicile,  when  the  marriage  took  place.  This  is  the  law  in 
this  country,  if  the  parties  had  not  in  view,  at  the  time,  another  place  of  residence. 
If  the  husband  and  wife  hare  different  domiciles  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  the 
law  of  the  husband's  domicile  governs  the  marital  rights;  and  if  neither  party  hare 
any  determinate  domicile  at  the  time,  the  lex  loci  contractus  governs.  Kneeland  v. 
Ensley,  Meigs,  620.  Prima  facie,  at  least,  the  husband's  domicile  is  that  of  the 
wife.    Whitcomb  t;.  Whitoomb,  8  Curteis,  361. 
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contract  is  made  or  is  to  be  performed,  is  equally  good  in  eTerj 
other  place  where  the  question  may  be  litigated.  Upon  this 
principle,  the  discharge  of  a  debtor  under  the  bankrupt  or  insol- 
vent laws  of  the  country  where  the  contract  was  made,  and  in 
cases  free  from  partiality  and  injustice,  is  a  good  discharge  in 
every  other  country,  and  pleadable  in  bar.  The  same  law  which 
creates  the  charge  is  to  be  regarded  when  it  operates  in  discharge 
of  the  contract,  (c) 

But  if  a  contract  be  made  under  one  government,' and  is  to  be 
performed  under  another,  and  the  parties  had  in  view  the  laws  of 
such  other  country  in  reference  to  the  execution  of  the  contract, 
the  general  rule  is,  that  the  contract,  in  respect  to  its  construc- 
tion and  force,  is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  country  or 
state  in  which  it  is  to  be  executed  ;  and  the  foreign  law  is  in  such 
citses  adopted,  and  effect  given  to  it.  ((f)  ^    This  exception  to  the 

(c)  Ballantine  v.  Goulding,  1  Ck>oke'8  B.  L.  347,  Ut  ed. ;  Potter  v.  Brown,  5  fiatt, 
124 ;  Van  Raugh  v.  Van  Andale,  8  Caines,  154 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Johns.  235;  Hida 
V.  Brown,  12  Johns.  142;  Blanchard  v.  Russell,  18  Mass.  1 ;  Bradford  v.  Farrand,  ib. 
18;  Prentiss  i;.  Savage,  ib.  20;  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane,  1  Gall.  871 ;  I^  Roy  v.  Crown- 
inshield,  2  Mason,  151 ;  Green  v.  Sarmiento,  Peters  C.  C.  74;  Harrison  v.  Edwardi, 
12  Vt.  648  ;  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  331,  848.]  See  also,  sti/mi,  393.  [But 
see  883,  n.  1,  and  i.  422,  n.  1.]  All  the  foreign  jurists  agree  that  every  contract  must 
conform  to  the  formalities  and  solemnities  required  by  the  lex  loci,  in  respect  to  their 
valid  execution ;  and  the  like  doctrine  is  recognized  in  Alves  v.  Hodgson,  7  T.  R.  241; 
Clegg  V.  Levy,  8  Camp.  166;  Vidal  v.  Thompson,  11  Mart.  (La.)  23;  Depau  v. 
Humpiireys,  20  id.  1,  22;  but  a  contrary  rule  was  declared  in  Wynne  r.  Jackson, 
2  Russell,  351,  and  James  v.  Catherwood,  8  Dowl.  &  Ry.  190.  Mr.  Justice  Story  addi 
the  weight  of  his  opinion  to  the  rule  first  mentioned.  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws.  [§§  260.  261.] 

(d)  Hub.  de  Conflictu  Legum,  sec.  10;  Voet,  ad  Pand.  4.  1.  29;  Lord  Mansfield, 
in  Robinson  t;.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1077 ;  Dig.  42.  5 ;  ib.  44.  7.  21 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the 

^    Law  governing  the   Contract.  —  Tlie  may  justly  be  presumed  to  have  bonnd 

text  is  confirmed  by  Grell  v.  Levy,  16  C.  themselves.    Lloyd  v.  Guibert,  6  Best  & 

B.  V.  8.  73;  Pomeroy  v.  Ainsworth,  22  S.  100  (L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  115,  afiirming  s.  c. 

Barb.  118.     But  it  is  said  that  the  impor-  33  L  J.  Q.  B.  241 ) ;  The  Karnak.  L  R.  2 

tance  of  the  fact  that  a  contract  made  in  P.  C.  505 ;  and  other  cases  collected  pott, 

one  country  is  to  be  entirely  performed  iii.  164,  n.  1,  (6) ;  174,  n.  1.    A  contract 

elsewhere,  or  that  the  subject-matter  is  made  between  British  subjects  in  England 

immovable  property  situate  in  another  for  carriage  thence  to  Mauritius  was  held 

country,  &c.,  lies  in  its  indicating  an  in-  to  be  wholly  governed  by  English  law  in 

tention  to  be  bound  by  a  law  different  PeninsuUr  &  Oriental  S.  N.  Ca  v.  Shand, 

from  that  of  the  place  where  the  contract  8  Moore  P.  C.  n.  b.  272.     See  Dike  v. 

is  made.    The  rights  of  the  parties  are  Erie  Railway,  45  N.  Y.   113;  Gray  9. 

to  be  judged  of  by  tliat  law  by  which  Jackson,  51  N.  H.  9.    So  a  contract  be- 

they  intended,  or  rather  by  which  tbey  tween  three  Englishmen,  two  of  them 
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application  of  the  lex  loci  is  more  embarrassed  than  any  other 
branch  of  the  subject,  by  distinctions  and  jarring  decisions ;  and 
the  notice  of  a  few  of  them  may  be  instructive,  and  serve  to  give 
some  precision  to  the  doctrine.  Thus,  the  days  of  grace 
allowed  upon  bills  of  exchange  are  to  be  computed  *  ac-  *  460 
cording  to  the  usage  of  the  place  in  which  they  are  to  be 

Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  279-281 ;]  Baldwin,  J.,  in  Strother  v.  Lucas,  12  Peters,  436, 437  ; 
Andrews  v.  Pond,  13  Peters,  65 ;  Bell  i;.  Bruen,  1  How.  182 ;  Le  Breton  v.  Miles, 
N.  Y.  Court  of  Chancery,  8  Paige,  261.  The  principle  was  applied  in  this  last  case 
to  an  antenuptial  contract,  made  in  reference  to  another  country,  as  the  future  dom- 
icile of  the  parties ;  and  it  was  laid  down  as  a  rule  of  law,  tliat  when  parties  marry 
in  reference  to  the  laws  of  another  country  as  their  intended  domicile,  the  law  of  the 
intended  domicile  governs  the  construction  of  their  marriage  contract,  as  to  their 
rights  of  personal  property.  See  also  Prentiss  v.  Savage,  13  Mass.  23 ;  Thompson 
V.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.  189 ;  Cox  v.  United  States,  6  Peters,  172 ;  Fanning  v.  Consequa, 
17  Jolms.  611.  If  A.  in  America  orders  goods  from  England,  and  the  English  mer- 
chant executes  the  order,  the  contract  is  governed  by  the  law  of  England,  for  the 
contract  is  there  consummated.  Casaregis's  Dis.  179 ;  Whiston  v.  Stodder,  8  Mart. 
(La.)  98. 

to  be  governed  by  the  English  law,  al- 
though it  related  to  the  purchase  of  land 
in  Chili.    Cood  v.  Cood,  33  Beav.  314.  x^ 


domiciled  and  residing  in  England,  and 
the  third  residing  in  Cliili,  but  not  having 
acquired  a  foreign  domicile,  has  been  held 


x^  Most  if  not  all  the  cases  will  be 
fbond  to  fall  within  one  of  the  following 
rales :  — 

(1.)  As  regards  the  validity  of  a  con- 
tract, whether  as  dependent  on  the  com- 
pliance with  formal  requisites  or  as 
dependent  on  general  rules  of  law  or 
statutes,  the  Ux  loci  ceUhrationis  governs ; 
except  that  no  state  will  enforce  a  con- 
tract which  it  reganls  as  strongly  opposed 
to  public  policy.  Scudder  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  91  U.  S.  406 ;  Milliken  v.  Pratt,  125 
Mass.  374 ;  Kennedy  v.  Cochrane,  65  Me. 
594;  Denny  v,  Faulkner,  22  Kans.  89; 
Hum  V.  Jones,  12  R.  I.  266 ;  Mehan  v. 
Thompson,  71  Me.  492.  For  the  excep- 
tion, see  supra,  458,  n.  (d). 

(2.)  As  regards  the  interpretation,  con- 
struction, and  perforroance  of  the  contract, 
the  law  indicated  by  the  intention  of  the 
parties  governs.  As  to  interpretation  and 
construction,  this  is  presumed  to  be  the 
Ux  led  cMratianiBt  unless  the  contract  is 
to  be  entirely  performed  elsewhere;  in 
which  case^  and  also  in  matters  relating 


to  the  performance,  the  intent  is  presumed 
to  be  in  favor  of  the  lex  loci  mltUionis. 
Scudder  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  supra ;  Mor- 
gan V,  N.  O.,  &c.  R.  K.  Co.,  2  Woods,  244. 
See  especially  an  article  by  A.  V.  Dicey, 
16  Am.  Law  Rev.  497. 

(3.)  As  to  matters  relating  to  the 
remedy,  the  lex  fori  governs.  Scudder  v. 
Union  Nat  Bank,  supra ;  infra,  468  and 
notes.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  is  material  only  in 
cases  covered  by  the  second  rule.  The 
inapplicability  of  the  term  comiXv,'used  in 
the  text  and  in  many  other  places,  has 
been  frequently  pointed  out.  See  Story, 
Confl.  of  Laws,  8th  ed.  36  (n).  As  to 
some  matters  (e.  g,  interest),  it  has  been 
held  that  the  contract  is  valid  if  it  is  sus- 
tained either  by  the  Ux  loci  celebrationis  or 
the  lex  loci  solutionis,  Cromwell  v.  County 
of  Sac,  96  U.  S.  61 ;  Thornton  r.  Dean,  19 
8.  C.  583 ;  Kilgore  p.  Dempsey,  25  Ohio 
St.  413;  Scott  V.  Perlee  (Ohio,  1888), 
15  Rep.  728.  See  Hunt  v.  Jones,  12  R.  I. 
266. 
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paid,  and  not  of  the  place  in  which  they  were  drawn,  for  that  is 
presumed  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  (a)  whereas, 
by  the  general  understanding,  and  course  of  decisions  and  piao- 
tice,  the  drawer  or  indorser,  upon  the  return  of  a  foreign  bill 
under  protest,  pays  the  damages  allowed  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  bill  was  drawn  or  indorsed,  (i)  If  interest  be  not 
stipulated  in  the  contract,  and  the  money  be  payable  at  a  given 
time,  in  a  different  territory,  and  there  be  default  in  payment, 
the  law  of  the  place  of  payment  regulates  the  allowance  of  inter- 
est, for  the  default  arises  there,  (c)  The  drawer  may,  conse- 
quently, be  liable  to  one  rate  of  damages,  and  the  indorser  to 
another,  if  he  indorses  at  a  different  place ;  for  every  indorsement 
is  a  new  contract,  (i)  If,  however,  the  rate  of  interest  be  speci- 
fied in  the  contract,  and  it  be  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
where  the  contract  was  made,  though  the  rate  be  higher  than  is 
lawful  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  payment  was  to  be  made, 
the  specified  rate  of  interest  at  the  place  of  the  contract  has  been 
allowed  by  the  courts  of  justice  in  that  place,  for  that  is  a  part 
of  the  substance  of  the  contract  (e)     The  general  doctrine  is, 

(d)  Vidal  V.  Thompm)n,  11  Mart  (La.)  28;  Buk  of  WMluogton  «.  Triplett, 
1  Peten,  26;  [Blodgett  v.  Durgin,  32  Vt.  861.] 

(6)  Hendricks  v.  Fimnklin,  4  Johns.  119;  GraTes  v.  Dash,  12  id.  17;  Sk>cttni  v. 
Pomeroy,  6  Craneh,  221 ;  Hazlehurst  v.  Keiui,  4  Teates,  19 ;  Pothier's  Oblig.  n.  17L 

(c)  Cooper  v.  The  Earl  of  WaldegraTe,  2  Bearan,  282. 

{d)  Champant  v.  Lord  Ranelagh,  Prec.  in  Ch.  128 ;  Fanning  v.  Cobseqaa,  17 
Johns.  611 ;  Henry  on  Foreign  Law,  63;  Story  on  tlie  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§  314.]  It 
may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  negotiable  paper  of  every  kind  is  constnied 
and  governed,  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  drawer  or  maker,  by  the  law  of  the  conn  try 
where  it  was  drawn  or  made ;  and  as  to  that  of  the  acceptor,  by  the  law  of  the  conn- 
try  where  he  accepts ;  and  as  to  that  of  the  indorsers,  by  the  law  of  the  countiy  in 
which  the  paper  was  indorsed.  Potter  v.  Brown,  6  East,  124;  De  La  Cbanmettev. 
Bank  of  E.,  9  B.  &  C.  208 ;  2  Bell's  Coram.  692,  698 ;  Slocum  v.  Pomeroy,  6  Cranch, 
221 ;  Ory  v.  Winter,  16  Mart.  (La.)  277  ;  Blanchard  v.  Russell,  18  Mass.  1 ;  Pardessns, 
Cours  de  Droit,  v.  sec.  1497-1499.  Notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  foreign  bill  and 
protest  is  to  be  given  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  acceptance  is  dis- 
honored, though  the  other  parties  resided  in  England;  for  the  bill,  being  made  pay- 
able in  France,  was  a  foreign  bill,  and,  as  between  the  drawer  and  payee,  is  to  be 
taken  as  made  there.  Rothschild  v.  Currie,  1  Q.  B.  48 ;  SberrtU  v.  Hopkins, 
1  Cowen,  103 ;  Story's  Coram.  [§§  286,  343-849,  860 ;]  Boyce  v.  Edwards,  4  Peters, 
111 ;  Aymar  v.  Sheldon,  12  Wend.  439;  Gaston,  J.,  in  Hatcher  i;.  McMorine,  4  Dev. 
(N.  C.)  124.  If  the  drawee  accepts  a  bill  in  New  York,  when  it  was  drawn  in  another 
state  by  the  drawer,  who  resides  in  that  other  state,  the  eontaact  of  aoceptanoe,  as  to 
presentment,  &c,  is  governed  by  the  law  of  New  Toik.  Woroester  Bank  v.  Wells, 
8  Met  107. 

(e)  Depau  v.  Humphreys,  20  Mart  (La.)  1.    The  decision  in  this  case  is  accon- 
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that  the  law  of  the  plaee  where  the  contract  is  made  is  to  deter- 
mine ihe  rate  of  iDterest  when  the  contract  specifically  gives 
interest ;  and  this  will  be  the  case,  though  the  loan  be  secured 
by  a  mortgage  on  land  in  another  state,  unless  there  be  circum- 
stances to  show  that  the  parties  had  in  view  the  laws  of  the 
latter  place  in  respect  to  interest.  (/)  When  that  is  the 
case,  the  rate  of  interest  of  *the  place  of  payment  *461 
is  to  govern,  (a)    According  to  the  caae  of  Thompson  v. 

p«iied  with  a  full  discussion  of  the  authorities  in  the  English  and  American  law,  and 
of  the  opinions  of  the  European  continental  civUians.  The  law  of  this  case  has  been 
crtHcally  examined  by  Mr.  Jnstioe  Story  (Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  298- 
806]),  and  he  does  not  think  that  the  foreign  jurists  bear  out  the  case.  See  below, 
note  (a),  the  result  of  the  authorities  there  referred  to. 

(/)  De  Wolf  r.  Johnson,  10  Wheat  867;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws, 
[IS  287,  a,  291-294.]  The  place  or  country  in  which  a  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted  is 
considered  the  l(fcu$  cmtraetus,  as  regards  the  acceptor.  P.  Voet,  de  Stat,  sec  9, 
1,2,  U;  De  la  Chaumette  v.  Bank  of  Engkuid,  9  B.  &  C.  208;  a.  c.  2  B.  ft  Ad. 
385.1 

(a)  De  Wolf  v.  Johnson,  10  Wheat.  867;  Scofield  v.  Day,  20  Johns.  102;  Quince 
9.  CaUender,  1  Desaus.  (S.  C.)  160.  The  authorities  are  numerous  to  show  the  gen- 
eral rule  to  be,  that  interest  is  to  be  paid  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
contract  is  made,  unless  the  payment  was  to  be  made  elsewhere,  and  then  it  is  to 
be  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  to  be  performed.  Fanning 
V.  Consequa,  17  Johns.  611;  Boyce  v.  Edwards, 4  Peters,  111;  Suofleld  v.  Day,  20 
Johns.  102;  Robinson  v.  Bland,  2  Burr.  1078 ;  Quince  v,  Callender,  1  Desaus.  (S.  C.) 
160;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  29),  296 ;]  Cooper  v.  The  Earl  of 
Waldegrave,  2  Beav.  282 ;  Archer  v.  Dunn,  2  Watts  &  S.  328,  364 ;  Thomas  v.  Beck- 
man,  1  B.  Mon.  34.  In  Pecks  v.  Mayo,  14  Vt  33,  i^  promissory  note  was  made  in 
Canada  and  indorsed  in  Vermont,  in  both  of  which  countries  the  rate  of  interest  is 
lix  per  cent,  and  was  payable  in  New  York  at  a  day  certain,  where  the  rate  of  interest 
is  seren  per  cent.  It  was  held,  after  a  thorough  discussion  of  the  authorities,  that 
both  the  maker  and  indorsers  were  liable  to  pay  the  New  York  interest.  The  rules 
were  declared  to  be,  (1.)  If  a  contract  be  entered  into  in  one  place,  to  be  performed 
in  another,  the  parties  may  stipulate  for  the  rate  of  interest  of  either  country.  (2.) 
If  the  contract  stipulate  generally  for  interest,  without  fixing  the  rate,  it  shall  be  the 
rate  of  interest  at  the  place  of  payment.  (3.)  If  no  interest  be  stipulated,  and  pay- 
ment be  not  made  at  the  day,  interest,  by  way  of  damages,  is  according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  of  payment.  In  Chapman  v.  Bobertson,  0  Paige,  627,  the  debtor  borrowed 
money  in  EagUnd  upon  a  bond  and  mortgage,  executed  in  New  York,  on  lands  in 
New  York,  at  the  New  York  rate  of  interest,  and  it  was  held  that  the  mortgage  was  a 
▼alid  security  for  the  bond,  and  that  the  usury  law  of  England  was  no  defence.  Chan- 
cellor Walworth  fully  concurred  in  the  decision  of  Depau  v.  Humphreys,  in  Louisiana, 
and  held,  that  if  the  contract  was  made  in  New  York,  upon  a  mortgage  here,  it. was 
not  a  Tiolation  of  the  English  usury  law,  though  the  money  was  made  payable  to  a 
creditor  in  England.  The  contract  was  made  in  New  York,  in  reference  to  the  laws 
ef  New  York,  and  must  be  governed  by  them.    New  York  was  the  domicile  of  the 


1  See  iU.  96,  n.  1. 
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Powles^  (6)  it  13  now  the  received  doctrine  at  Westminster  Hall, 
that  the  rate  of  interest  on  loans  is  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of 
the  place  where  the  monej  is  to  be  used  or  paid,  or  to  which  the 
loan  has  reference  ;  and  that  a  contract  made  in  London  to  pay 
in  America,  at  a  rate  of  interest  exceeding  the  lawful  interest  in 
England,  was  not  a  usurious  contract,  for  the  stipulated  interest 
was  parcel  of  the  contract.  This  is  also  the  law  in  this  couii- 
try,  ((?)  and  it  appears  to  be  a  liberal  relaxation  of  the  rigor  of 
the  former  rule.  But  if  the  bond,  or  other  security,  be  taken  in 
England,  no  higher  i*ate  of  interest  than  English  interest  can  be 
allowed,  though  the  debt  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  executed 
abroad,  upon  real  property  abroad,  and  the  bond  and  mortgage 
specify  the  foreign  rate  of  interest.  The  courts  considered  that 
if  the  rule  was  otherwise,  it  would  contravene  the  policy  of  the 
law,  and  sap  the  foundations  of  the  statute  of  usury,  (d)  But 
on  this  subject  of  conflicting  laws  it  may  be  generally  observed 
that  there  is  a  stubborn  principle  of  jurisprudence  that  will  often 
intervene  and  act  with  controlling  efficacy.  This  principle  is, 
that  when  the  lex  loci  contractus  and  the  lex  forU  as  to  con- 
flicting rights  acquired  in  each,  come  in  direct  collision,  the  com- 
ity of  nations  must  yield  to  the  positive  law  of  the  land.    In 

debtor.  The  mortgage  gUTe  locality  to  the  contract,  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  parties,  and  it  muat  be  goYemed  bj  the  lex  loci  m  siUb,  Had  it  been  a  mere 
personal  contract,  without  any  mortgage,  the  conclusion  might  possibly  have  been 
otherwise,  thoagh  I  think  the  conclusion  in  the  case  is,  that  the  English  Uw  of  vsnrj 
would  not  have  been  a  defence ;  for  in  the  Louisiana  case  there  was  no  mortgage. 
The  principle  now  established  in  Louisiana  and  New  York  is,  that  the  place  where 
the  contract  was  made  determines  its  ralidity  as  to  interest,  though  made  paysbte 
in  another  state  or  country,  where  the  rate  of  interest  is  lower.  This  principle  hat 
much  to  recommend  it  for  reasonableness,  convenience,  and  certainty,  except  in  cssei 
where  the  whole  arrangement  was  evidently  and  fraudulently  intended  as  a  mere 
cover  for  usury. 

{h)  2  Sim.  104.  See  also  Harvey  v,  Archbold,  Ryan  &  Mood.  184;  Hosford  r. 
Nichols,  1  Paige,  220;  Pecks  v.  Mayo,  14  Vt.  83,  s.  p. 

(c)  Andrews  v.  Pond,  13  Peters,  66.  See  supra,  n.  (c).  The  general  principle  ii, 
that  as  to  contracts  merely  personal,  their  construction  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  they  were  made ;  the  eontequenoa  of  their  breach,  by  that  of  the  country 
where  they  are  enforced.    Ck>oper  v.  The  Earl  of  Waldegrave,  2  Beavan,  282. 

((f)  The  rule  turns  upon  the  question  of  fact,  where  was  payment  of  the  monev 
under  the  contract  to  be  made  1  Stapleton  v.  Conway,  1  Ves.  428 ;  3  Atk.  727,  s.  c. ; 
Connor  v.  Bari  of  Bellamont.  2  Atk.  382;  Dewar  v.  Span,  8  T.  R.  425;  De  Wolf  t. 
Johnson,  10  Wheat  383.  The  statute  of  14  Geo.  III.  allowed  tecnrities  on  lands 
abroad  to  reserve  foreign  interest,  though  executed  in  England ;  bat  that  sUtnte  was 
taken  strictly,  and  held  not  to  extend  to  personal  contracts. 
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tali  coaflictu  magis  est   ut    jus  nostrum  quam    jus    alienum 
servemus.  (e)  ^ 

•2.  (^The  application  to  remedies.}  —  Remedies  upon  *462 
contracts  and  their  incidents  are  regulated  and  pui*sued 
according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  action  is  instituted, 
and  the  lex  loci  has  no  application.  Actor  sequitur  forum  rei. 
The  lex  loci  acts  upon  the  right;  the  lex  fori  on  the  remedy. 
This  is  the  rule  in  all  ciyilized  countries ;  and  it  has  become  part 
of  the  Jus  gentium,  (a)  The  comity  of  nations  is  sufficiently 
satisfied  in  allowing  to  foreigners  the  use  of  the  same  remedies 
and  to  the  same  extent  that  are  afforded  to  the  citizens  of  the 
state.  Though  the  person  of  the  debtor  should,  therefore,  be 
exempted  from  redress  by  the  lex  loci^  yet  personal  arrest  will  be 
permitted,  if  it  be  the  practice  according  to  the  lex  fori.  If  a 
party  be  discharged  from  imprisonment  only,  he  remains  liable  to 
arrest  for  the  same  debt  in  another  state  ;  for  imprisonment  re- 
lates only  to  the  remedy,  which  forms  no  part  of  the  contract.  (6) 
In  his  qu8s  respiciunt  litis  decisionem,  servanda  est  consuetudo 
loci  contractus.  At  in  his  quao  respiciunt  litis  ordinationem, 
attenditur  consuetudo  loci  ubi  causa  agitur.  (c)     Upon  the  prin- 

(e)  Habenis,  1.  8. 11 ;  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Potter  v.  Brown,  6  East,  181 ;  Sanl 
V.  His  Creditors,  17  Mart  (La.)  669.  If  a  contract  to  be  performed  in  a  foreign  coon- 
trj  be  invalid  or  roid  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  made,  then  the  rale  of 
international  law  cannot  prevail,  that  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  to  be 
performed  is  to  govern.    Story,  J.,  in  8  Story,  484. 

(a)  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  666;  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Bonnally, 
8  Peters,  861 ;  Trasher  v.  Everhart,  8  Gill  &  J.  284.  The  authorities,  both  foreign 
and  domestic,  for  this  clearly  established  doctrine,  are  collected  in  Story's  Coram,  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws,  468-478.  The  doctrines  in  the  text  are  ably  stated  and  illus- 
trated in  the  case  of  Pickering  v.  Fisk,  6  Vt  102,  where  it  was  truly  observed  by 
Hr.  Justice  Phelps,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that  what  appropriately  be- 
longs to  the  contract,  and  what  to  the  remedy,  is  not  always  a  question  of  easy 
aolution. 

(6)  Lodge  V.  Phelps,  1  Johns.  Cas.  189 ;  Smith  v.  Spinolla,  2  Johns.  198;  White  v, 
Canfleld,  7  id.  117;  Sicard  v.  Whale,  11  id.  194;  Whittemore  v.  Adams,  2  Cowen, 
626;  Hinkley  v.  Marean,  3  Mason,  88;  Titus  v.  Hobart,  6  id.  378;  Woodbridge  v. 
Wright,  8  Conn.  623 ;  Atwater  v.  Townsend,  4  id.  47 ;  Wood  v.  Malin,  5  Halst.  208 ; 
Morris  v.  Eves,  \l  Mart.  (La.)  730;  Webster  v.  Massey,  2  Wash.  167  ;  British  Linen 
Co.  ».  Drummond,  10  B.  &  C.  903 ;  De  la  Vega  v.  Vianna,  1  B,  &  Ad.  284 ;  Story  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws,  478,  479,  480 ;  Trimbey  ».  Vignier,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  151. 

(c)  Ranchin  sur  Guipape,  Qussst.  102,  cited  in  Emerig.  des  Ass.  c.  4,  tec.  8,  who 

1  Hope  V.  Hope,  8  I>e  6.  M.  &  Q.  781,  Miller,  17  Grattan,  47,  62  W  mi;.     See 

748 ;  26  L.  J.  n .  b.  Ch.  417 ;  Green  v.  further,  iii.  232,  n.  1,  (c). 
Vmi  Buskirk,  6  WaU.  807,  818;  Fant  tr. 
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dple  that  the  time  of  limitation  of  actions  is  governed  by  the  lex 
fori^  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  where  the 
contract  is  made  is  no  bar  to  a  suit  brought  in  a  foreign  court 
to  enforce  the  contract ;  though  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  the  state 
where  the  suit  is  brought  is  a  vidid  bar,  even  though  brought 
npon  a  foreign  judgment,  provided  the  time  of  the  residence  of 

the  party  brings  him  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
*  463    statute,  (i)     The  period  *  sufficient  to  constitute  a  bar  to 

the  litigation  of  stale  demands  is  a  question  of  municipal 
policy  and  regulation,  and  one  which  belongs  to  the  discretion  of 
erery  government,  consulting  its  own  interest  and  convenience. 
Though  the  foreign  statute  of  limitations  may  have  closed  upon 
the  demand  before  the  removal  of  the  party  to  the  new  jurisdic- 
tion, yet  it  will  be  unayailing.  The  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state  in  whose  courts  a  suit  is  prosecuted  must  prevail  in  all 
actions,  (a)  ^    To  guard,  however,  against  the  inconvenience  of 

MDCtions  the  distinction,  and  oollects  the  opinions  of  the  foreign  Jurists  under  this 
bnmch  of  the  law  with  his  usual  rariety  and  Immensitj  of  erudition.  Mr.  Laussat, 
in  a  note  to  his  edition  of  Fonblanque's  Treatise  of  Equity,  Phil.  1881,  pp.  668-671, 
has  also  digested  and  dassifled  the  leading  English  and  American  authorities  on  the 
subject  of  the  lex  loci,  with  accuracy  and  ability.  As  to  the  extent  in  which  the 
modes  of  proof  and  the  law  of  evidence  of  tlie  ^  4oa  or  of  the  ^  Jbri  are  carried, 
tlie  foreign  jurists  hold  different  doctrines ;  and  questions  under  this  head  are  deemed 
by  Mr.  Justice  Story  to  be  unsettled  and  embarrassbig.  Some  maintain  thai  the 
kx  fori,  and  others  that  the  lex  loci  coalrooha,  must  regulate  the  anthentioity  and 
sdmission  of  the  instrument  and  modes  of  proof.  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws,  633^27. 

id)  M'Elinoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Peters,  SIS. 

(a)  Estes  v.  Kyle,  Meigs  (Tenn.),  34.  If  the  time  of  prescriptioo  in  tlie  countiy 
where  the  parties  reside  goes  not  only  to  bar  the  remedy,  but  to  render  tbe  contract 
absolutely  void,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  the  debt  itself  will  also  be  held  to  be 
extinguished  by  the  lex  fori  as  well  as  by  the  Ux  loci  eoHtrachu,  Stoiy  on  the  Conflict 
«l  Uws,  [§  682 ;]  Huber  v.  Steiner,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  211. 

1  Statutes  affecting  the  Remedy.  —  See  where  they  arose.  See  898»  n.  I,  as  to 
i.  419,  n.  1.  The  text  is  confirmed  as  to  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy.  The  fourth 
statutes  of  limitation  by  Harris  v,  Quine,  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  also,  wss 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  653 ;  Townsend  t;.  Jemison,  held  to  relate  only  to  the  remedy,  and  was 
9  How.  407;  [Thompson  v.  Reed  (Me.,  applied  to  a  French  coatiact,  in  Leroux  v. 
1888J 17  Rep.  152;  Alliance  Bank  v.  Carey,  Brown,  12  C.  B.  801 ;  Downer  v.  Chese- 
6  C.  P.  D.  429.]  It  is  otherwise  where  the  borough,  36  Conn.  89,  45 ;  cf.  Dacosta  a. 
foreign  statute  changes  a  title,  and  does  Davis,  4  Zabr.  319 ;  Bradford  v.  Koulston, 
not  only  bar  the  remedy.  Waters  v.  Barton,  8  Ir.  CI.  468,  478.  So  a  statute  against 
1  Coldw.  450.  And  soum  states  hare  for-  usury  prortding  for  a  deductioa  of  three- 
bidden  by  statute  the  bringing  o'an  action  fold  the  amount  taken  in  an  action  upon 
on  demands  which  are  barred  in  the  sUtes  the  contract,  but  leuTing  tbe  contact 
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sustaining  and  enforcing  stale  demands,  not  yet  barred  by  a  resi- 
dence under  the  change  of  domicile,  a  presumption  of  payment 
will  be  indulged,  and  may  attach  to  and  destroy  the  right  of 
recovery,  (b) 

{b)  Hnb.  de  Conflictu  Legnm,  0eo.  7;  Voet  Ad.  Pand.  44,  3,  13;  Lord  Eamef'a 
Eqoltj,  bi  8,  e.  8,  aea  4;  Doplein  v,  De  Roven,  2  Vera.  640;  Nash  v.  Tapper, 
1  Gaines,  402 ;  Buggies  v.  Eeeler,  3  Johns.  263 ;  Pearsall  i7.  Dwigbt,  2  Mass.  84 ;  Hall 
P.  Little.  14  id.  203;  WiUiams  i;.  Jones,  18  East,  439;  The  British  Linen  Company  v. 
Drammond,  10  B.  &  C.  003;  Deoonche  v.  Savetier,  8  Johns.  Ch.  218;  Medbury  v. 
Hopkins,  8  Conn.  476;  OniTes  v.  Graves,  2  Bibb,  207;  Le  R07  v.  Crowninshield, 
3  Mason,  151;  Union  Cotton  Manufactory  v.  Lobdell,  19  Martin  (La.),  108;  Brsk. 
Institates,  ii.  681,  sec  48.    Potbier,  in  his  Ttaittf  de  la  Prescription,  n.  261,  and  other 

against  her  husband's  estate  in  English 
bankruptcy  proceedings  upon  an  ante- 
nuptial contract  made  in  Batavia,  and 
admitted  to  be  valid  as  between  the  par- 
ties there,  notwithstanding  that  it  was  not 
registered  there,  and  that  by  the  foreign 
law  such  contracts,  if  not  registered,  did 


vaUd,  is  disregarded  in  other  sUtes.  Wat- 
riss  V.  Pierce,  82  N.  H.  660 ;  Sherman  v. 
Gassett,  4  Oilman,  621 ;  McFadin  v.  Burns, 
6  Gray,  699 ;  Gale  v.  Eastman,  7  Met.  14 ; 
Fsnt  V.  Miller,  17  GnUt.  47.  So  is  a 
stamp  act  like  that  of  England.  Fant  v, 
MUler,  17  Gratt.  47. 

A  New  York  sUtute  that "  every  acticm 
most  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
real  pvty  in  intefest,**  does  not  bar  a  suit 
in  Massachusetts  in  the  name  of  the  payee 
of  a  note  payable  to  order,  althongh  It  has 
been  assigned  (without  Indorsement)  in 
New  York.  Foss  v.  Nutting,  14  Gray, 
484.  "  A  sacceasiOn  In  the  right  of  action, 
not  existing  by  the  common  law,  cannot 
be  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  one  state  to 
the  tribunals  of  another."  Bichardson  v. 
New  York  C.  B.  B.,  98  Mass.  86, 92.  Bat 
see  Thompson  v.  Bell,  8  £1.  &  Bl.  230 ; 
Yanquelin  v.  Bouard,  16  C.  B.  K.  s.  341, 
366,  378.  So  where  a  deed  was  made  in 
Wisconsin,  properly  sealed  according  to 
the  law  of  that  state,  but  not  according 
to  the  law  of  New  Tork,  it  was  held  that 
sssnmpsit  was  the  proper  remedy  in  the 
Utter  state  for  a  breach  of  the  {qwi$i) 
covenant  of  seisin.  Le  Boy  r.  Beard, 
8  How.  461.  So  a  wife  was  allowed  to 
piova  pari  pamu  with  other   creditors 


Dot  afiect  thiid  parties.  The  protision  of 
the  foreign  law  was  thought  to  mean  no 
more  than  that  this  claim  should  be  post- 
poned to  the  claim  of  all  other  parties, 
and  so  to  relate  only  to  the  remedy  in 
Batavia ;  as  the  question  of  priority  of 
creditors  fnlsr  §e  is  governed  by  the  law 
of  the  country  where  the  bankruptcy 
takes  place,  and  the  assets  of  the  debtor 
are  administered.  Ex  parte  Melboum, 
L.  B.  6  Ch.  64.  See  Ex  parte  Wilson, 
In  re  Douglas,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  490,  494. 
Creditors  of  corporations  established  in 
one  state  have  pretty  prenerally  failed  in 
the  attempt  to  impose  a  personal  liability 
on  the  members  in  another  state,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  incor- 
poration. Halsey  v.  McLean,  12  Allen, 
488;  Erickson  v.  Nesmith,  4  Allen,  233; 
8.  G.  16  Gray,  221 ;  Erickson  v.  Nesmith, 
46  N.  H.  371, 378 ;  [Bice  r.  Hosiery  Co.,  66 
N.  H.  114.]  x» 


x^  The  kr>^' determines  whether  the 
remedy  is  at  law  or  in  equity,  bnt  the  lex 
M  at  to  whethar  the  right  is  In  its  nature 
legal  or  eqvitable.  Burchard  o.  Dunbar, 
82  BL  460.  80  as  to  forfeiture  for  usury. 


Lindsay  v.  Hill,  66  Me.  212.  80  as  to 
exemption  laws.  Mineral  Point  R.  B.  Co. 
V.  Barron,  83  Bl.  866.  See  further,  Bioe 
V.  Harbeson,  68  N.  Y.  498. 
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In  respect  to  remedies,  there  are,  properly  speaking,  three 
places  of  jurisdiction :  (1.)  The  place  of  domicile  of  the  defend- 
ant, commonly  called  the  forum  domicilii;  (2.)  The  place  where 
the  thing  in  controversy  is  situate,  commonly  called  the/onim  ret 
ritcB  ;  (8.)  The  place  where  the  contract  is  made,  or  the  act  done, 
commonly  called  the  forum  rei  gestm  or  forum  contraetui.  Not 
only  real  but  mixed  actions,  such  as  trespasses  upon  real  property, 
are  properly  referable  to  the /arum  rei  sitcB.  (<?)  But  the  Court  of 
Chancery  having  authority  to  act  in  per$onam^  will  act  indirectly, 
and  under  qualifications,  upon  real  estate  situated  in  a  foreign 
country,  by  reason  of  this  authority  over  the  person,  and  it  will 
compel  him  to  give  effect  to  its  decrees,  by  a  conveyance,  release, 
or  otherwise,  respecting  such  property,  (i) 

foreign  jurlBts  think  that  the  lex  loci,  and  not  the  lex  Jbri,  ought  to  goreni  in  thii 
case ;  but  the  contrary  conclusion  is  too  well  settled  to  be  now  questioned.  Story's 
Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  576-682.]  In  Harrison  v.  Stacy,  6  Rob.  15. 
a  resident  of  Mississippi  sued,  in  Louisiana,  on  a  note  barred  by  the  limitation  lavs 
of  Mississippi,  and  it  was  held  that  the  claim  barred  there  by  the  laws  of  Mississippi 
was  barred  in  Louisiana  also. 

(c)  Bkinner  v.  East  India  Company,  cited  in  Cowp.  168 ;  Doulson  v.  Matthews, 
4  T.  R.  603;  Liringston  o.  Jefferson,  4  Hall  (L.  J.),  78;  Stoiy  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws,  448,  449,  406,  407.  An  injury  to  real  property  is  local  as  to  joriadictioD. 
Watts  V.  Kinney,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.),  82.  Trespass  on  real  property  situated  in  one  stite 
cannot  be  sued  for  in  anotiier  state. 

(d)  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Foster  9.  Vatsall,  S  Atk.  689;  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  133,  C; 
Earl  of  Athol  v.  Eari  of  Derby,  1  Ch.  Ca.  221 ;  Archer  v,  Preston,  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr. 
183;  1  Vem.  77,  s.  c. ;  Arglasse  v.  Muschamp,  1  Vem.  76,  136;  Earl  of  KUdaiev. 
Eustace,  ib.  410;  Penn  v.  Lord  Baltimore,  1  Ves.  444;  Lord  Cranstown  v,  Johnston, 
8  Ves.  182,  183;  White  v.  Hall,  12  Ves.  828;  Lord  Portarlington  v,  Soulby,  3  MyL 
&  K.  104 ;  Bunbury  v.  Bunbury ,  in  Chancery,  1839,  [2  Beavan,  173 ;]  Massie  v.  Watts, 
6  Crancli,  148,  160;  Briggs  v.  French,  1  Sumner,  604;  Church  of  Macon  v.  Wiley, 
2  Hill,  Ch.  (S.  C.)  688.  The  court  will  sustain  a  jurisdiction  in  equity  in  cases  of 
fraud,  trust,  and  contract,  when  the  person  is  duly  within  their  process  and  jniisdic- 
tion,  although  lands  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  mlglit  be  affected  by  the 
decree.  Story  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  [§§  543,  644 ;]  Idem,  on  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, ii.  48,  49, 186.  The  Court  of  Chancery  in  New  York,  in  Ward  v.  Arredondo, 
1  Hopkins,  218 ;  Mead  p.  Merritt,  2  Paige,  402 ;  Mitchell  v.  Bunch,  2  id.  006 ;  Shair 
tuck  i;.  Cassidy,  3  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  152,  and  Sutphen  v.  Fowler,  9  Paige,  280;  and 
of  Virginia,  in  Farley  v.  Shippen,  Wythe,  136,  and  Humphreys  ».  M'Clenachsn, 
1  Manf.  601,  have  declared  and  enforced  the  same  doctrine.  If  the  court  bad 
acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  person  by  his  being  within  the  state,  they  will  compd 
him,  by  attachment,  to  do  his  duty  under  his  contract  or  trust,  and  enforce  the 
decree  in  rem,  by  his  executing  a  conyeyance  or  otherwise,  as  justice  may  require» 
in  respect  to  lands  abroad.  White  v.  Wiiite.  7  Oill  &  J.  208;  Vanghan  o.  Barclsy, 
6  Wharton,  892 ;  Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Peters,  26.  If  the  court  haa  jurisdiction  In 
case  of  a  proceeding  in  rem  over  the  property,  it  exercises  it,  though  the  owner  be  a 
non-resident,  or  a  foreign  corporation  or  sovereign.    Clarke  v.  N.  J.  Steam  Navig.  Co., 
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3.  Of  the  ConBideration.  —  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  con- 
tract that  it  be  founded  on  a  sufficient  consideration,  y^    It  was  an 

1  Story,  681.  To  give  jurisdiction,  either  the  defendant  or  the  property  attached 
must  be  within  the  state  wlien  process  is  served.  A  corporation  has  no  legal  exist- 
ence oat  of  the  state  creating  it,  and  the  service  of  summons  on  any  member  of 
H  out  of  that  state  is  null.  Middlebrooks  v.  Springfield  F.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Conn.  301. 
Chancery  may  likewise,  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction  in  personam,  and  when  the 
ends  of  justice  require  it,  enjoin  a  party  from  proceeding  in  a  suit  in  any  court  in  any 
other  country.  See  suprOf  121.  But  this  exercise  of  power  has  been  declared,  as  we 
have  already  seen  (see  i.  409, 411),  not  to  extend  to  the  federal  courts  in  respect  to  the 
state  courts,  nor  to  the  state  courts  in  respect  to  the  federal  courts.  This  is  founded 
on  the  nature  of  our  federal  government,  and  on  indispensable  principles  of  policy. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws  (and  the  2d  edi- 
tion of  which,  in  1841,  was  corrected  and  greatly  enlarged),  has  reviewed  and  dis- 
cussed the  extensive  and  complicated  subject  of  the  lex  loci  in  all  its  relations  and 
incidents,  with  his  usual  exhausting  research  and  sound  critical  sagacity.  He  has 
brought  to  bear  upon  the  subject,  and  to  enlighten  it,  an  immense  fund  of  foreign 
learning,  and  there  is  no  treatise  extant  on  the  subject  of  the  conflict  of  laws  so 
accurate,  full,  and  complete.  There  was  no  one  head  of  the  law  that  stood  so  greatly 
in  need  of  such  an  effort.  The  doctrines  under  that  head  are  more  interesting  than 
any  other,  with  the  exception,  always,  of  the  constitutional  doctrines  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States ;  and  they  are  more  constant  in  their  application,  consid- 
ering that  the  Union  is  composed  of  twenty-six  state  jurisdictions,  dictating  and 
administering  independently  their  own  municipal  laws.  It  was  impossible,  in  this 
brief  section,  to  do  more  than  state  the  leading  principles  of  the  doctrine,  and  the 
authorities  which  sustain  them ;  and  this  I  have  endeavored  to  do  with  the  lights 
afforded  me  by  a  thorough  examination  of  the  treatise  alluded  to,  and  of  all  the 
authorities,  foreign  and  domestic,  appUcable  to  the  subject,  and  within  my  power  to 


y^  Consideration.  —  The  reader  is  spe-  in  exchange  for  the  promise.    Langilell's 

dally  referred  to  Langdell's  '*  Summary  Summary,    H   40.      The    consideration 

of  the  Law  of  Contracts  "  for  a  full  discus-  must  move  from  the  plaintiff.   Langdell's 

•ion  of  the  subject  of  consideration  and  Summary,  ITIT  02,  63 ;  Exchange  Bank 

otlier  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  v.  Rice,  107  Mass.  37 ;  Evans  v.  Hooper, 

law  of  contracts.    The  important  distino-  1  Q.  B.  D.  4&    But  the  contrary  is  estab- 

tion  is  there  pointed  out  between  a  con-  lished  in  some  jurisdictions,  viz.  that  one 

•ideration  which  gives  rise  to  a  debt,  and  on  whose  behalf  a  contract  is  made  may 

one  which  will  only  sustain  an  action  ot  stie  upon  it.    Hendrick  v.  Lindsay,  03 

aasampsit.    In  the  former  case,  the  thing  U.  S.  143;  comp.  National  Bank  v.  Grand 

given  or  done  in  exchange  for  the  promise  Lodge,  98  U.  S.  128.    See  cases  collected 

muat  be  done  to  or  for  the  obligor  direct-  in  Addison  on  Contracts,  8th  Am.  ed. 

ly ;  must  be  received  as  the  full  equiva-  *26,  n.  1. 

lent  for  the  obligation ;  must  be,  in  legal  The  promise  and  the  performance  of 

contemplation,  the  sole  motive  for  assum-  the  consideration  must,  in  legal  contem- 

ing  the  obligation ;  and  must  be  executed,  plation,  coincide  in  point  of  time.    A 

and  not  merely  promised.  In  the  latter  case  promise  before  the  consideration  is  per^ 

none  of  these  elements  are  necessary ;  it  formed  operates  as  a  continuing  offer,  and, 

ia  sufficient  if  anything  be  given  or  done  unless  revoked,  becomes  binding  upon 
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early  prinoiple  of  the  common  law,  tliat  a  mere  voluntary  act  of 
courtesy  would  not  uphold  an  assumpsit,  but  a  courtesy  showed 
by  a  previous  request  would  support  it.  («)  There  must  be 
something  given  in  exchange,  something  that  is  mutual,  or  some- 
thing which  is  the  inducement  to  the  contract,  and  it  must  be 
a  thing  which  is  lawful  and  competent  in  value  to  sustain  the 
assumption.  A  contract  without  a  consideration  is  a  rnulum 
pactum^  and  not  binding  in  law,  though  it  may  be  in  point  of  con- 
science ;  and  this  maxim  of  the  common  law  was  taken  from  the 
civil  law,  in  which  the  doctrine  of  consideration  is  treated 

*  464  with  an  air  of  scholastic  subtlety.  (/)    •  Whether  the 

(e)  Lampleigh  v.  Brathwait,  Hob.  105.  But  it  is  andentood  to  be  now  settled 
that,  in  a  case  of  simple  contract,  if  one  person  makes  a  promise  to  another  for  the 
benefit  of  a  tliird  partj,  the  tiaird  party  may  maintain  an  action  upon  it,  though  tlie 
consideration  does  not  more  from  him.  Dutton  v.  Pool,  2  Lev.  210;  8.  c.  1  Vent 
818 ;  8  Bos.  &  P.  140,  notes  to  Piggett  v.  Thompson ;  Schemerhorn  v.  Vanderhejdeo, 
1  Johns.  140;  Starkey  v.  Mill,  Sty.  296;  Cumberland  v.  Codrington,  3  Johns.  Ch. 
254;  Parker,  C.  J.,  in  17  Mass.  400;  8  Pick.  91;  Hosmer,  C.  J.,  in  7  Conn.  847; 
Barker  v.  Bucklin,  2  Denio,  46;  Walworth,  Chancellor,  2  Denio,  417.  [See  ir.  244, 
D.  (a).  But  see  Mellen  v.  Whipple,  1  Gray,  817;  Exchange  Bank  of  St.  Louis  v. 
Rico,  107  Mass.  87 ;  Carr  v.  National  Security  Bank,  ib.  46 ;  and  compare  Ganuey 
V.  Rogers,  47  N.  T.  288,  240.] 

(/)  I>iS*  lib.  2,  tit.  14,  c.  7,  sec  4;  id.  19.  6.  6.  Though  a  sale  without  a  price 
was  not  binding  as  such  by  the  Roman  law,  yet  it  might,  under  circumstances, 
operate  as  a  donation,  if  accompanied  with  delivery.  Voet,  Com.  ad  Pand.  IB.  1. 1 ; 
D'Orgenoy  v.  Droz,  18  La.  882,  889.  Sir  William  Blackstone,  in  his  CommenUriet, 
ii.  444,  has  borrowed  and  explained  the  distinctions  in  the  Pandects  upon  the  four 
species  of  contracts,  of  do  ut  des,  do  tU  fadatt  facio  ut  des,  and  facio  tU  facias.  Tliii 
classification  of  contracts  embraces  all  those  engagements  which  relate  to  the  inter- 
such  perfbrmanoe.  Great  Northern  By.  v.  Barnard,  18  L.  R^  Sq.  618;  Middleton 
Co.  V.  Witham,  9  L.  R.  C.  P.  16.*  A    v.  Brown,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  411 ;  as  to 


promise  after  performance  operates  as  a  oonaideiatlon,  Musick  v.  Dodson,  76  Mo. 

ratification,  via.  in  legal  contemplation  624 

as  a  previous  request  and  promise.  Lang-         Ewemled    ComndmnUm.  —  See    u^, 

dell's  Summary,  TT  00, 70.    It  has  been  466,  n.  1.    The  true  function  of  a  subse- 

beld  that  forbearance  to  sue  a  doubtful  quent  promise  seems  to  be  to  negative  the 

claim  made  bona  Jidt  is  a  good  considera-  Idea  that  the  services  were  perfoimed 

tion.    Callisher  v.  Bischofftheim,  6  L.  R.  gratuitously,  or  supposed  by  defendant  to 

Q.  a  449 ;  Wilby  v.  Elgee,  10  L.  R.  C.  P.  have  been  so  performed,  and  thus  to  sup- 

497 ;  Parker  v.  Enslow,  102  111.  272.    But  port  the  allegation  ol  a  previous  request, 

aee  I^ngdeU's  Summary,  tt  66  «  107. ;  and  then  the  racoTery  should  be  upon  the 

Eeker  v.  McAllister.  64  Md.  862;  Smith  debt  oreated  by  the  performaiioe  of  tlw 

f.   Easton,  64   Md.  188.     Seo  further,  servioea  00  request    In  fact,  an  action 

Howe  V,  Taggart,  188  Mass.  284.     Sett,  on  the  subsequent  promise  ia  sustainsd 

as  to  adequacy  of  oonsideration,  Bolton  only  to  the  extent  of  auoh  dobt    Lang- 

V.  Madden,  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  66;  Gmvelj  dell's  Summary,  T  90  c<  109. 
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agreement  be  verbal  or  in  writing,  it  is  still  a  ntide  pact^  and 
will  not  support  an  action,  if  a  consideration  be  wanting.  This 
was  finally  settled  in  England,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  Rann 
V.  Mughe% ;  (a)  and  the  rule  has  been  adopted,  and  prevails 
extensively,  in  this  country.  (6)  The  rule,  that  a  consideration  is 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  contract,  applies  to  all  contracts  and 
agreements  not  under  seal,  with  the  exception  of  bills  of  exchange 
and  negotiable  notes,  after  they  have  been  negotiated  and  passed 
into  the  hands  of  an  innocent  indorsee.  The  immediate  parties 
to  a  bill  or  note,  equally  with  parties  to  other  contracts,  are 
affected  by  the  want  of  consideration ;  and  it  is  only  as  to  third 
persons,  who  come  to  the  possession  of  the  paper  in  the  usual 
course  of  trade,  without  notice  of  the  original  defect,  that  the 
want  of  a  consideration  cannot  be  alleged,  (c)  The  rule,  with 
this  attending  qualification,  is  well  settled  in  English  and  Ameri- 
can law,  and  pervades  the  numerous  cases  with  which  the  books 
abound.  In  contracts  under  seal,  a  consideration  is  necessarily 
implied  in  the  solemnity  of  the  instrument ;  and  fraud  in  relation 
to  part  of  the  consideration  is  held  to  be  no  defence  at  law  ; 
though  fraud  in  respect  to  the  execution  of  the  specialty, 
and  going  to  render  it  void,  is  a  good  defence,  (d)  *  A   *  465 

change  of  commodities,  money,  or  labor,  as,  1.  Stipulations  mutually  to  give ;  2. 
Stipulation  on  the  one  part  to  give,  in  oonsideration  of  something  to  be  done  or  for- 
borne on  the  other  part;  8.  Stipulation  on  the  one  part  to  do  or  forbear,  in  consid- 
eration of  something  to  be  given  on  the  other  part  ,*  4.  Stipulations  iputually  to  do 
or  forbear  to  do.  Each  of  them  implies  a  reciprocity  of  benefit  A  unilateral 
engagement,  gratuitously  made,  binds  the  offerer  until  rejected,  or  the  acceptance  be 
unduly  delayed,  according  to  the  French,  Dutch,  and  Scotch  law.  Toullier,  Droit 
CiTil  Fran9ais,  vi.  n.  80;  Code  de  Commerce  de  HoUande,  art  1,  p.  06;  Bell  on  the 
Contract  of  Sale,  fidin.  1844,  p.  84.  In  England,  it  is  a  nude  pact»  and  no  oontraot 
See  tfi^,  477. 

(a)  7  T.  R.  860,  note;  7  Bro.  F.  C.  660,  8.  o. 

(6)  Burnet  v.  Bisco,  4  Johns.  286;  Thacher  v.  Dinsmore,  6  Mass.  801,802 ;  Hosmer 
V.  HoUenbeck,  2  Day,  22;  Cook  v.  Bradley,  7  Conn.  67;  Brown  v.  Adair,  1  Stewart 
(Ala.),  61 ;  Beverleys  v.  Holmes,  4  Munf.  06;  Parker  v.  Carter,  ib^  273. 

(c)  Bay  V.  Coddington,  6  Johns.  Ch.  64. 

(d)  Dale  v.  Roosevelt,  0  Cowen,  807.  The  N.  Y.  Revised  SUtutes,  ii.  406,  sec 
77,  78,  declare  that  a  seal  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of  a  sufficient  consideration, 
and  liable  to  be  rebutted  equally  as  if  tlie  instrument  was  not  sealed,  provided  such  a 
defence  be  made  by  plea  or  by  notice  under  the  general  issue.  This  statute  provision 
was  an  innovation  upon  the  common-law  rule.  Case  v,  Boughton,  11  Wend.  106.  It 
is  not  to  be  understood  that  a  voluntary  bond  would  be  enforced,  if  it  be  admitted  by 
the  obligee,  by  pleading  or  otherwise,  that  it  was  executed  without  any  considera- 
tion. The  principle  is,  that  a  bond,  fi-om  the  solemnity  of  the  instrument,  impUm 
a  eonsideratiim,  and  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  the  seal  from  averring  a  want  of 
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valuable  consideration  is  one  that  is  either  a  benefit  to  the 
party  promising,  or  some  trouble  or  prejudice  to  the  party  to 
whom  the  promise  is  made,  (a)  Any  damage  or  suspension,  or 
forbearance  of  a  right,  will  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  promise.  (6) 
A  mutual  promise  amounts  to  a  sufficient  consideration,  provided 
the  mutual  promises  be  concurrent  in  point  of  time ;  and  in  that 
case  the  one  promise  is  a  good  consideration  for  the  other,  (c) 
But  if  two  concurrent  acts  are  stipulated,  as  delivery  by  the  one 
party  and  payment  by  the  other,  no  action  can  be  maintained  by 
either,  without  showing  a  performance,  or  what  is  equivalent  to 
a  performance,  of  his  part  of  the  agreement.  ((2)  ^    If  the  conside^ 

it.  Wright  u.  Moor,  1  Ch.  R.  157 ;  Turner  t;.  Sir  George  Binion,  Hsrdres,  200 ;  S  BL 
Comro.  446 ;  Sedgwick,  J.,  and  Parsons,  C.  J.,  2  Miss.  162.  In  Indiana,  hy  stttals 
(R.  Statutes,  183S,  p.  461),  consideration  of  specialties  and  other  contracts  (coDTey- 
ances  of  real  estate  and  negotiable  paper  excepted)  may  be  inquired  into  under  special 
plea,  or,  if  given  in  evidence,  on  a  trial  at  law. 

(a)  Jones  v,  Ashbumham,  4  East,  466 ;  Lent  v.  Padelford,  10  Mass.  236 ;  Pattesoo, 
J.,  2  Q.  B.  859. 

(6)  Seaman  v.  Seaman,  12  Wend.  381 ;  Morton  v.  Bum.  2  Nev.  &  Perry,  297. 

(c)  Where  several  persons  subscribe  to  raise  money  for  an  object  in  which  ail  feel 
an  interest,  the  mutual  promises  of  the  subscribers  form  a  ralid  consideration  for  the 
promise  of  each.  But  the  agreement  of  a  single  person  to  make  a  donation  to  a 
public  institution,  without  any  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  donee  to  do  anything, 
is  without  consideration  and  void.  Walwortli,  Chancellor,  [Stewart  t*.  Hamilton  Col- 
lege,] 2  Denio,  416,  417  ;  [Wilson  v.  Baptist  Education  Society,  10  Barb.  306.]  If  aa 
agreement  be  optional  as  to  one  of  the  parties,  and  obligatory  as  to  the  other,  it  docs 
not  destroy  its  mutuality,  if  there  be  a  sufficient  consideration  on  both  sides ;  as  if 
one  party  stipulates  that  he  will  deliver  salt  when  called  on,  and  the  other  tiiat  he 
will  pay  for  the  salt  so  delivered.  This  is  mutuality,  and  one  promise  is  in  consider- 
ation of  the  other.    Cherry  v.  Smith,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  19. 

{d)  If  the  act  or  duty  to  be  performed  by  A.,  and  in  consideration  of  which  B. 
promises  to  pay,  be  such  that  it  cannci,  or  from  its  nature  ma^  not,  be  performed  helbre 
the  time  fixed  for  payment  by  B.,  then  A.  may  sue  for  the  money  without  averring 
performance.  But  if  the  time  be  fixed  for  the  payment  to  be  made  in  consideratioa 
of  the  act,  and  the  act  be  of  such  a  nature  that  it  may  be  done  presently,  and  before 
the  time  of  payment,  then  the  act  becomes  a  precedent  condition  to  the  payment 
Thorpe  o.  Thorpe,  1  Salk.  171 ;  1  Ld.  Baym.  666,  8.  c. ;  Callonell  v,  Brigga,  1  Salk. 
112;  Pordage  v.  Cole,  1  Saund.  319;  Trimble  o.  Green,  3  Dana  (Ky.),  866,  357. 
In  this  last  case,  the  distinctions  to  be  drawn  from  the  anthoritiee  are  justly  and  skil- 
fully taken. 

1  Executed  Consideration, — If,  at  the  amounts  to  an  express  promise, — or  if  that 
time  of  an  actual  request,  the  person  to  which  he  was  led  to  expect  at  the  time 
whom  it  was  addressed  was  not  given  to  was  a  less  matter  than  what  was  promised 
understand  that  he  was  promised  any-  after  the  consideration  was  executed,  it 
thing  if  he  would  comply  with  it,  or  in  is  hard  to  see  how  the  subsequent  promise 
any  way  led  to  expect  a  reward  of  any  can  be  enforced.  Thus,  a  warrant/  sub- 
sort,  —  which,  as  has  been  said,  460,  n.  1,  sequent  to  a  sale  is  void,  unless  supported 
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ation  be  wholly  past  and  executed  before  tbe  promise  be  made, 
it  is  not  sufficient,  unless  the  consideration  arose  at  the  instance 
or  request  of  the  party  promising;  and  that  request  must  have 
been  expressly  made,  or  be  necessarily  implied,  from  the  moi-al 
obligation  under  which  the  party  was  placed  ;  and  the  considera- 
tion must  have  been  beneficial  to  the  one  party,  or  onerous  to 
the  other,  (e)  A  subsisting  l^al  obligation  to  do  a  thing  is  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  to  do  it ;  but  it  has  been  an 
unsettled  point  whether  a  mere  moral  obligation  be,  of  itelf,  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise,  except  in  those  cases  in 

(e)  Jenkins  v.  Tucker,  1  H.  BL  90 ;  Livingston  v,  Rogers,  1  Caines,  584 ;  Comstock 
9,  Smith,  7  Johns.  87 ;  Hicks  r.  Barhans,  10  Johns.  248;  Garrett  v.  Stuart,  1  M'Cord 
(S.  C),  614 ;  Wing  v.  MiU,  1  B.  &  Aid.  104. 


b7  a  new  consideration.  Y.  B.  6  Hen. 
Vn.  41,  pi.  7  ;  Roscorla  v.  Thomas,  8  Q.  B. 
284;  Summers  v.  Yaughan,  86  Ind.  828. 
But  see  Bradford  v.  Roulston,  8  Ir.  C.  L. 
468.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  con- 
sideration is  sufficient,  perhaps  a  previous 
request  is  not  literally  necessary.  It 
would  probably  be  enough  that  It  was 
executed  in  accordance  witli  the  known 
desires  of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged, 
and  that  he  was  understood  at  the  time 
by  both  parties  to  found  a  promise  upon 
it  Victors  v.  Davies,  12  M.  &  W.  768- 
760. 

However,  the  exception  to  the  rule 
that  a  moral  consideration  is  not  sufficient 
should  be  considered  with  the  first  sug- 
gestion of  this  note.  For  although  it  is 
true  that  an  express  promise  cannot  be 
supported  by  a  consideration  from  which 
the  law  could  not  imply  a  promise,  ex- 
cept where  the  express  promise  does  away 
with  a  legal  suspension,  or  bar  of  a  right 
of  action,  which,  but  for  such  suspension 
or  bar,  would  be  valid  (Beaumont  u. 
Beeve,  8  Q.  B.  488),  it  is  not  always 
necessary  that  a  prior  legal  obligation 
should  have  once  existed.  If  the  promisee 
was  induced  to  confer  a  benefit  of  a  kind 
which  might  legally  have  been  a  con- 
sideration for  a  promise  by.  the  other 
party,  leading  him  to  expect  a  xetum  to 
become  due  thereupon,  the  &ct  that  the 


promise  made  at  the  time  was  void  will 
not  prevent  the  consideration  supportmg 
a  subsequent  valid  express  promise.  It 
is  laid  down  by  Baron  Parke,  that  where 
the  consideration  was  originally  beneficial 
to  the  party  promising,  yet,  if  he  be  pro- 
tected from  liability  by  some  provision 
of'  the  statute  or  common  law  meant  for 
his  advantage,  he  may  renounce  the 
benefit  of  that  law ;  and,  if  he  promises 
to  pay  the  debt,  he  is  then  bound  by  law 
to  perform  it  Earle  v.  Oliver,  2  Exch. 
71,  90;  Paul  v.  Stackhouse,  38  Penn.  St 
802.  For  instance,  where  money  was 
advanced  on  a  usurious  contract,  and 
then  tlie  statute  against  usury  was  re- 
pealed, and  a  new  contract  was  made  in 
renewal  of  the  old  one,  there  was  thought 
to  be  a  sufficient  consideration.  Flight 
V.  Reed,  1  Hurlst.  &  C.  397.  See  Eilbourn 
r.  Bradley.  8  Day,  356;  Goulding  v. 
Davidson,  26  N.  Y.  604.  600.  It  wiU  be 
observed  that  in  this  instance  the  loan 
was  originally  a  perfectly  legal  consider- 
ation for  a  promise,  but  that  the  original 
promise  founded  on  it  was  illegal ;  where- 
as in  Beaumont  v.  Ueeve,  wpra,  there 
was  not  only  no  promise  of  any  sort  to 
induce  the  plaintiff  to  cohabit  with  the 
defendant,  but,  if  there  had  been,  the 
consideration  would  not  have  supported 
it    [5u|mi,468,  n.yl] 
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which  a  prior  legal  obligation  or  con)>ideration  had  once  existed. 
The  weight  of  authoiity  is  that  it  is  not  suflBcient.  (/)     Though 

(/)  Smith  r.  Ware,  IS  Johns.  267;  £dwardt  0.  Davis.  16  id.  281 ;  Mills  v.  Wyman, 
8  Pick.  207 ;  Cook  v.  Bradley,  7  Conn.  67 ;  Dodge  r.  Adams,  19  Pick.  429 ;  Eutwood 
r.  Kenyon,  3  Perry  &  Dav.  276;  s.  c.  11  Ad.  &  EI.  438;  Beaumont  v.  ReeTe»  K.  B. 
Hil.  1846,  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer,  June,  1846 ;  Ehle  v.  Judson,  24  Wend.  97.     The 
question,  how  far  a  mere  moral  obligation  was  sufBcient  to  raise  and  support  an 
assumpsit,  is  learnedly  and  clearly  stated  and  discussed  in  tlie  note  to  8  Bos«  &  P. 
249,  and  the  note  to  16  Johns.  283 ;  and  the  conclusion  to  which  the  learned  editon 
arrived,  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  the  cases  referred  to.     And  yet,  in  one  of 
the  cases  (Lee  v,  Muggeridge,  6  Taunt.  86),  Gibbs,  J.,  observed  that  it  could  not 
■low  be  disputed,  tliat  wherever  there  is  a  moral  obligation  to  pay  a  debt  or  perform 
^  duty,  a  promise  to  pay  that  debt  or  perform  tliat  duty  would  be  supported  by  the 
lirevious  moral  obligation.    There  is  a  strong  instance,  in  Falrchild  v.  Bell,  Brevard's 
MSS.,  cited  in  1  Rice's  8.  C.  Dig.  60,  in  support  of  the  implied  contract  to  pay  for  a 
meritorious  service,  founded  on  a  moral  obligation.    The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down 
bj  Baylies,  J.,  in  Barlow  v.  Smith,  4  Vt.  144,  and  in  Glass  r.  Beach,  6  id.  176;  bat 
the  promise  must  be  txprtu,  and  not  Implied.    Lord  Tenterden,  in  Littlelleld  o.  Shee^ 
2  B.  &  Ad.  811,  admitted  the  doctrine,  that  a  moral  obligation  was  a  sufficieat  con- 
sideration for  an  express  promise,  though  he  said  that  it  must  be  received  witli  some 
limitation.    It  is  difficult  to  surmount  the  case  stated  by  Lord  Holt,  in  1  Ld.  Raym. 
889,  that  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  contracted  in  infancy  is  valid.     In  the  case  of 
Eastwood  V.  Keuyon,  Lord  Denman  observed,  that  the  case  of  Lee  p.  Muggeridge 
was  decidedly  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  in  the  note  to  3  Boa.  &  P.  249,  and  so 
was  the  decision  in  Littlefleld  v.  Shee ;  and  Lord  Denman  concluded  that  a  past 
benefit,  not  conferred  at  the  regveet  of  the  defendant,  would  not  aupport  a  subseqaoit 
promise  to  pay,  and  that  this  conclusion  was  justified  by  the  old  common  law,  and 
that  the  principle  of  morel  obligation  did  not  make  its  appearance  till  the  days  of 
Lord  Mansfield.    Tlie  decision  in  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  was  laid  down  in  too  unqualified 
terms,  and  the  doctrine  in  the  note  to  B.  &  P.  may  now  be  considered  as  the  better 
doctrine  in  England  and  America.    But  there  is  a  distinction  between  promises  whidi 
are  void  or  only  voidable  ;  and  the  former  are  held  not  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  subsequent  promise.     Cockshott  v.    Bennett,  2  T.  R.  763.     In  Hatchell 
V.  Odom,  2  Dev.  &  Batt.  302,  it  was  observed  that  it  was  not  every  moral  obligation 
that  was  Rufflcient  in  law  to  raise  an  implied  promise  or  to  support  an  express  one; 
and  that  such  only  were  available  considerations,  which  would  originally  hare  been 
good  but  for  the  intervention  of  some  rule  of  policy.     A  promise  to  pay  after  the 
interdict  is  removed  will  be  ralid,  and  may  be  enforced.    The  case  of  a  promise  to 
pay  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  a  promise  by  a  widow  or  an 
adult,  to  refiind  a  loan  of  money  made  during  coverture  or  infancy,  are  giren  at 
instances  by  Judge  Gaston,  in  his  clear  and  able  opinion  in  the  last  case  cited.     So, 
a  promise  by  an  insolvent  debtor  to  pay  a  debt  existing  before  his  discharge,  creates 
a  valid  contract,  the  previous  indebtedness  being  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  the 
promise  is  a  revival  of  the  old  debt    Earnest  r.  Parke,  4  Rawle,  452;  Parke,  B.,  in 
Smith  1;.  Winter,  1  Horn  ft  Hurist.  889;  Rogers  v.  Stevens,  2  T.  R.  718;  Gibbon  p. 
Coggon,  2  Campb.  188 ;  Hawkes  v.  Saunders,  Cowp.  290 ;  Cook  v.  Bradley,  7  Conn. 
67.     The  plainti£f  may  declare  on  the  original  promise,  and  insist  on  the  new 
promise,  by  way  of  replication.    Fitzgerald  v,  Alexander,  19  Wend.  402.    If  a  debtor 
compromises  a  debt  by  paying  part,  and  afterwards  promises  to  pay  the  balsnes 
when  able,  the  promise  is  binding  without  any  new  consideration.    Stafford  v.  Bacon, 
25  Wend.  384. 
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the  consideraidoii  of  natural  love  and  a£Fection  be  sufficient  in  a 
deed,  yet  such  a  consideration  is  not  sufficient  to  support  an 
executory  contract  and  give  it  validity,  either  at  law  or 
*  in  equity,  (a)  A  promise  to  do  a  thing  may  be  merely  *  466 
gratuitous;  and  not  binding  ;  yet,  if  the  person  promising 
enters  upon  the  execution  of  the  business,  and  does  it  negligently 
or  amiss,  so  as  to  produce  injury  to  the  other  party,  an  action  will 
lie  for  this  misfeasance.  (6)  The  consideration  must  not  only  be 
valuable ;  but  it  must  be  a  lawful  consideration,  and  not  repug- 
nant to  law,  or  sound  policy,  or  good  morals.  Uz  turpi  contractu 
(icUo  non  oritur;  and  no  person,  even  so  far  back  as  the  feudal 
ages,  was  permitted  by  law  to  stipulate  for  iniquity.  ((?)  The 
reports  in  every  period  of  the  Euglish  jurisprudence^  and  our 
American  reports,  equally  abound  with  cases  of  contracts  held 
illegal  on  account  of  the  illegality  of  the  consideration ;  and  they 
contain  striking  illustrations  of  the  general  rule,  that  contracts 
are  illegal  when  founded  on  a  consideration  contra  bonos  mores^ 
or  against  the  principles  of  sound  policy,  or  founded  in  fraud,  or 
in  contravention  of  the  positive  provisions  of  some  statute  law.  (d) 
If  the  contract  grows  immediately  out  of,  or  is  connected  with,  an 
illegal  or  immoral  act,  a  court  of  justice  will  not  enforce  it.  But 
if  it  be  unconnected  with  the  illegal  act,  and  founded  on  a  new 
consideration,  it  may  be  enforced,  although  the  illegal  act  was 
known  to  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  was  made,  and 
he  was  the  contriver  of  the  illegal  act.  (e)     Thfe  *  courts    *  467 

(a)  Tate  v.  Hilbert,  2  Yes.  Jr.  Ill ;  Pennington  o.  Gittings,  2  Gill  &  J.  20a  A 
conrt  of  equity  wUl  not  specifically  enforce  or  execute  a  voluntary  contract,  nor  lend 
iu  assistance  to  a  mere  Tolunteer,  who  is  not  within  the  influence  of  the  consideration 
of  an  executory  agreement  Jefferys  v.  Jefferys,  Cr.  &  Ph.  141 ;  Hollo  way  v.  Head- 
ingtoD,  8  Sim.  325;  Colyear  t7.  Countess  of  M.,  2  Keen,  81;  Matthews  v.  L^e, 
1  Mad.  564 ;  Neres  v.  ScMt,  U.  8.  C.  C.  for  Georgia,  Law  Reporter  [ix.  67],  Boston, 
June,  1846.  But  if  it  be  an  executed  trust,  though  without  consideration,  the 
court  will  give  it  effect.  OoUinson  v.  Pattrick,  2  Keen,  123;  Ellison  v.  Ellison, 
6  Yes.  662;  Bunn  v,  Wintlirop,  1  Johns.  Ch.  337;  Minturn  v,  Seymour,  4  id. 
600;  Acker  v.  Phenix,  4  Paige,  305;  Hayes  t^.  Kershow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  261;  [see 
488,11.  1.] 

(6)  Coggs  V.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  909;  [poBi,  570,  n.  1.] 

(c)  Fits.  Abr.  tit  Obligation,  pL  13.  See  aNo  the  same  language  in  the  civil  law. 
Dig.  2. 14.  27.  4 ;  Code,  6.  a  6. 

(d)  In  the  American  Jurist  for  January,  1840  [xzii.  240],  the  law  concerning 
unlawful  contracts,  which  yiolate  either  the  common  or  statute  law,  is  discussed  with 
much  learning,  order,  and  perspfeuity,  and  the  numerous  adjudged  cases  bearing  on 
the  subject  referred  to»  and  the  leading  ones,  sufficiently  examined. 

(s    Hodgson  V.  Temple,  6  Taunt  181;  Toler  v.  Armstrong,  4  Wash.  297;  11 
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of  justice  will  allow  the  objection,  that  the  consideration  of 
the  contract  was  immoral  or  illegal  to  be  made  even  by  the 

Wheaton,  26S,  8.  o. ;  Story's  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  (§§  246-269.]  Tbatt 
contract  of  aale,  not  prohibited  by  any  positive  law,  nor  against  good  morals,  may 
still  be  Toid  as  being  against  principles  of  sound  policy,  see  Jones  v.  Randal,  Cowp. 
30;  Bryan  i^.  Lewis,  Ry.  &  Moo.  386.  In  Richardson  v.  Hellish,  2  Bing.  229,  C.  J. 
Best  thought  that  the  courts  had  gone  too  far  in  setting  aside  contracts,  on  tbe 
ground  that  they  were  in  contravention  of  the  public  policy,  and  that  the  objectioD 
in  such  cases  ought  to  be  founded  on  some  clear  and  unquestionable  principle,  sod 
never  applied  to  doubtful  questions  of  policy.  These  should  be  left  to  be  settled  by 
legislative  discretion.  In  the  Scots  law,  contracts  are  deemed  inconsistent  with  pohlic 
policy  and  void :  1.  When  made  against  the  policy  of  the  domestic  relations ;  2.  In 
restraint  of  personal  liber ly  ;  8.  Tending  to  impede  the  course  of  justice ;  4.  Defeat- 
ing the  revenue  laws ;  6.  Inconsistent  witii  national  war  policy.  Bell's  Principlei  of 
the  Law  of  Scotland.  16-ld  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  Eqoity 
Jurisprudence,  i.  262-804,  has  dearly  and  fully  stated  the  cases  in  which  contncts 
have  been  set  aside  as  against  public  policy.  Such,  for  instance,  are,  (1.)  Marriage 
brokerage  contracts,  by  wliicb  a  party  engages  to  give  another  compensation  if  be 
will  negotiate  an  advantageous  match  for  him ;  (2)  A  reward  promised  for  niiDg 
influence  and  power  over  another  person,  to  induce  him  to  make  a  will  in  his  &vor; 
(3.)  Secret  conveyances  and  settlements  in  contemplation  of  marriage;  (4.)  Con- 
tracts in  general  restraint  of  marriage ;  {it.)  Contracts  in  general  restraint  of  trsde; 
(6.)  Agreements  founded  upon  violation  of  public  trust  or  confldrnce,  or  duty,  or  for 
the  violation  of  public  law.  These  and  other  less  striking  cases  are  all  enforced  sod 
illustrated  by  numerous  authorities,  in  the  masterly  treatise  to  which  I  have  referred. 
Tlie  cases  are  uniform  in  declaring  the  principle,  that  if  a  note  or  other  contract  be 
made  in  consideration  of  an  act  forbidden  by  law,  it  is  absolutely  void.  14  Masa  322 ; 
6  Johns.  327;  8  Wheaton,  204;  4  Peters,  410;  11  East,  602;  1  Binncy,  110;  2  GalL 
660 ;  vide  also  ante,  i.  408.  If  the  consideration  of  a  bond  or  covenant  be  illegal, 
that  illegality  will  canstitute  a  good  defence  at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity.  Smith  v. 
Aykwell,  3  Atk.  660;  Collins  v.  Blantem,  2  Wils.  847;  Paxton  v.  Popham,  9  East,  408 ; 
Qreville  v.  Atkins,  9  B.  &  C.  462;  Fytche  v.  Bishop  of  London,  1  East,  487;  VauxbaU 
Bridge  Company  v.  Earl  of  Spencer,  1  Jac.  04 ;  Westmeath  v.  Westmeath,  1  Dow  & 
Clarke,  619;  First  Cong.  Church  9.  Henderson,  4  Rob.  (La.)  209;  Overman  v.  Oem- 
mons,  2  Dev.  &  Batt.  185.  In  tliis  last  case  all  the  authorities  are  reviewed,  and  the 
doctrine  clearly  established.  Thougli  the  result  of  many  of  the  decisions  is,  that  the 
mere  knowledge  of  the  illegal  purpose  for  which  goods  aVe  purchased  will  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  contract,  if  there  be  no  participation  or  interest  in  the  act  itself ; 
as  selling  poods  by  a  foreign  mercliant,  he  knowing  that  diey  were  intended  to  be 
smuggled  into  England.  Holinan  v.  Johnson,  Cowp.  841 ;  Waymell  v.  Reed,  5  T.  R. 
699 ;  Hodgson  v.  Temple,  6  Taunt.  181 ;  Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  ISH 
p.  22 ;  Cheney  v.  Duke,  10  Gill  &  J.  11 ;  Lord  Abinger,  in  PeUecat  v.  AngeU,  2  Cr.  & 
M.  311 ;  yet  C.  J.  Eyre,  in  Lightfoot  r.  Tenant,  1  Bos.  &  P.  661,  666,  held  otherwise, 
and  that  the  consideration  must  be  meritorious.  A  sale  of  arsenic,  knowing  it  to  be 
intended  to  commit  murder,  would  not  support  an  action.  And  Mr.  Justice  Sioiy 
(Conflict  of  Laws,  §  253)  considers  that  this  doctrine  contains  such  wholesome  moral- 
ity and  enlarged  policy  as  to  be  almost  irresistible  to  the  judgment.  This  has  now 
become  the  prevailing  law  in  the  English  courts.  Langton  v.  Hughes,  1  Maule  ft  S. 
693 ;  Cannan  v.  Bryce,  3  B.  &  Aid.  179.  In  Steele  v.  Curie,  4  Dana  (Ky.),  886. 
C.  J.  Robertson,  afteriin  examination  of  tbe  authorities  on  this  vexed  question,  and 
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guilty  party  to  the  contract ;  for  the  allowance  is  not  for  the  sake 
of  the  party  who  mises  the  objection,  but  is  grounded  on  general 
principles  of  policy,  (a)  A  particeps  eriminis  has  been  held  to 
be  entitled,  in  equity,  on  his  own  application,  to  relief  against  his 
own  contract,  when  the  contract  was  illegal,  or  against  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  relief  became  necessary  to  prevent  injury  to 
others.  It  was  no  objection  that  the  plaintiff  himself  was  a  party 
to  the  illegal  transaction,  (ft)  But  if  a  party,  who  may  be  en- 
titled to  resist  a  claim  on  account  of  its  illegality,  waives  that 
privilege,  and  fulfils  the  contract,  he  cannot  be  permitted  to 
recover  the  money  back ;  and  the  rule  that  potior  e$t  conditio 
de/endentis  will  apply.  (<?)  If,  however,  the  money  be  not  paid 
over,  but  remains,  in  its  transit,  in  the  hands  of  the  intermediate 

without  giving  imy  definite  opinion  thereon,  Bngge«ted  that  the  Talidity  of  the  con- 
tract in  the  given  case  might  depend  upon  the  degree  of  turpitude  evinced  by  the  con- 
templated tranigression  of  the  law.  x^ 

With  respect  to  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  if  they  totally  prohibit  the  carrying 
on  of  a  particular  business  at  any  place  within  the  state,  they  are  void,  for  such  a 
general  restraint  is  injurious  to  the  public.  But  contracts  for  a  limited  restraint,  as 
that  a  man  will  not  exercise  his  trade,  or  carry  on  his  business  in  a  particular  place, 
or  within  certain  limits,  are  valid,  provided  they  were  entered  into  for  some  goo.1 
reasons,  independent  of  the  pecuniary  consideration.  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  P. 
Wms.  181 ;  Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  786 ;  Rpoctor  v.  Sargent,  2  Mann.  &  6r.  20 ; 
Mallan  v.  May,  11  M.  &  W.  658;  Chappell  v.  Brockway,  21  Wend.  157;  Roes  p. 
Sadgbeer,  ib.  166.  The  opinion  of  L.  Ch.  J.  Parker,  in  the  case  of  Mitchel  v.  Rey- 
nolds, is  very  elaborate,  and  contains  the  principles  of  law  on  the  snbject,  with  just 
discrimination  and  great  precision  and  accuracy.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Bron- 
■on,  in  the  New  York  cases,  contains,  also,  well  reasoned  conclusions  of  law.  [See 
Collins  o.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas.  674;  Rousillon  v,  Rousillon,  14  Ch.  D.  851;  Hagg  v. 
Darley,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  567 ;  Brewer  v.  Lamar  (Ga.,  1883),  17  Rep.  201.] 

(a)  Holman  v.  Jolinson,  Cowp.  843;  Mackey  v,  Brownfleld,  1-3  Serg.  &  R.  241, 
242 ;  Griswold  v.  Waddington,  16  Johns.  486 ;  Langton  v.  Hughes,  1  Maule  &  S.  598 ; 
Josephs  V,  Pebrer,  2  B.  &  C.  639.    See  infra,  487,  n.  (d). 

(6)  Eastabrook  o.  Scott,  8  Ves.  Jr.  456;  St  John  o.  St.  John,  11  id.  526,  585; 
Jackman  v.  Mitchell,  18  id.  581. 

(c)  Howson  V.  Hancock,  8  T.  R.  675 ;  Burt  v.  Place,  6  Cowen,  481. 

7*  Further  examples  of  contracts  held  Co..  8  Ch.  D.  469 ;  to  influence  bidding, 

illegal  are :  Contracts  to  settle  differences  Curtis  r.  Aspinwall,  114  Mass.  187  ;  Jones 

in  stock,  &c.,  Hawley  v.  Bibb,  69  Ala.  52 ;  v.  North,  19  L.  R  Eq.  426;  to  force  a  rise 

Williams  v.  Carr,  80  N.  C.  294 ;  Barnard  in  prices,  Raymond  v,  Leavitt,  46  Mich. 

V.  Backhaus,  62  Wis.  598 ;  Cunningham  v.  447 ;    Arnot  v.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558. 

Nat  Bank  (Ga.,  1888),  17  Rep.  40.    But  See  further, Wilson  v.  Strugnell,  7  Q.  B.  D. 

see  Thacker  v.  Hardy,  4  Q.  B.  D.  685;  548;  Harrington  v.  Victoria,  &c.  Co.,  3  id. 

Beeaton  r.  Beeston,  1  Ex.  D.  18 ;  to  com-  549;  Waugh  v.  Morris,  8  L.  R.  Q.  B.  202; 

poond  a  felony,  see  Flower  v.  Sadler,  9  Moher  v.  O'Grady,  4  L.  R.  Ir.  54;  Guem- 

Q.  B.  D.  88;  Bavies  v.  London,  &c.  Ins.  sey  v.  Cook,  120  Mass.  501. 
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stakeholders,  the  law  will  not  permit  a  third  person,  who  is  thus 
incidentally  connected  with  the  transaction,  to  set  up  the  claim 
of  illegality  in  the  contract  between  the  principal  parties. 
An  agent  cannot  shelter  himself  from  paying  over  the  money 
by  such  a  plea,  and  the  money  advanced  may  be  reclaimed.  ((Q 
When  the  transaction  is  of  such  a  nature  that  the  good  part  of 
the  consideration  can  be  separated  from  that  which  is  bad,  the 
courts  will  make  the  distinction ;  '*  for  the  common  law  doth 

divide  according  to  common  reason;  and  having  made  that 
*468   void  that  is  *  against  law,  lets  the  rest  stand."  (a)    The 

general  and  more  liberal  principle  now  is,  that  where  any 
matter,  void  even  by  statute,  be  mixed  up  with  good  matter, 
which  is  entirely  independent  of  it»  the  good  part  shall  stand, 
and  the  rest  be  held  void ;  (i)  though  if  the  part  which  is  good 
depends  upon  that  which  is  bad,  the  whole  instrument  is  void ;  (<;) 
and  so  I  take  the  rule  to  be  if  any  part  of  the  consideration  be  malum 
in  96,  or  the  good  and  the  void  consideration  be  so  mixed,  or  the 
contract  so  entire,  that  there  can  be  no  apportionment,  (i)  ^ 

(d)  Cotton  V.  ThvrUnd,  5  T.  U.  406;  Smith  v.  Backmore,  4  Taunt.  474;  Vucber 
o.  Yates,  11  Johns.  23 ;  M'AUiater  v.  Hoffinan,  10  Serg.  &  R.  147  ;  Hastelow  r.  Jack- 
son, S  B.  &  C.  221. 

(a)  14  Hen.  VIII.  c  15;  Hob.  14;  Pigofs  Case,  11  Co.27,b;  Greenwood  r. 
Buhop  of  London,  5  Taunt.  727.  Lord  Stowell  said  that  the  admiralty  courts  adopt 
tills  rational  rule  of  tlie  common  law,  in  respect  to  maritime  contracta.  The  Kelson, 
1  Hagg.  Adm.  176. 

{h)  Moiiys  V.  Leake,  8  T.  R  411 ;  Kerrison  v.  Cole,  8  East,  281;  Howe  r.  Sjnge, 
16  East,  440;  Doe  v.  Pitcher,  6  Taunt.  869 ;  Wigg  v,  Shuttleworth,  18  East,  87. 

(e)  Best,  J.,  in  BiddeU  r.  Leeder,  1  B.  &  C.  327. 

(</)  Scott  V.  Gillmoie,  8  Taunt.  226 ;  Lord  Kenjon,  in  Mouys  v.  Leake,  8  T.  R. 
411 ;  Hinde  v.  Chamberlin,  6  N.  H.  226;  Frazier  v.  Thompson,  2  Watts  &  S.  236. 

1  Exeua€$/or  Non-performance,  —  What  6  C.  B.  w.  8.  4fl2  (see  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  186) ; 
is  a  Breach  of  Contract.  ^  (a)  Where  there  Lloyd  v.  Guibert,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  121 ;  [Key- 
is  a  positive  contract  to  do  a  thing  not  in  stone,  &c.  Co.  v.  Dole,  43  Mich.  870; 
itself  unlawful,  the  contractor  must  per-  McCreery  v.  Green,  88  Mich.  172.]  But 
form  it,  or  pay  damages  for  not  doing  it,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it 
although  in  consequence  of  unforeseen  ao-  appears  that  the  parties  must  have  known 
cidentB  the  performance  of  his  contract  from  the  beginning  that  it  could  not  be 
has  become  unexpectedly  burdensome,  or  IViIftUed,  unless,  when  tlie  time  for  the 
eren  impossible.  Taylor  r.  Caldwell,  8  fulllloient  of  the  contract  arriFed,  some 
Best  &  8.  826,  883 ;  Wareham  Bank  e.  particular  specified  thing  continued  to 
Bart,  6  Allen,  118 ;  Hall  r.  Wright,  E.,  B.  exist,  so  that,  when  entering  into  the  con* 
A  E.  746;  [Allen  v.  Baker,  86  N.  C.  91,  tract  they  UMist  hare  contempUted  such 
eonira ;]  Eddy  v.  Clement,  88  Vt.  486 ;  continuing  existence  as  the  foundation  of 
Adams  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Co.,  what  was  to  be  done,  —  there,  in  the  ab- 
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4.  Of  the  Contract  of  Bale.  —  A  sale  is  a  contract  for  the  transfer 
of  property  from  one  person  to  another,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion ;  (e)  and  three  things  are  requisite  to  its  validity,  viz.,  the 

[e]  Sir  William  Blackstone  defines  a  sale  to  be  "a  transmutation  of  property  from 
one  man  to  another,  in  consideration  of  some  price  or  recompense  in  value."  2  Comm. 

sick,  h6  can  recorer  for  them  upon  a 
quantum  meruit.  Wolfe  v,  Howes,  20  N.  T. 
197 ;  Green  v.  Gilbert,  21  Wis.  395 ;  Lake- 
man  v,  PoUard,  43  Me.  463.  In  Lovering 
V.  Buck  MounUin  Coal  Co.,  64  Penn.  St. 
291,  an  act  of  God  made  delivery  of  coal 
impossible  for  a  certain  time  by  sweep- 
ing away  the  means  of  transportation  on 
which  the  coal  owners  were  notoriously 
dependent ;  and  this  was  held  to  excuse 
the  exact  performance  of  a  contract  to 
deliver  within  that  time.  For  a  vast 
number  of  cases,  see  the  American  note 
to  Cutter  V,  Powell,  2  Sm.  L.  C,  last  ed. 
Some  of  them  seem  opposed  to  Appleby 
V.  Myers,  and  inclined  to  push  the  doc- 
trine of  Faradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn,  26,  as 
far  as  it  will  go.  The  nature  of  the  dec- 
laration, and  the  parties  by  whom  the 
action  was  brought,  should  be  carefully 
examined  in  each  case,  however.  Tomp* 
kins  V.  Dudley,  25  N  Y.  272 ;  School 
Trustees  of  Trenton  v.  Bennett,  8  Dutclier, 
513 ;  Dermott  v.  Jones.  2  Wall.  1 ;  School 
District  Na  1  o.  Danchy,  25  Conn.  580 ; 
Bacon  v.  Cobb,  45  lU.  47.  See  iii.  200, 
n.  1,  («) ;  468.  n.  1. 

(&)  It  IS  sometimes  hard  to  say  when 
a  reftasal  to  perform  amounts  to  a  breach 
of  contract.  Breaking  off  an  engagement 
and  refhsal  to  marry  has  been  held  ac- 
tionable before  the  time  specified  for  the 
marriage  in  the  promise.  Frost  v.  Knight, 
L.  R.  7  Ex.  Ill ;  Holloway  p.  Griffith,  82 
Iowa,  409.  See  Hochster  v.  De  la  Tour, 
2  El.  &  Bl.  678 ;  Brown  o.  Muller,  L.  R. 
7  Ex.  319.  r* 


( of  any  express  or  implied  warranty 
that  the  thing  shall  exist,  the  contract  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  a  positive  contract ; 
but  as  subject  to  an  implied  condition 
that  the  parties  shall  be  excused  in  case, 
before  breach,  performance  becomes  im- 
possible from  the  perishing  of  the  thing 
without  defiiult  of  the  contractor  {per 
Blackburn,  J.) ;  as  in  case  of  a  contract 
for  the  use,  on  certain  specified  days,  of  a 
music  hall,  which  was  afterwards  acci- 
dentally destroyed  by  fire,  Taylor  v, 
Caldwell,  3  Best  &  S.  826;  Appleby  v. 
Myers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  651 ;  Ford  v.  Cotes- 
worth,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  544,  548 ;  Lovering 
o.  Buck  M.  Coal  Co.,  54  Penn.  St.  291 ; 
Wells  17.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  514 ;  [Cunning- 
ham V.  Dunn.  3  C.  P.  D.  443;  Howell  v. 
Coupland,  1  Q.  B.  D.  258;  Kelly  v.  Bliss, 
54  WU.  187 :  Gates  v.  Goodloe,  101  U.  S. 
612 ;]  or  a  contract  for  personal  services, 
which  the  servant  is  prevented  from  per- 
formiog  by  permanent  illness.  Boast  v. 
Firth,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  1 ;  Robinson  v.  Davi- 
son, L.  R.  6  Ex.  269  (see  Stewart  r.  Lor- 
ittg,  5  AUen,  806) ;  or  by  the  death  of  the 
master,  Farrow  v,  Wilson,  L.  R.  4  C  P. 
744 ;  Terrington  v,  Greene,  7  R.  I.  589; 
[Spalding  v.  Rosa,  71 N.  Y.  40 ;]  or  by  the 
prevalence  of  the  cholera  making  it  un- 
safe for  the  servant,  as  a  prudent  man,  to 
remain  in  the  place  where  the  work  is  to 
be  done.  Lakeman  v.  Pollard,  43  Me.  463 ; 
or  by  the  arrest  of  the  servant  for  crime, 
Hughes  p.  Wamsutta  Mills,  11  Allen,  201. 
If  the  servant  has  performed  services  valu- 
able to  his  employer  before  being  taken 


«>  It  hat  been  held  that  the  true  test  is 
whether  the  refusal  is  such  as  to  indicate 
an  intention  to  finally  abandon  the  con- 
tract, TVeeth  v.  Burr,  9  h.  R.  C.  P.  208 ; 
Mersey  Steel,  &c.  Co.  ».  Naylor,  9  Q.  B. 


D.  648.  See  also  Bloomer  v.  Bernstein, 
9  L.  R.  C.  P.  588;  Morgan  v.  Bain,  10  L. 
R.  C.  P.  15.  It  is  admitted  in  Mersey  Steel, 
&c.  Co.  P.  Naylor,  supra,  that  it  is  im- 
possible  to  reconcile  the  previous  autbori- 
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thing  sold,  which  is  the  object  of  the  contract,  the  price,  and  the 
consent  of  the  contracting  parties.  (/) 

(1.)  Of  the  Thing  Sold.  —  The  thing  sold  must  have  an  actual 
or  potential  existence,  (ff)  and  be  specific  or  identified,  and  capa- 

446.  Rom,  in  his  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Purchasers  and  Vendors,  adopts  the  same 
definition  and  I  take  this  occasion  to  recommend  that  work  of  Mr.  Ross  as  a  lesrned 
and  faitliful  performance.  It  is  republished  in  this  country  as  part  of  the  I2di 
volume  of  the  Law  Library,  edited  by  Thomas  J.  Wharton,  Esq.,  ^a  most  Taloable 
series  of  publications  to  the  profession. 

(/)  Pothler,  Traits  da  Contrat  de  Vente,  n.  8 ;  BeU's  Prin.  L.  S.  sec.  85, 90-«2. 

ig)  It  is  sufficient  tliat  the  thing  contracted  for  has  a  potential  existence;  and  a 
single  hope  or  expecUtion  of  means  founded  on  a  right  in  essr,  may  be  the  object  of 
sale,  as  the  next  cast  of  a  fisherman's  net,  or  f  puiu  or  animals  not  yet  in  existence,  or 
the  good  will  of  a  trade:  But  a  mere  possibility  or  contingency,  not  coupled  with 
any  interest  in,  or  growing  out  of,  property,  as  a  grant  of  the  wool  of  the  sheep  the 
grantor  may  thereafter  buy,  or  tlie  expectancy  of  an  heir  apparent,  is  roid  as  a  sale. 
Dig.  18. 1.  8;  Fothier,ConL  de  Vente,  n.  5,  6;  Plowd.  13  a;  Grantham  v.  Hawley 
Hob.  182;  Harg.  Co.  Litt  lib.  ],  n.  863,  s.  c. ;  Robinson  v.  Macdonnell,  6  Maule  &  S. 
228;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Grant,  D. ;  Carleton  v.  Leighton,  8  Merir.  667.  See,  infra,  iii.  6i 
See  also,  infra,  604 ;  [492,  n.  1,  (c) ;]  [Thrall  v.  Hill,  110  Mass.  830 ;  Heald  i;.  BuUden' 
Assn.,  Ill  Mass.  38 ;  Sanborn  v.  Benedict,  78  HI.  309.]  A  covenant  to  pay  out  of  future 
profits  of  an  existing  office  is  good.  Clapham  v.  Moyle,  1  Lev.  166.  Mr.  Bell,  in  hit 
Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  80  (a  work  very  comprehensive^  but  admirabl/ 
condensed),  states  that  the  hope  of  succession  may  be  the  subject  of  sale ;  but  m  the 
case  from  Merivale,  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  such  sn  expectancy  could  not  be  the  sub* 
ject  of  assignment  or  contract  Reversionary  interest  and  expectancies,  founded  on 
settlements  and  entailments,  are  the  subject  of  sale,  as,  see  poti,  476 ;  but  a  mere  hope, 
where  there  is  no  existing  right  sustaining  the  expectation,  as  where  the  ancestor  ii 
•eizqd  in  fee-simple,  with  a  power  of  alienation  and  devise,  Is  not  the  subject  of  a 
valid  sale.  But  see  poBt,  476,  n.  (c).  A  bill  or  note,  or  inland  bill  of  exchange,  ii 
not  the  subject  of  sale,  unless  it  be  such  a  security  in  the  liands  of  the  seller  thst 
he  could  sue  on  it  at  maturity.  Powell  r.  Waters,  8  Cowen,  660 ;  Cram  r.  Hen- 
dricks, 7  Wend.  689 ;  Munn  v.  Commission  Company,  16  Johns.  44.  But  fomgn 
exchange  in  the  hands  of  the  drawer  is  a  subject  of  traffic  and  sale,  —  a  commodity 
bought  and  sold  like  merchandise.     Banker^  draJU  are  also  existing  things  in  action, 

ties.    See  Honck  v.  Muller,  7  Q.  B.  D.  Mass.  74.  See  further,  Leopold  r.  Sslkey, 

92 ;  Simpson  v,  Crippen,  8  L.  R.  Q.  B.  89  III.  412 ;  Borrowman  v.  Free,  4  Q.  B. 

14.  D.  600. 

Tlie  distinction  between  a  refusal  be-  In  an  entire  contract,  if  part  of  the 
fore  and  after  part  performance  is  re-  goods  do  not  comply  with  the  tenns  of 
jected  in  Mersey  Steel,  &c.  Co.  v.  Naylor,  the  contract,  the  whole  may  be  rejected. 
mpra ;  but  it  seems  clear  that  more  une-  Tarling  v.  O'Riordan,  2  L.  R.  Ir.  82 ; 
quivocal  acts  would  be  required  to  indi-  Renter  v.  Sala,  4  C.  P.  D.  239. 
cate  an  intention  to  abandon  m  the  latter  As  to  when  inability  of  one  party  to 
than  in  the  former  case.  See  Langdell's  perform  warrants  repudiation  of  the  con- 
Summary,  t  160.  Contra  to  Hochster  v.  tract  by  the  other,  see  Poussard  v. 
De  la  Tour,  see  Daniels  9.  Newton,  114  Spiers.  1  Q.  B.  D.  410;  BetUni  9.  Gye, 
630.  Comp.  Parker  v,  Russell,  183  ib.  183. 
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ble  of  delivery,  otherwise  it  is  not  strictly  a  contract  of  sale,  but 
a  special  or  executory  agreement.  (A)  If  the  subject-matter  of  the 
sale  be  in  existence,  and  only  constructively  in  the  possession  of 
the  seller,  as  by  being  in  the  possession  of  his  agent  or  carrier 
abroad,  it  is,  nevertheless,  a  sale,  though  a  conditional  or  imper- 
fect one,  depending  on  the  future  actual  delivery,  (i)  But  if  the 
article  intended  to  be  sold  has  no  existence,  there  can  be  no  con- 
tract of  sale.     Thus,  if  A.  sells  his  horse  to  B.,  and  it  turns  out 

and  subject  to  the  like  traffic.  The  drawer  seUs  his  foreign  biU  as  monej  or  funds 
abroad.  His  credit  abroad  is  to  the  payee  equivalent  to  cash,  and  the  bill  of  ex- 
change is  the  instrument  of  transfer.  The  commission  charge  on  the  transfer  is  part 
of  the  price  of  the  sale,  and  not  usurions.    Holford  v,  Blatchford,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  149. 

(A)  Rondeau  ».  Wyatt,  2  H.  Bl.  68;  Mucklow  ».  Mangles,  1  Taunt.  318;  Grovea 
p.  Buck,  8  Maule  &  S.  178. 

(t)  Boyd  ».  Siffkin,  2  Campb.  826 ;  Withers  v.  Lyss,  4  id.  237.  In  the  ciyil  law, 
ownership  in  the  seller  at  the  time  of  the  contract  was  not  essential  to  its  Talidity.  Dig. 
16. 1. 1.  57;  Heinecc.  £lem.  Jur.  Secund.  Ord.  Inst  lib.  8,  tit.  24,  sec.  905;  Pothier, 
Contrat  de  Vente,  n.  7.  In  Bryan  v.  Lewis,  Ry.  &  Moody,  886,  Lord  Tenterden 
ruled,  that  if  goods  be  sold  to  be  delirered  at  a  future  day,  and  the  seller  has  not  the 
goods,  nor  any  contract  for  them,  nor  any  reasonable  expectation  of  receiving  them 
by  consignment,  but  intends  to  go  into  the  market  and  buy  them,  it  was  not  a  valid 
contract  It  was  a  mere  wager  on  the  price  of  the  commodity.  This  is  contrary  to 
the  rule  at  law,  as  suggested  by  Lord  Chancellor  Parker,  in  Cud  v.  Rutter,  1  P.  Wms. 
570.  The  obserration  of  Lord  Tenterden,  in  this  case,  is  said  to  be  a  mere  dictum, 
and  unsupported  by  any  other  case.  Wells  v.  Porter,  8  Scott,  141.  In  this  last  case 
in  the  C.  B.,  it  was  held,  that  time  bargains  in  foreign  funds  were  not  illegal  or  Toid 
at  common  law ;  and  in  HibUewhite  v,  M*Morine,  5  M.  &  W.  462,  the  decision  of 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  Bryan  v.  Lewis,  was  completely  overruled.  [See  Hawley  v.  Bibb, 
69  Ala.  52.]  Mr.  Bell  says,  that  where  the  distinction  exists  between  sale  as  a  trans- 
fer of  property  and  sale  as  a  contract,  as  in  the  civil  law,  Holland,  Scotland,  &a,  a 
thing  which  belongs  to  another  may  be  the  subject  of  sale,  and  the  seller  must  make 
good  the  contract)  or  answer  in  damages.  But  that  in  England  and  America,  as  a 
sale  is  a  transfer  of  property,  it  cannot  exist  as  to  property  not  belonging  to  the 
aeUer  at  the  time.  Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844,  pp.  26,  27.  In  France, 
by  the  Code  Civil,  No.  1616,  on  a  contract  of  sale  of  goods  which  can  be  purchased 
ia  the  market,  the  seller  is  bound  to  fulfil  the  contract.  By  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Stat- 
utes, 3d  ed.  i.  892,  in  order  to  prevent  stock  jobbing,  it  is  declared  that  all  contracts, 
written  or  verbal,  for  the  sale  or  transfer  of  stocks,  are  void,  unless  the  party  con- 
tracting to  sell  be,  at  the  time,  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  evidence  of  the  debt  or 
interest,  or  otherwise  entitled  in  his  own  right  or  with  due  authority  to  sell  the  same: 
and  all  wagers  upon  the  price  of  stock  are  void.  The  English  statute  of  7  Geo.  II. 
G.  8,  was  made  to  prevent  stock  jobbing,  and  which  the  statute  termed  an  infamous 
practice.  The  discussions  in  the  English  courts  on  this  statute  have  been  many  and 
interesting,  and  the  operation  of  the  statute  made  subject  to  important  distinctions. 
An  agreement  to  transfer  stocks  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  be  paid,  though  the 
seller  was  not  at  the  time  actually  possessed  of,  or  entitled  to,  the  atock,  io  his  own 
right,  has  been  held  not  to  be  within  the  statute,  which  only  applied  to  fictitious  sales 
of  stocks.  Mortimer  v,  M'CalUn,  6  M.  &  W.  58 ;  a.  o.  7  id.  20 ;  9  id.  686. 
TOL.II.-48  [678] 
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that  the  horse  was  dead  at  the  time,  though  the  fact  was  unknown 

to  the  parties,  the  contract  is  necessarily  void.    So,  if  A.,  at  New 

York,  sells  to  B.  his  house  and  lot  in  Albany,  and  the  house  should 

happen  to  have  been  destroyed  by  fire  at  the  time,  and  the 

*  469    parties  are  *  equally  ignorant  of  the  fact,  the  foundation 

of  the  contract  fails,  provided  the  house,  and  not  the 
ground  on  which  it  stood,  was  the  essential  inducement  to  the 
purchase,  (a)  The  civil  law  came  to  the  same  conclusion  on  this 
point.  (5)  But  if  the  house  was  only  destroyed  in  part,  then  if 
it  was  destroyed  to  the  value  of  only  half  or  less,  the  opinion 
stated  in  the  civil  law  is,  that  the  sale  would  remain  good,  and 
the  seller  would  be  obliged  to  allow  a  ratable  diminution  of  the 
price.  Pothier  thinks,  however,  (<?)  that  in  equity  the  buyer 
ought  not  to  be  bound  to  any  part  or  modification  of  the  contract, 
when  the  inducement  of  the  contract  had  thus  failed;  and  this 
would  seem  to  be  the  reasoning  of  Papinian,  from  another  passage 
in.  the  Pandects,  (i)  and  it  is  certainly  the  more  just  and  reason- 
able doctrine.  The  Code  Napoleon  (e)  has  settled  the  French 
law  in  favor  of  the  opinion  of  Pothier,  by  declaring,  that  if  part 
of  the  thing  sold  be  destroyed  at  the  time,  it  is  at  the  option 
of  the  buyer  to  abandon  the  sale,  or  to  take  the  part  preserved, 
on  a  reasonable  abatement  of  price ;  and,  I  presume,  the  princi- 
ples contained  in  the  English  and  American  cases  tend  to  the 
same  conclusion,  provided  the  inducement  to  the  purchase  be 
thereby  materially  affected. 

Where  the  parties  had  entered  into  an  agreement  for  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  an  interest  in  a  public  house,  which  was  stated 
to  have  had  eight  years  and  a  half  to  come,  and  it  turned  out  on 
examination  that  the  vendor  had  an  interest  of  only  six  years  in 
the  house,  Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  (/)  that  the  buyer  had  a  right  to 
consider  the  contract  at  an  end,  and  recover  back  any  money 
which  he  had  paid  in  part  performance  of  the  agfreement  for  the 
sale*    The  buyer  had  a  right  to  say  it  was  not  the  interest  he  had 

(o)  Dig.  la  1. 1.  67 ;  Poihier,  Cont.  de  Vente,  n.  4 ;  Hitchcock  v.  Giddings  4  Price, 
186;  s.  o.  DanieU'e  Exch.  1;  Stor/e  Comin.  on  Bq.  Jnrupradence,  157;  AUen  v. 
Hammond,  11  Peters,  68;  [Conturier  o.  HMtle,  5  H.  L.  C.  678;  9  ExdL  KB; 
S  EjTch.  40.] 

(b)  Dig.  18. 1.  67. 

(c)  TraiU  da  Contrat  de  Yente,  n.  4 

id)  Dig.  IS.  1.  6&  (e)  No.  1601. 

(/)  Faner  v,  Nightingal,  2  Esp.  689. 
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agreed  to  purchase.  So,  in  another  ease,  and  upon  the 
same  principle,  *  Lord  Eldon  held,  (a)  that  if  A.  purchased  *  470 
a  horse  of  B.,  which  was  warranted  sound,  if  it  turned  out 
that  he  was  unsound,  the  buyer  might  keep  the  horse,  and  bring 
an  action  on  his  warranty  for  the  difference  of  the  value ;  or  he 
might  return  the  horse,  and  recover  back  the  money  paid ;  though 
if  he  elected  to  pursue  that  course,  he  must  be  prompt  in  rescind- 
ing the  contract.  (&)  There  are  other  cases,  however,  in  which 
it  has  been  held,  (c)  that  it  was  no  defence  at  law  to  a  suit  on  a 
note  or  bill,  that  the  consideration  partially  failed,  by  reason  that 
the  goods  sold  were  of  an  inferior  quality,  unless  clear  fraud  in 
the  sale  be  made  out ;  and  the  courte  refer  the  aggrieved  party  to 
a  distinct  and  independent  remedy.  But  if  a  title  to  a  part  of 
the  chattels  sold  had  totally  failed,  so  as  to  defeat  the  object  of 
the  purchase,  as  if  A.  should  sell  to  B.  a  pair  of  horses  for  car- 
riage use,  and  the  title  to  one  of  them  should  fail,  it  is  evident, 
from  analogous  cases,  that  the  whole  purchase  might  be  held  void 
even  in  a  court  of  law.  In  case  of  a  sale  of  several  lots  of  real 
property  at  auction,  the  purchaser  purchased  three  lots,  and  paid 
the  deposit  money,  but  the  title  to  two  of  the  lots  failed,  and 
Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  (c?)  that  it  was  one  entire  contract ;  and  if 
the  seller  failed  in  making  title  to  any  one  of  the  lots,  the  pur- 
chaser might  rescind  the  contract,  and  refuse  to  take  the  other 
lots.  The  same  principle  was  advanced  in  the  case  of  Judsoh  v. 
Wass^  (e)  which  was  the  purchase  of  several  lots  of  land  ;  and  the 

(a)  Curtis  v.  HanDay,  3  Esp.  82. 

(6)  Duller,  J.,  1  T.  R.  186;  and  in  Compton  v.  Bum,  Esp.  Dig.  13.  [But  8«e 
479,  n.  1,  A,  (c).] 

(e)  Morgan  v,  Richardson,  1  Campb.  40,  n.;  Fleming  v,  Simpson,  ib.;  Tye  v. 
Qwjmne,  2  id.  346. 

(d)  Cbamben  v.  Griffitlis,  1  Esp.  150. 

(e)  11  Johns.  625.  There  are  conflicting  cases  on  this  point ;  but  in  the  English 
law  the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  if  a  purchaser  contracts  for  the  entirety  of 
an  estate,  and  a  good  title  can  only  be  made  to  a  part  of  it,  the  purchaser  will  not 
be  compelled  to  take  it.  This  was  the  decision  in  l^ffey  v.  Shallcross,  4  Mad.  [227] 
122,  Phil.  ed. ;  and  in  Dalby  v.  PuUen,  3  Sim.  29.  In  Cassamajor  v.  Strode  (1  Cooper, 
Sel.  Ca.  510, 8  Conden.  Ch.  510,  s.  c).  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  said  that  the 
decision  of  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Chambers  o.  Griffiths,  was  not  sound  doctrine ;  and  was 
contradicted  by  the  cases  of  James  v.  Shore,  1  Starkie,  426 ;  and  Hoots  v.  Dormer, 
4  B.  ft  Ad.  77.  He  further  said,  that  Lord  Eldon,  in  the  note  to  Roffey  p.  Shallcross, 
carried  the  rule  too  far  the  other  way.  Tlie  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Brougham 
as  the  medium  one  was,  that  the  purchaser  was  not  to  be  let  off  from  his  contract  for 
one  lot,  on  the  ground  that  the  title  to  the  other  was  bad,  unless  it  appeared  from  the 
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purchaser  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  have  a  perfect  title  according 
to  contract,  without  any  incumbrance,  or  he  might  disaffirm  the 
sale,  and  recover  back  his  deposit.  (/) 

(2.)   Of  rescinding  and  completing  the  Contract.  —  On  the  sub- 
ject of  the  claim  to  a  completion  of  the  purchase,  or  to  the 

*  471    payment  or  return  of  the  consideration  money,  ♦  in  a  case 

where  the  title  or  the  essential  qualities  of  part  of  the  sub* 
ject  fail,  and  there  is  no  charge  of  fraud,  the  law  does  not  seem 
to  be  clearly  and  precisely  settled  ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile 
the  cases,  or  make  the  law  harmonize  on  this  vexatious  question. 
The  rules  on  this  branch  of  the  law  of  sales  are  in  constant  dis- 
cussion, and  of  great  practical  utility,  and  they  ought  to  be  dis- 
tinctly understood.  It  would  seem  to  be  sound  doctrine,  that 
a  substantial  error  between  the  parties  concerning  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  either  as  to  the  nature  of  the  article,  or  as 
to  the  consideration,  or  as  to  the  security  intended,  would  destroy 
the  consent  requisite  to  its  validity,  (a)  y*  The  principles  which 
goveni  the  subject,  as  to  defects  in  the  quality  or  quantity  of  the 
thing  sold,  require  a  more  extended  examination ;  and  they  are 
the  same  in  their  application  to  sales  of  lands  and  chattels. 

In  the  case  of  a  purchase  of  land,  where  the  title  in  part  fails, 
the  Court  of  Chancery  will  decree  a  return  of  the  purchase-monej, 

drcumitanoei  that  the  two  lots  w«re  to  connected  that  the  pnrchaaer  would  not  tuve 
bought,  except  in  the  expectation  of  possessing  both  lots. 

(/)  If  a  party  has  entered  into  a  contract  by  the  fraud  of  the  other  partj,  be 
may,  on  discovering  the  fraud,  and  on  the  earliest  notice,  rescind  the  contract^  and 
recover  whatever  he  has  advanced,  on  offering  to  do  whatever  be  in  his  power  to 
restore  the  other  party  to  his  former  condition.  Masson  v.  Bovet,  1  Denio,  69.  [See 
478,  n.  1.] 

(a)  Thornton  v,  Kempster,  6  Taunt.  786.  Several  cases  on  the  same  subject,  and 
in  support  of  the  doctrine  in  the  text,  are  referred  to  in  1  Bell's  Comm.  242, 2d5,  in 
notii,  as  having  been  decided  in  the  Scotch  courts.  By  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana, 
art.  2496-2519,  a  redhibitory  action  is  provided  for  the  avoidance  of  a  sale,  on  acooant 
of  some  vice  or  defect  in  the  thing  sold,  which  renders  it  either  absolutely  useless,  or 
its  use  so  inconvenient  and  imperfect,  that  it  must  be  supposed  that  the  buyer  woold 
not  have  purchased  it  had  he  known  of  the  vice.  Where  a  fact  In  the  sale  of  land  ii 
equally  unknown  to  both  parties,  or  ea<ih  has  equal  informaUon,  or  the  fact  is  donbt- 
ful  from  its  own  nature,  and  the  parties  have  acted  in  good  fkith,  equity  will  aot 
interpose.    McCobb  v.  Richardson,  24  Blaine,  82. 

y^  Where   the   consideration    was   a  Denison,  86  HI.  142.    With  which  corn- 
patent  right,  which  turned  out   to  be  pare  Palmer's  App.,  96  Fenn.  Si.  106; 
void,  the  contract  was  held  void  in  Hai^  Begbie  v,  Phospliate  Sewage  Co.,  1  Q.  B. 
low  V.  Putnam,  124  Mass.  653 ;  Walker  v,  D.  679. 
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even  after  the  purchase  has  been  carried  completely  into  execu- 
tion, by  the  delivery  of  the  deed  and  payment  of  the  money, 
provided  there  had  been  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  as  to  the 
title,  (b)  But  if  there  be  no  ingredient  of  fraud,  and  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  evicted,  the  insufficiency  of  the  title  is  no  ground 
for  relief  against  a  security  given  for  the  purchase-money,  or  for 
rescinding  the  purchase,  and  claiming  restitution  of  the  money. 
The  party  is  remitted  to  his  remedies  at  law  on  his  cove- 
nants to  ♦  insure  the  title,  (a)  In  Frisbee  v.  HoffnagUj  (li)  •  472 
the  purchaser,  in  a  suit  at  law  upon  his  note  given  to  the 
vendor  for  the  purchase-money,  was  allowed  to  show  in  his  de- 
fence, in  avoidance  of  the  note,  a  total  failure  of  title,  notwith- 
standing he  had  taken  a  deed  with  full  covenants,  and  had  not 
been  evicted.  But  the  authority  of  that  case  and  the  doctrine  of 
it  were  much  impaired  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Maine,  in  a  sub- 
sequent case,  founded  on  like  circumstances ;  (js)  and  they  were 
afterwards  in  a  degree  restored,  by  the  doubts  thrown  over  the 
last  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Knapp 
v.  Lee.  ((f)  The  same  defence  was  made  to  a  promissory  note  in 
the  case  of  Greenleaf  v.  Cook^  (e)  and  it  was  overruled  on  the 
ground  that  the  title  to  the  land,  for  the  consideration  of  which 
the  note  was  given,  had  only  partially  failed ;  and  it  was  said, 
that  to  make  it  a  good  defence  in  any  case,  the  failure  of  title 
must  be  total.    This  case  at  Washington  is  contrary  to  the  defence 

{b)  Edwards  v.  WLeay,  Cooper,  £q.  908;  Fenton  p.  Browne,  14  Ves.  144. 

(a)  Abbott  V.  Allen,  2  Johns.  Ch.  610;  Barkhamsted  r.  Case,  6  Conn.  628;  Banks 
F.  Walker,  before  Ass.  Y.  Ch.,  2  Sandford,  Ch.  844.  In  Brown  v,  Reves,  10  Martin 
(La.),  286,  it  was  held,  that  so  long  as  the  buyer  is  in  the  peaceable  and  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  thing  sold,  he  cannot  withhold  payment,  on  the  plea  of  a  want  of 
title  in  the  Tendor.  By  the  civil  law,  also,  a  purchaser  in  possession  could  not  rescind 
the  contract,  nor  prosecute  the  vendor,  on  the  ground  of  no  title.  Code,  lib.  8,  tit 
45.  1.  3;  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Vente,  art.  prelim. 

(6)  11  Johns.  60. 

(c)  Lloyd  V,  Jewell,  I  Greenl.  362.  See  also  Wrinkle  v.  Tyler,  15  Martin  (La.), 
111.  In  TaUmadge  v.  Wallis,  26  Wendell,  117.  the  chancellor  supposed  that  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  Frisbee  v.  Hoffnagle,  erred  in  the  application  of  a 
correct  principle  to  the  case,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  a  total  ikilure 
af  consideration,  as  there  was  no  eviction.  It  was  conceded  by  him,  that  on  a  total 
fiulure  of  title  in  a  conveyance  of  land,  and  when  no  interest  or  possession  passed, 
that  fact  was  a  good  plea  in  bar  of  a  suit  on  the  bond  given  for  the  purchase-money. 

(d)  3  Pick.  462.  But  the  case  of  Frisbee  v.  HofiEnagle  has  been  virtually  overruled 
hi  yibbard  v,  Johnson,  19  Johns.  77,  and  is  not  now  regarded  as  authority.  See 
Whitney  v.  Lewis,  21  Wand.  182, 134. 

te)  2  Wfaeaton,  13. 
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set  up  and  allowed,  and  to  the  principle  established,  in  the  case 
of  Gray  v.  Handkiman;  (/)  but  it  seems  to  be  supported  by  the 
case  of  Day  v.  Nix^  (g)  where  it  was  decided,  by  the  English 
court  of  C.  B.,  that  a  partial  failure  of  the  considemtion  of  a  note 
was  no  defence,  provided  the  quantum  of  damages  arising  upon 
the  failure  was  not  susceptible  of  definite  computation.  (A) 

*  478    *  The  cases  are  in  opposition  to  each  other,  and  they  leave 

the  question,  how  far  and  to  what  extent  a  failure  of  title 
will  be  a  good  defence,  and  between  the  original  parties  to  an 
action  for  the  consideration  money  on  a  contract  of  sale,  in  a 
state  of  painful  uncertainty,  (a)  I  apprehend  that  in  sales  of 
land,  the  technical  rule  remits  the  party  back  to  his  covenants  in 
his  deed  ;  and  if  there  be  no  ingredient  of  fraud  in  the  case,  and 
the  party  has  not  had  the  precaution  to  secure  himself  by  cove- 

(/)  1  Bay,  278.       , 

ig)  0  Moore,  169. 

(h)  It  seemi  to  be  now  iettled  In  the  New  Tork  deciaiont,  thmt  on  a  partial  fafloie 
of  a  oonsidentlon  on  a  tale,  the  def«idant  may  rvooups  bis  damages*  on  a  bicadi  of 
the  plaintiff's  contract  of  warranty.  Reab  v,  McAlister,  8  Wend.  109;  Still  v.  Hall, 
20  id.  61 ;  Batterman  v.  Pierce,  8  Uill  (N.  T.),  171.  The  recoupemetit  is  not  as  a  set- 
off, but  allowed  to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  and  it  is  founded  on  the  plainest  princi- 
ples of  justice.  Goodwin  p.  Morse,  9  BCeto.  279.  Under  the  N.  T.  R.  8.  IL  406,  sec 
77,  the  defendant  may  rcooayM  in  an  action  upon  a  sealed  as  well  as  upon  an  naaesied 
initrument.  He  may  avail  himself,  by  way  of  recoupemeni,  in  caie  of  fraud  by  mis- 
representation on  the  part  of  the  vendor.  Van  Epps  v.  Harrison,  6  Hill  (N.  T.),  6S. 
The  equitable  doctrine  of  reeoupemmt  is  of  recent  origin,  and  is  well  calcnlatod  to  save 
litigation.  It  is  a  question  whether  evidence,  by  way  of  ncoupemait,  can  be  received 
under  the  general  issue  without  notice  with  the  plea.  The  majority  of  the  court 
held  that  it  could  not  in  Barber  v.  Rose,  6  Hill  (N.  T.),  76.  In  Sedgwk^  on  the 
Measure  of  Damages,  c.  17,  the  more  modem  and  liberal  doctrine  of  set-off  orrsesi^ 
maU  of  damages  in  reduction  of  the  plaintiflTs  claim  is  considered  quite  at  large,  and 
the  numerous  cases  are  ably  reviewed  and  criticised.  The  doctrine  of  set-off,  or  tin 
compensation  of  one  debt  for  another,  came  from  the  courts  of  equity,  who  were  in 
possession  of  the  doctrine  long  before  the  courts  of  law  interfered,  and  it  was  first 
introduced  with  the  statute  of  6  Geo.  II.  The  doctrine  was  borrowed  from  the  doc- 
trine of  compensation  of  the  civil  law.  Dig.  16.  2,  de  Compcnsationibus.  The  set- 
off was  confined  at  hiw  to  mutual  debu ;  but  the  statutes*  of  bankrupts  embraced 
mutual  ereditt,  and  which,  ex  m  termini,  imported  unliquidated  damagea,  and  this  more 
liberal  practice  was  adopted  in  chancery.  Grove  r.  Dubois,  1  T.  R.  112;  Ex  part$ 
Deeze,  1  Atk.  228;  James  v.  Kynnier,  6  Vesey,  108 ;  Duncan  ».  Lyon,  8  Johns.  Ch. 
861 ;  T.  C.  &  D.  Railroad  Co.  v,  Rhodes,  8  Ala.  206.  In  he  case  of  Whitbeck  r. 
Skinner,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.),  63,  the  defendant  was  admitted  to  set  up  by  way  of  rttm^ 
ment  an  adverse  claim  under  the  same  agreement,  to  save  needless  suite. 

(a)  The  general  rule  in  the  English  law  Is,  that  the  partial  failure  of  performance 
by  one  party  to  a  contract,  for  which  there  may  be  a  compensation  in  damages,  does 
not  authorize  the  other  party  to  put  an  end  to  it.  Franklin  p.  Miller,  4  Ad.  4  EL 
609. 
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nants,  he  has  no  i^emedy  for  his  money,  even  on  a  failure  of  title. 
This  is  the  strict  English  rule,  both  at  law  and  in  equity ;  and 
it  applies  equally  to  chattels,  when  the  vendor  sells  without  any 
averment  of  title,  and  without  possession.  (5)  In  sales  of  chattels, 
the  purchaser  cannot  resist  payment  in  cases  free  from  fraud, 
while  the  contract  continues  open  and  he  has  ix>ssession.  But  in 
this  country,  the  rule  has  received  very  considerable  relaxation. 
In  respect  to  lands,  the  same  rule  has  been  considered  to  be 
the  law  in  New  York;(o)  while,  on  the  other  hand,  in  South 
Carolina,  their  courts  of  equity  will  allow  a  party  suffering  by 
the  failure  of  title,  in  a  case  without  warranty,  to  recover  back 
the  purchase-money,  in  the  sale  of  real  as  well  as  of  personal 
estates,  (cf) 

In  cases  where  the  consideration  had  totally  failed,  the  English 
courts  have  admitted  that  fact  to  constitute  a  good  defence 
between  the  original  parties  to  a  bill  of  exchange;  though  a 
partial  failure  of  the  consideration  is  bo  defence,  (e)  But 
with  us,  a  partial  as  well  as  total  failure  of  the  *  consider-  *  474 
ation  may  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  maker  of  a  note,  to 
defeat  or  mitigate,  as  the  case  may  be,  a  recoveiy.  (a)  In  Indi- 
ana, by  statute,  1881,  in  actions  upon  specialty  or  other  contract, 
excepting  conveyances  of  real  estate,  and  paper  negotiable  by  the 
law  merchant,  the  defendant  may  allege  the  want  or  failure  of 
consideration,  in  whole  or  in  part  He  may  allege  fraud  or  breacii 
of  warranty ;  and  if  he  shows  that  the  article  was  of  no  value,  or 

(6)  Tanfield,  Ch.  Baron,  in  Roawell  v.  Yaughan^Cro.  Jac.  196;  Medina  v.  Stottgh- 
ton,  1  Salk.  210 ;  Bree  v.  Holbech,  Doug.  654 ;  Lord  Alvanley,  in  Johnson  v,  Johnson, 
8  Boa.  &  P.  170;  Urroston  v.  Pate,  cited  in  Sugden's  Law  of  Vendors,  3d  ed.  846^ 
847 ;  and  in  4  Cruise's  Dig.  90 ;  and  in  Cooper's  £q.  811 ;  1  Fonb.  866,  n. 

(e)  Frost  o.  Raymond,  2  Caines,  188;  Abbot  v.  Allen,  2  Johns.  Cb.  623;  GouTe^ 
near  o.  Elmendorf,  6  Johns.  Ch.  84. 

{d)  Tucker  i».  Gordon,  4  Desaus.  58.  58. 

(<)  Morgan  v.  Richardson,  1  Camp,  40,  n. ;  T^e  r.  Gwynne,  2  id.  846 ;  Mann  m, 
Lent,  10  B.  &  C.  877. 

(a)  Hills  V.  Bannister,  8  Cow.  31;  Sill  v.  Rood,  15  Johns.  230;  Payne  v.  Cutler, 
18  Wend.  605;  Cook  v.  Mix,  11  Conn.  432;  Revised  Statutes  of  niinois,  ed.  1833. 
p.  484.  See  supra,  472-3,  n. ;  the  cases  from  8  and  20  Wend,  and  3  HiU.  In  Johnson 
V.  Titas,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  606,  mere  inadeguacy  of  consideration,  without  warranty  or 
fraud,  is  no  defence  to  a  promissory  note ;  but  entire  want  of  consideration  is  a  defence 
to  any  executory  contract.  But  again,  in  Scudder  u.  Andrews,  2  McLean,  464,  it  was 
held,  upon  what  was  deemed  the  weight  of  authority,  that  a  total  failure  of  considera^ 
tion  was  a  good  defence  to  a  promissory  note  between  the  original  parties,  though  a 
partial  failure  would  not  be  a  defence. 
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had  been  returned  or  tendered,  he  destroys  the  action,  (i)  la 
North  Carolina,  a  total  failure  of  consideration  may  be  given  in 
evidence  in  a  suit  on  a  promissory  note,  though  a  partial  fiiilure 
cannot,  and  the  relief  iii  by  a  distinct  suit,  (c)  In  equity,  as  weU 
as  at  law,  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  circuity 
of  action,  may  show,  by  way  of  defence,  in  order  to  lessen  or  de- 
feat the  recovery,  a  total  or  partial  failure  of  consideration,  as 
the  case  may  be,  when  sued  for  the  consideration  of  a  sale,  or 
upon  the  security  given  for  the  purchase-money,  (c?)  In  Illinois, 
by  statute,  a  want  of  title  in  the  vendor  of  lands  may  be  set  up 
by  the  vendee  on  the  note  given  for  the  purchase-money,  as  a 
failure  of  the  considei-ation.  (e)  So,  the  true  value  of  articles 
sold  may  be  shown  in  reduction  of  the  price,  even  on  a  note 
given,  as  between  the  original  parties,  in  cases  of  sales  with  war- 
ranty, or  fraudulent  representation,  though  the  article  has  not 
been  returned ;  and  this  is  allowed  to  avoid  circuity  of  action.  (/) 

(6)  Wynn  V.  Hiday,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  128.  In  Georgia,  by  sUtute,  1S96,  partial 
failure  of  consideration  in  any  contract  may  be  given  in  evidence. 

(c)  Washburn  v.  Picot,  3  Dev.  890.    See  Mupra,  472-8,  note. 

{d)  LewU  V,  Wilson,  1  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.),  806. 

(«)  Mason  v.  Wait,  4  Scamm.  127.  Tiie  law  allows  a  total  or  partial  failure  of 
coneideration,  in  every  note  or  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money  or  property,  to 
be  set  up  as  a  defence.  The  object  of  the  act  is  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  acttooa. 
Duncan  v,  Charles,  ib.  661. 

(/)  M'Alister  v.  Reab,  4  Wend.  488;  8.  a  8  id.  100;  Miller  r.  Smith,  1  Mssod, 
487 ;  Steigleman  v.  JefiEries,  1  S.  &  R.  477  ;  Beecker  v.  Vrooman,  18  Johns.  802.  See 
also,  to  the  same  point,  Street  v,  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad.  466 ;  Poulton  v.  Tjattimore,  9  B.  & 
C.  259;  Pearson  v,  Wheeler,  Ryan  &  Moody,  808;  Harrington  v.  Stratton,  22  Pick. 
610.  In  this  last  case,  the  authorities  pro  and  am  were  extensively  examined.  In 
the  two  cases  of  Street  v.  Blay,  and  of  Poulton  v.  Lattimore,  it  is  settled,  that  where 
an  article  is  warranted,  and  the  warranty  not  complied  with,  the  vendee  may  refuse 
to  receive  the  article  at  all,  or  he  may  receive  it,  and  bring  a  cross  action  for  the 
breach  of  the  warranty,  or,  without  bringing  a  cross  action,  he  may  use  the  breach 
of  the  warranty  in  reduction  of  the  damages,  In  an  action  by  the  vendor  for  tbeprioe. 
[Bat  see  479,  n.  1.]  There  is  a  very  learned  discussion  and  citation  of  authoritiei 
nnder  the  case  of  Cutter  v,  Powell,  6  T.  R  820,  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  Lew 
Library,  n.  8.  xxviii.,  on  the  vexed  question  as  to  the  remedy  on  special  contrscts, 
remaining  in  part  unperformed.  To  the  accumulation  of  English  cases,  the  lesned 
American  editors  of  the  Law  Library  have  given  also  a  view  of  the  American  cum 
on  the  same  subject.  In  Ferguson  v.  Huston,  6  Mo.  407,  it  was  held,  after  an  elabo- 
rate examination  of  the  authorities,  that  defect  or  unsoundness  in  a  chattel  sold 
cannot  be  set  up  in  bar  of  a  reoovery  on  a  note  given  for  such  chattel,  unless  the 
vendee,  on  the  discovery  of  such  detect  or  unsoundness,  returns,  or  offers  to  retom, 
the  chattel,  or  shows  it  to  be  valueless.  In  the  learned  opinion  of  the  dissentiDg 
ju<l«re  it  was  held  that  the  retention  of  the  chattel,  in  a  case  of  fraud  or  breach  of 
warmnty,  was  no  waiver  of  tlie  purchaser's  right  of  defence  on  these  grounds,  by 
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In  Louisiana,  the  failure  of  consideration,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part,  in  a  contract  of  sale,  has  been  held  to  be  a  defence  as  far  as 
it  goes ;  on  the  principle  that  matters  which  diminish,  as  well  as 
those  which  destroy,  the  demand,  may  be  pleaded  in  defence  of 
the  suit,  (jg)  The  discovery  by  the  vendee,  before  payment,  of 
incumbrances,  is  also  held,  in  Pennsylvania,  to  be  a  valid  defence, 
in  a  suit  for  the  purchase-money,  to  the  amount  of  the  incum* 
brance,  whether  there  existed  a  general  or  special  warranty.  (A) 
The  defendant  may,  by  way  of  defence,  show  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty as  to  the  articles  sold,  without  either  returning  them,  or 
giving  notice  to  the  vendor  to  take  them  away,  (i)  In  Virginia, 
it  was  provided  by  statute,  in  1830,  that  a  defendant  might  allege, 
by  way  of  plea,  not  only  fraud  in  the  consideration  or  procure- 
ment of  any  contract,  but  any  such  failure  in  the  consideration 
thereof  or  any  such  breach  of  warranty  of  the  title  or  soundness 
of  personal  property,  as  would  entitle  the  defendant,  in  any  form 
of  action,  to  recover  damages  at  law,  or  to  relief  in  equity.  The 
rule  in  Ohio  is,  that  the  fraud  must  go  to  the  whole  considera- 
tion, or  the  payment  of  a  note  cannot  be  avoided  at  law,  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud,  (y)  This  is  also  the  law  in  Kentucky ;  and  a 
plea  going  only  to  a  part  of  the  consideration  is  bad.  (Jc) 

waj  of  mitigation  of  damages,  and  to  prereot  circuity  of  action.  If,  howeyer,  he 
meant  to  rescind  the  contract  for  the  fraud  or  defect,  there  must  then  have  been 
shown  a  return,  or  tender  of  a  return,  of  the  article. 

{p)  Evans  r.  Gray,  12  Mart.  (La.),  476,  647.  But  in  Fulton  v.  Griswold,  7  Mart. 
(La.)  223,  it  was  held  that  the  vendee  of  land  could  not  refuse  payment  of  the  price, 
nor  could  he  require  surety  from  the  vendor  until  suit  brought  to  evict  hiro.  And  it 
seems  now  to  be  settled  in  South  Carolina,  that,  on  a  sale  of  land,  a  defect  of  title  in 
the  vendor  is  no  defence  at  law  to  a  suit  on  the  note  given  for  the  consideration 
money,  so  long  as  the  purchaser  remains  in  possession  under  an  equitable  title.  Car- 
ter V.  Carter,  1  Bailey,  217 ;  Bordeaux  v.  Cave,  ib.  250;  Westbrook  v.  M'Millan,  ib. 
269. 

(k)  Christy  v.  Reynolds,  and  Tod  v.  Gallagher,  16  Serg.  &  R.  25S,  261. 

(i)  Steigleman  v.  Jeffries,  1  id.  477. 

0)  Harlan  v.  Read.  8  Ohio.  286. 

(it)  Delany  v.  Vaughn,  2  Bibb,  879;  Wallace  r.  Barlow,  ib.  16a  The  rule  in  S. 
Carolina  in* respect  to  warranty  of  title,  both  as  to  real  and  personal  property,  is 
thoroughly  discussed  and  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Earle,  in  Moore  v.  Lanham^  8  Hill 
(S.  C),  299.  In  regard  to  the  construction -of  the  warranty  of  title,  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  real  and  personal  property.  Every  covenant  of  general  warranty  of 
title  is  held  to  be  a  covenant  of  seisin,  and  the  vendee  may  bring  covenant  on  tlie 
warranty,  or  resist  an  action  for  the  price,  without  actual  eviction,  and  whether  there 
has  been  a  partial  or  a  total  failure  of  consideration.  A  total  or  partisi  failure  in 
regard  to  title,  as  well  as  a  total  or  partial  failure  in  regard  to  soundness,  will  avail 
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*  475  *  There  has  been  much  diBCuaeion  and  diveiidty  of  opin- 
ion on  the  subject  of  rescinding  and  of  enfomng  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  contracts,  in  the  cases  of  partial  failure  of  the 
consideration.  In  one  case,  (a)  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  when 
sitting  in  chancery,  that  the  court  had  gone  great  lengths  in  com- 
pelling parties  to  go  on  with  purchases,  contrary  to  their  original 
agreement  and  intention ;  but  he  said  a  case  might  be  made  out 
sufficient  to  put  an  end  to  the  whole  contract,  when  tiie  seller 
could  not  make  a  good  title  to  part  of  the  subject  sold.  In  the 
case  of  the  Cambridge  Wharf,  the  seller  made  title  to  all  the 
estate  but  the  wharf,  and  that  part  of  the  land  was  the  principal 
object  of  the  buyer  in  making  the  purchase,  and  the  buyer  who 
had  contracted  for  the  house  and  wharf  was  compelled  to  com- 
plete the  purchase  without  the  wharf.  But,  as  Lord  Kenyon  truly 
observed,  that  was  a  determination  contrary  to  all  justice  and 
reason.  There  have  been  a  number  of  hard  cases  in  chancery,  (i) 
and  in  which  performance  has  been  enforced,  though  there  was  a 
material  variance  between  the  actual  and  supposed  circumstances 
of  the  subject,  and  when  those  circumstances  were  wanting  which 
were  the  strong  inducement  to  the  contract.  These  cases  had 
gone  to  such  extravagant  lengths,  that  Lord  Erskiiie  declared  (0 
he  would  not  follow  them,  nor  decree  specific  performance,  when 
the  main  inducement  to  the  purchase  had  failed.  In  many  cases, 
however,  where  the  title  proves  defective  in  part,  or  to  an  extent 
not  very  essential,  specific  performance  will  be  decreed,  with  )i 
ratable  deduction  of  the  purchase-money,  by  way  of  compensation 
for  the  deficiency,  (rf) 

a  pnichftser  of  personal  property  at  a  Talid  defence,  when  tned  for  the  parchase- 
money,  to  the  tame  extent,  in  the  tame  form,  and  upon  the  same  principlee,  as  the 
like  failure  would  avail  a  purchaser  of  real  estate.  The  jnrispmdence  of  Soath 
Carolina  is  thus  rendered  firee  from  emharrassing  distinctions  on  this  subject,  bj  the 
comprehensiveness,  simplicity,  and  certainty  of  the  rule. 

fa)  Poole  V.  Shergold,  1  Cox.  278. 

(6)  Several  cases  of  that  kind  are  alluded  to  by  Lord  Bldon,  in  6  Yea.  67S;  and 
see  also  Oldfleld  r.  Round,  5  id.  60S. 

(c)  Halsey  v.  Grant,  13  Ves.  78 ;  Stapylton  r.  Scott,  lb.  436. 

{d)  Milligan  v.  Cooke,  16  Ves.  1 ;  King  v.  Bardeau,  6  Johns.  Ch.  S8;  Smith  r. 
Tolcher,  4  Russell,  305;  Soule  v.  Ileerman,  6  La.  85a  See  a  statement  of  tlie  dilB> 
culties  on  this  subject  by  tlie  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  Thomas  v,  Dering,  1  Keen,  729L 
Sales  by  an  heir  apparent  of  expectancies  or  reveraionaTy  intereati  will  be  set  aside 
when  the  consideration  is  inadequate,  and  advantage  was  taken  of  his  neoessitiec. 
Earl  of  Portmore  v.  Taylor,  4  Sim.  182;  Gibson  v.  Jeyes,  6  Yes.  286;  Peacock  a 
Evans,  16  Yes.  612;  Qowland  v,  De  Faria,  17  id.  20;  Addit  v.  CampbeU,  4  Beav. 
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The  good  sense  and  equity  of  the  law  on  this  subject  is,  that 
if  the  defect  of  title,  whether  of  lands  or  chattels,  be  so 
•great  as  to  render  the  thing  sold  unfit  for  the  use  in-  ♦476 
tended,  and  not  within  the  inducement  to  the  purchase, 
the  purchaser  ought  not  to  be  held  to  the  contract,  but  be  left  at 
liberty  to  rescind  it  altogether.  This  is  the  principle  alluded  to 
by  Pothier,  and  repeated  by  Lord  Erskine  and  Lord  Kenyon.  (a) 
In  South  Carolina  it  has  been  held,  that  if  the  deficiency  in  the 
quantit}'-  of  land  be  so  great  as  to  defeat  the  object  of  the  pur- 
chase, the  vendee  may  rescind  the  bargain ;  and  if  the  defects 
were  not  so  great  as  to  rescind  the  contract  entirely,  there  might 
be  a  just  abatement  of  price ;  and  this  doctrine  applies  equally  to 
defects  in  the  quantity  and  quality  of  land,  and  for  unsoundness 
and  defects  in  personal  property.  (J)  The  same  principle  was 
declared  in  Pennsylvania,  in  the  case  of  Stoddart  v.  Smithy  (c) 
on  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land.  If  there  be  a  failure  of 
title  to  part,  and  that  part  appears  to  be  so  essential  to  the  resi- 
due that  it  cannot  reasonably  be  supposed  the  purchase  would 
have  been  made  without  it,  as  in  the  case  of  the  loss  of  a  mine, 
or  of  water  necessary  to  a  mill,  or  of  a  valuable  fishery  attached 
to  a  parcel  of  poor  land,  antl  by  the  loss  of  which  the  residue  of 
the  land  was  of  little  value,  the  contract  may  be  dissolved  in  toto. 
But  the  court  in  the  last  case  limited  very  much  the  right  of 
rescinding  a  contract  for  a  partial  failure  of  title ;  for  if  the  sale 
was  of  lots  in  different  parts  of  a  city,  it  was  not  dissolved  by 

401»  s.  p.  See,  in  Lord  Aldborough  v.  Trye,  7  Clark  &  Fin.  436,  the  obsenrattODt 
of  Ix>rd  Cottenham,  on  the  case  of  Gowland  v.  De  Faria,  relative  to  the  value  of 
expectancies.  The  sale  of  the  expectation  of  an  heir  of  an  inheritance  in  real  as  well 
aa  personal  estate,  will  be  supported  in  chancery,  if  made  bona  fide  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  This  was  so  declared  by  the  assistant  vice-chancellor,  in  Varick  v, 
Edwards,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  388,  395-405,  after  an  elaborate  examination  of  authorities. 
Poat,  iv.  261,  8.  p.  So,  the  release  by  an  heir  apparent  of  his  estate  in  expectancy, 
with  the  consent  of  the  ancestor,  on  a  valid  consideration,  with  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty mnning  with  the  land,  is  good  and  effectual  at  law.  Cobum  v.  Hollis,  3  Met- 
calf ,  12dL  In  Scotland,  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  a  future  or  expected  inheritance 
is  lawful.     Stkir's  Institutions,  by  More,  vol.  i.  note  1,  p.  63. 

(a)  This  principle  was  expressly  recognized,  after  a  full  and  elaborate  discussion 
of  the  subject,  by  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  Mississippi,  in  Parkham  v, 
Bandolph,  4  How.  (Miss.)  485. 

(6)  Pringle  V.  Witten,  1  Bay,  256;  Gray  v,  Handkinson,  ib.  278;  Glover  v.  Smith, 
1  Desans.  488;  Wainwright  v.  Read,  ib.  578;  Tunno  v.  Flood,  1  M'Cord,  121 ;  Mar- 
Tin  V.  Bennett,  8  Paige,  312. 

(c)  5  Binney,  865,  868. 
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the  failure  of  title  to  some  of  the  lots,  not  adjoining  or  particn- 
larly  connected  with  the  others,  nor  essential  to  their  use  or  en- 
joyment (i)  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  embarrassment  and 
contradiction  which  accompany  the  English  and  American  cases 
on  this  subject  caimot  be  relieved  by  the  establishment  of  some 
clear  and  definite  rule,  like  that  declared  in  France,  which  shall 
be  of  controlling  influence  and  universal  reception,  (e) 

•  477        *  (8.)   Of  the  Price*  —  The  price  is  an  essential  ingredi- 

ent iu  the  contract  of  sale ;  and  it  must  be  real,  and  not 
merely  nominal  and  fixed,  or  be  susceptible  of  being  ascertained 
in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  contract,  without  further  negotia- 
tion between  the  parties*  Pretium  constituti  oportet,  nam  nulla 
emptio  sine  pretio  esse  potest,  (a)  ^ 

{d)  Where  a  farm  was  sold  id  gross  or  by  its  bonndaries,  and  neither  party  knev 
the  precise  quantity  conveyed,  and  the  deed  contained  the  words  mons  or  lea,  and 
the  quantity  was  afterwards  ascertained  to  be  leu  than  the  parties  supposed,  tlie 
Court  of  Chancery  refused  to  interfere  for  the  relief  of  the  purchaser,  the  traniso- 
tion  being  fair  and  honest,  and  the  deficiency  small    Marvin  v.  Bennett,  8  Paige,  812. 

{e)  The  rule  in  chancery,  upon  the  principle  of  equitable  conversion,  is  toconiider 
that  which  wss  agreed  to  be  done  as  done,  if  the  execution  of  the  agreement  would 
be  Uwf  ul  and  just  In  pursuance  of  this  doctrine,  the  purchase-money  of  lands,  con- 
tracted to  be  sold  during  the  life  of  the  testator,  is  treated  as  personal  estates.  Baden 
V.  Countess  of  Pembroke,  2  Vem.  212 ;  Lawes  v.  Bennett,  1  Cox,  107.  Vide  npm, 
2d0,  n.  (6). 

{a)  Inst  3.  24;  Dig.  18. 1.  2;  Pothiw,  du  Cont  de  Yente,  part  1,  art.  2,  n.  18; 
Brown  v.  Bellows,  4  Pick.  189 ;  Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844,  p.  1&  Bat 
if  the  price  be  not  fixed,  yet  after  delivery  of  the  goods  the  contract  of  ssle  is 
deemed  valid,  and  the  purchaser  must  pay  for  their  reasonable  value.  Acebsl  r. 
Levy,  10  Bing.  882 ;  Hoadley  v.  M'Laine,  ib.  482 ;  Bell,  uhi  nqmi,  20.  Inadeqoscy  of 
price,  independent  of  other  circumstances,  is  no  ground  for  relief  in  equity  against  s 
bargain,  unless  it  be  so  gross  or  excessive  as  to  afford  a  necessary  presumption  of 
fraud,  imposition,  undue  influence,  or  want  of  a  reasonable  Judgment.  Osgood  v. 
Franklin,  2  Johns.  Ch.  23,  24.  The  opinions  of  Sir  Thomas  CUirke.  Lord  Tliurkiv, 
Lord  Ch.  B.  Eyre,  Lo^d  Eldon,  and  Sir  William  Grant,  were  all  referred  to  in  the 
case  cited  in  support  of  that  position.  See  also,  to  the  same  effect,  Copis  v.  Middle- 
ton,  2  Madd.  Ch.  410 ;  Butler  o.  Haskell,  4  Desaus.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  661 ;  Glenn  r.  Clspp, 
11  Gill  &  J.  1.    By  the  civil  law,  a  sale  for  one  half  the  value  might  be  set  aside  for 

1  Price.  •—  According  to  the  language  money  only.    Bigley  v.  Risher,  63  Penn. 

of  an  important   decision  of  the  Privy  St  152.    Hoadly  v.  M'Laine,  ntpra,  n.  (a). 

Council,  the  price  may  be  money's  worth  is  approved  in  Joyce  r.  Swann,  17  C.  B. 

as  well  as  money     South  Australian  Ins.  n.  s.  84.    [That  the  consideration  most  be 

Co.  V.  Randell,  L.  R.  3  P.  C  101 ;  [Gould  money  is  held  m  Slayton  v.  McDonsld, 

V,  Mansfield,  108  Mass.  408.  |     Compare  73  Me.  50;  Kassey  v.  The  State,  74  Ind. 

Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  544,  868.     See  also  Mackaness   v.  Long,  86 

where  an  authority  to  sell  lands  In  a  pri-  Penn.  St.  158.] 
vate  act  was  construed  to  mean,  sell  for 

[684] 


LECrP.   XXXIX.]  OP  PERSONAL  PBOPBBTY.  ♦477 

(4.)  Of  Mutual  Consent.  —  Matual  consent  is  requisite  to  the 
creation  of  the  contract,  and  it  becomes  binding  when  a  proposi- 
tion is  made  on  one  side  and  accepted  on  the  other ;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  no  contract  if  there  be  an  error  or  mistake  of  a 
fact,  or  in  circumstances,  going  to  the  essence  of  it.  This  is  a 
clear  principle  of  universal  justice.  Non  videntur  qui  errant 
consentire.  (J)  In  creating  the  contract  the  negotiation  may 
be  conducted  by  letter,  as  is  very  common  in  mercantile  transac- 
tions ;  and  the  contract  is  complete  when  the  answer  containing 
the  acceptance  of  a  distinct  proposition  is  despatched  by  mail  or 
otherwise,  provided  it  be  done  with  due  diligence,  after  the 
receipt  of  the  letter  containing  the  proposal,  and  before  any 
intimation  is  received  that  the  offer  is  withdrawn.  Putting  the 
answer  by  letter  in  the  mail  containing  the  acceptance,  and  thus 
placing  it  beyond  the  control  of  the  party,  is  valid  as  a  construc- 
tive notice  of  acceptance.  An  ^fifer  by  letter,  or  by  a  special 
agent,  is  an  authority  revocable  in  itself,  but  not  to  be  revoked 
without  notice  to  the  party  receiving  it,  and  never  after  it  has 
been  executed  by  an  acceptance.  There  would  be  no  certainty 
in  making  contracts  through  the  medium  of  the  mail,  if  the  rule 
were  otherwise.  (<?)^    On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held,  that 

inadequacy ;  and  Lord  Nottingham,  in  Nott  v.  Hill,  2  Ch.  Cas.  120,  observed,  that 
he  wished  it  were  so  in  England.  If  the  price  of  the  purchase  was  less  than  one  half 
the  value,  the  inequality  was  deemed  in  the  civil  law  enormia  IcesiOf  and  relief  was 
afforded.  This  is  the  rule  also  in  Louisiana.  Copley  v.  Flint,  1  Rob.  (La.)  126.  At 
law  the  rule  is  more  stern,  and  a  promise  or  obligation  cannot  be  defeated,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  on  the  ground  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration.  The  slightest  con- 
sideration is  sufficient  to  support  the  most  onerous  obligation.  The  consideration 
may  be  impeached  only  by  showing  fraud,  mistake,  or  illegality  in  its  concoction,  or 
non-performance  of  the  stipulations  on  the  part  of  the  promisee.  Oakley  v.  Boorman, 
21  Wend.  688.    See  also  Story's  Comm.  on  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  248-254. 

(6)  Pothier  on  Oblig.  1,  c.  1,  No.  17,  18;  Thornton  i^.  Kempster,  6  Taunt  786; 
Hammond  i;.  Alien,  2  Sumner,  895,  399;  [409.  471,  479,  n.  1 ;  482,  n.  1.] 

{e)  Adams  v.  Lindsell,  1  B.  &  Aid.  681 ;  Chiles  v.  Nelson,  7  Dana,  281,  The  dis- 
tinctions on  this  subject  are  refined  and  subtle.  In  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  108, 
an  offer  to  sell,  made  by  letter,  was  standing  and  held  open  for  acceptance  at  the  time 

s  Contracts  hy  TjOier.  —  To  a  similar  note,  A/s  letter  of  acceptance  was  not 

effect  with  the  case  cited  in  the  note  from  mailed  until  Jan.  3 ;  and  that  if  the  case 

Merlin,  is  Countess  of  Dnnmore  v.  Alex-  can  be  supported,  it  is  on  the  ground  sug- 

ander,  9  Shaw  &  Dunlop,  190,  Langdell's  gested  by  Wilde,  J.,  who  asked  wliy,  if 

Cases  on  Contracts,  112,  commented  on  putting  the  acceptance  into  the  post  was 

in  Thomson  v,  James,  infra,  a  delivery  to  B.  on  the  3d,  putting  in  the 

It  should  be  noticed  that  in  M'CuIloch  withdrawal  was  not  a  delivery  to  A.  on 

V.  Ea^e  Insurance  Co.,  mentioned  in  the  the  2d.    However,  in  Thomson  p.  James, 
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if  A.  makes  an  offer  to  B.  and  gives  him  a  specified  time  for  an 
answer,  A.  may  retract  before  the  offer  is  accepted,  on  the  ground 

it  was  accepted,  and  the  contract  was  then  consummated,  though  the  knowledge  oC 
the  concurrence  of  wills,  when  the  acceptance  was  made,  was  not  known  to  the  psrty 
who  wrote  the  letter,  and  though  he  died  htfon  noiie$  of  the  acceptance,  by  answer 
to  the  letter,  was  received,  but  after  the  time  of  acceptance.  The  offer  may  be 
deemed  to  stand  open  for  acceptance  until  it  is  expressly  or  by  presumption  with- 
drawn. So,  also,  in  Brisban  v.  Boyd,  4  Paige,  17,  where  A.  wrote  to  his  factor,  pro- 
posing to  ship  to  him  cotton  on  joint  account;  the  agent,  on  the  receipt  of  the  letter, 


18  Dunlop,  1,  Langdell's  Cases  on  Contr. 
117,  after  an  able  discussion,  the  majority 
of  the  court  held  that  a  contract  became 
binding  fh>m  the  posting  of  the  letter  of 
acceptance,  although  a  letter  withdrawing 
the  offer  had  been  preTiously  posted,  and 
was  received  by  the  offeree  before  the 
acceptance  was  received  by  the  offerer. 
See  other  cases  below  in  this  note.  In 
British  ft  American  Telegraph  Co.  r. 
Colson,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  108,  it  was  held  that 
when  a  letter  accepting  a  previous  ofiFer 
was  put  into  the  post  office,  but  was  never 
received,  there  was  no  contract;  and  it 
was  laid  down  that  although  the  letter  of 
acceptance  may  in  general  be  binding 
from  the  time  it  was  written  and  put  into 
the  post,  provided  it  be  received,  it  is 
only  binding  at  all  when  afterwards  duly 
notified.  Dunlop  v.  Htggins,  1  H.  L.  C. 
881,  seemed  to  be  narrowed  by  this  to  a 
decision  that,  on  the  particular  facts,  an 
unavoidable  delay  of  a  few  hours  in  the 
arrival  of  the  post  did  not  affect  the  accept- 
ance. The  principles  admitted  would  per- 
haps have  been  sufficient  for  the  decision 
of  Trevor  v.  Wood,  86  N.  Y.  907 ;  Potter  v. 
Sanders,  6  Hare,  1 ;  Tayloe  r.  Merchants' 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  9  How.  f390;  Levy  v,  Cohen, 
4  Ga.  1 ;  Hamilton  v.  Lycoming  Mut.  Ins. 


xi  In  discussing  the  question  here 
raised,  the  distinction  should  be  carefully 
borne  in  mind  between  contracts  which 
contemplate  an  acceptance  by  the  doing 
of  some  act  which  forms  the  considera- 
tion, and  those  which  contemplate  a  coun- 
ter promise ;  vix.,  between  unilateral  and 
bilateral  contracU.  In  the  former  case 
[686] 


Co..  6  Penn.  St.  830;  see  also  Abbott  r. 
Shepard.  48  N.  H.  14 ;  and  B.  &  A.  T.  Co. 
V.  Colson  was  corroborated  by  Reidpsth's 
Case,  L.  R.  11  £q.  86,  Ac,  before  Lord 
Rom  illy,  by  In  re  Imp.  Land  Co.  of  Mar 
seilles,  Townsend's  Case.  L.  R.  18  Eq. 
148, 158 ;  and  by  an  able  article  in  7  Am. 
Law  Rev.  488,  where  the  foreign  aatbor 
ides  are  carefully  collected.    But  it  wsi 
directly  opposed  to  the  earlier  dedrion 
of  Vassar  v.  Camp,  1  Kern.  441 ;  14  Btib. 
841 ;  and  In  the  subsequent  case  of  /«  re 
Imperial  Land  Co.  of  Marseilles,  Hsrrii's 
Case,  41  L.  J.  n.  a.  Cli.  621 ;  L.  R.  7  Cb. 
687,  wliere  a  letter  accepting  an  offer 
was  posted  in  London,  and,  a  little  later 
on  the  same  day,  a  letter  withdrawing 
the  offer  was  posted  in  Dublin,  and  both 
letters  were  delivered  in  the  mommg  of 
the  next  day,  there  was  held  to  be  a 
binding  contract.    The  Lord  Justice  Md- 
lish  states  the  reasons  of  convenience 
for  holding  a  contract  binding  fVom  tlie 
moment  of  posting  the  letter,  with  great 
force,  and  distinguishes  B.  &  A.  T.  Co.  r. 
Colson,  but  finds  it  difficult  to  reconcile 
that  case  with  the  paramount  authori^ 
of  Dunlop  t;.  Higgins.    See  also  Wheat  c. 
Cross,  31  Md.  90.  x^ 


there  may  be  an  implied  condition  that 
notice  of  the  aoceptanoe  shall  be  given ; 
but  this  condition  only  requirea  that  doe 
diligence  be  exercised  in  sending  the  no- 
tice, and  mailing  the  notice  is  deariy 
sufficient  Such  an  the  cases  of  applicsr 
tions  fbr  allotment  of  shares.  Langdell  s 
Summary  of  Contracts,  T  6  «( 
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that  until  both  parties  are  agreed,  it  is  no  contract,  and  either 
of  them  has  a  right  to  recede,  and  one  party  cannot  be  bound 
without  the  other.  ({{) 

gives  noUoe  of  his  assent,  and  it  was  held,  that  as  soon  as  the  agent  so  replied,  and 
the  letter  was  transmitted,  the  contract  was  complete,  and  mutually  binding.  Merlin 
st&tes  this  case  in  the  French  courts.    A.  writes  to  B.,  and  offers  to  buy  articles  on 


{d)  Payne  v.  CaVe,  8  T.  R.  148;  Cooke  v,  Oxley,  ib.  663;  Rutledge  v.  Grant, 
4  Bing.  668;  GraTler  r.  GraTier,  16  Martin  (La.),  206.  But  see  supra,  236,  and  infra, 
610,  for  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  that  both  parties  must  be  bound,  or  neither 
can  be.  The  good  ikith  and  justice  of  the  case  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  if 
A.,  who  makes  the  offer,  gives  B.  a  specified  time  to  accept,  and  he  accepu  within 
Ike  time,  it  becomes  a  valid  contract,  and  A.  is  bound  by  his  offer,  which  left  it 
optional  in  B.  to  accept  or  reject  the  offer  within  the  time.  The  criticisms  which 
hare  been  made  upon  the  case  of  Ckx>ke  v.  Oxley  are  sufficient  to  destroy  its 
antfaority. 

The  Roman  law  gave  an  action  to  one  who  did  anything  proper  and  beneficial  to 
the  estate  of  another,  who  was  absent  and  ignorant  of  it ;  and  it  went  on  the  ground 
of  a  positive  benefit  conferred,  and  of  the  equity  of  not  permitting  one  nuin  to  profit 
by  the  labor  of  another  without  compensation.  Dig.  8.  6.  2.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Louisiana  has  followed  this  principle.  Police  Jury  v,  Hampton,  17  Martin  (La.), 
398.  But  there  is  no  principle  in  the  English  law  which  would  support  such  an 
action  for  compensation,  on  the  footing  of  a  contract.  8ee  mfra  ad  Jinem,  as  to  the 
effect  of  death  on  the  validity  of  a  contract  not  already  consummated. 


Harris's  Case,  n.  1,  supra ;  Houseliold  Fire 
Jn».  Co.  V.  Grant,  4  Ex.  D.  216 ;  Brogden 
p.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  2  App.  Cas. 
666 ;  Shuey  ».  United  States,  92  U.  S.  78 ; 
Shattock  V.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  4  Cliff.  698. 
On  the  other  hand,  where  the  original 
offer  contemplates  that  the  offeree  can 
accept  only  on  condition  of  himself  be- 
coming bound  by  a  promise,  it  would 
seem  that  the  contract  should  not  become 
binding  nntil  communication  of  this  prom- 
ise»  which  logically  contains  a  counter 
offer.  Langdeirs  Summary,  ^14  el  pas- 
nim.  But  the  cases  do  not  take  this  dis- 
tinction, but  lay  down  the  rule  broadly, 
til  at  an  acceptance  of  an  offer  by  letter  is 
complete  on  mailing.  Byrne  v.  Van  Tien- 
lioven,  infra.  See  Lord  Blackburn  in 
Bfogden  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  supra, 
where  the  ground  is  stated  to  Ise  an  im- 
plied authority  in  the  offer  to  accept  in 
that  manner.  Bryant  v.  Booze,  66  Ga. 
488.  But  see  Lewis  v.  Browning,  130 
Mass.  173.  It  is  admitted  that  a  revoca- 
tion is  inefi^tuai  until  conununicated. 


Byrne  r.  Van  Tienhoven,  6  C.  P.  D.  844; 
Stevenson  v.  McLean,  6  Q.  B.  D.  846. 
There  being  actual  notice,  formal  notice 
of  revocation  was  held  unnecessary  in 
Dickinson  v.  Dodds,  2  Ch.  D.  468. 

The  thing  to  be  proved  in  all  cases  is 
the  consensus  which  must  exist  as  to  all 
the  terms,  and  must  be  to  treat  the  con- 
tract as  finally  binding.  This  does  not 
exist,  and  there  is  no  contract  where 
there  is  a  mistake  as  to  any  term,  or  as 
to  the  person  with  whom  the  contract  is 
made,  Harvey  v.  Harris,  112  Mass.  82;  Bos- 
ton Ice  Co.  V.  Potter,  123  Mass.  28 ;  Cundy 
V.  Lindsay,  8  App.  Cas.  460;  Ex  parts 
Bamett,  3  Ch.  D.  128 ;  Hussey  f.  Home- 
Payne,  4  App.  Cas.  811 ;  see  infra,  482, 
n.  1 ;  nor  if  the  acceptance  is  not  in  the 
terms  of  the  offer,  Proprietors,  &c.  v.  Ar^ 
duin,  6  L.  R.  H.  L.  6^ ;  Appleby  v.  John- 
son, 9  L.  B.  C.  P.  168;  Hussey  t^.  Home- 
Payne,  4  App.  Cas.  811 ;  see  Rossi ter  v. 
Miller,  8  App.  Cas.  1124 ;  Lewis  v.  Brass,  8 
Q.  B.  D.  667.  The  proof  need  not  be  direct. 
Brogden  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  supra. 
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*  478        *  5.  Of  ImpUed  Wanrantj  of  the  Artides  Sold.  —  In  evei; 

Bale  of  a  chattel,  if  the  possession  be  at  the  time  in  an- 
other, and  there  be  no  covenant  or  warranty  of  title,  the  rule  of 
eaveat  emptor  applies,  and  the  party  buys  at  his  peril,  (a)  ^    But 

certain  conditions.  B.  writes  an  answer  in  the  morning,  and  accepts  the  offer.  He 
writes  a  second  letter  in  tlie  evening  of  that  day,  that  he  cannot  accede  to  the  offer 
exactly,  according  to  all  the  conditions.  Both  answers  are  receired  by  A.  at  the 
same  instant,  and  it  was  held  that  A.  was  not  bound  by  the  offer,  as  the  second  letter 
did  away  the  force  of  the  Drst.  Repertoire,  tit.  Vente,  sec.  1,  art  8,  note  11.  Bat 
in  the  case  of  M'CuUoch  v.  The  Eagle  Insurance  Co.,  I  Pick.  278,  A.  wrote  by  miU 
to  B.  to  inquire  on  what  terms  he  would  insure  a  ressel ;  B.  wrote  an  answer  on  lit 
January  that  he  would  insure  at  a  ceruhi  rate ;  on  2d  January  he  wrote  aoothsr 
letter,  retracting ;  A.,  before  he  received  the  Ust  letter,  wrote  by  mail  an  answer  to 
B.'8  first  letter,  acceding  to  the  terms ;  and  it  was  held  there  was  no  contrsct,  and 
that  the  treaty  was  open  untU  B.  had  received  the  letter  of  A.  If  A.,  who  makes  the 
proposal,  should  die  or  become  non  compot  before  his  letter  is  received  and  assented 
to,  tlie  assent  is  void,  because  there  is  no  concurrence  of  wills  at  the  time.  Pothier, 
Traits  du  Cont  de  Vente,  no.  82 ;  vide  infra,  646.  The  better  opinion  of  the  French 
Jurists  seems  to  be,  that  as  soon  as  an  offer  by  letter  Is  accepted  the  consent  if 
given,  and  the  contract  complete,  although  the  acceptance  had  not  been  comraaoi- 
cated  to  the  party  by  whom  the  offer  was  made,  provided  the  party  making  the  offer 
was  alive  when  the  offer  was  accepted.  Pothier,  Tr.  de  Vente,  n.  82 ;  Duveigier, 
Tr.  de  la  Vente,  6.  1.  00 ;  and  though  Merlin  &  Toullier  are  of  a  contrary  opmion, 
yet  against  them  may  be  cited  Wolf,  part  3,  sec.  715,  and  the  decisions  $ufra.  The 
caae  of  M'CuUoch  v.  The  Eagle  Ins.  Co.,  1  Pick.  283,  has  been  questioned  as  a  valid 
authority  by  Mr.  Duer,  the  learned  author  on  Marine  Insurance,  i.  67,  116-131.  Hit 
criticisms  appear  to  be  just,  and  his  reasoning  conclusive.  He  vindicates  the  decision 
of  the  K.  B.  in  Adams  v.  Lindsell  with  great  force,  and  it  has  received  a  very  strong 
support  from  the  able  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Marcy,  in  Mactier  v.  Frith,  in  the  New 
Tork  Court  of  Errors,  in  6  Wendell,  104. 

(a)  Tanfleld,  C.  Buron,  Cro.  Jac.  107  ;  Holt,  C.  J.,  Medina  v.  Stoughton,  1  Sslk. 
210.  If,  however,  the  seller  affirms  the  clinttel  not  in  his  possession  to  be  his,  Mr. 
Justice  Buller  thinks  he  is  bound  to  answer  for  the  title,  for  the  vendee  has  nothing 
else  to  rely  upon,  if  the  property  was  out  of  possession.  Buller,  J.,  in  Fasley  v.  Free- 
man, 3  T.  R.  67,  68.    There  is  good  sense  and  equity  in  the  observation. 

1  Implied  Warrantff.-^ia)  Tide. --The  And  so  do  the  English  cases,  where  the 

text  is  confirmed  by  Scranton  v.  Clark,  vendor  either  by  words  afltnna,  or  by  his 

89  N.  T.  220;  McCoy  v.  Artcher,  3  Barb,  conduct  gives  the  purchaser  to  mideretand, 

823;  Edick  v.  Crim,  10  Barb.  446.    The  that  he  is  the  owner.    If,  for  instance,  ^e 

American  cases  also  sustain  what  follows  sells  the  goods  in  his  shop  in  the  ordinary 

in  the  text  as  to  sales  by  one  in  possession  course  of  business,  on  fiiilure  of  title  tlie 

of  the  article.    Cases  supra ;  Thurston  v.  purchase-money  can  be  recovered  back. 

Spratt,  62  Me.  202;  Sherman  r.  Cham-  Eichholz  v.  Bannister,  17  C.  B.  n.  s.  708; 

plain  T.  Co.,  31  Vt.  162,  176;   Hoe  v.  Morley  v.  Attenborough,  3  Ezch.  600, 518. 

Sanborn,  21  N.  T.  662.  656 ;  Williamson  Biit  see  Bagneley  v.  Hawley ,  L.  B.  2  C.  P. 

V,  Sammons,  34  Ala.  691;  Shattuck  r.  626.   In  Morley  v.  Attenborougb,  3  Ezdi. 

Green,  104    Mass.  42.     [See   B.  &  A.  600,  which    threw  some   doabt  on  the 

R.  B.  Co.  9.  Richardson,  136  Mass.  478.]  existence  of  the  general  rule,  the  sale  wu 
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if  the  seller  has  possession  of  the  article,  and  he  sells  it  as  his 
own,  and  not  as  agent  for  another,  and  for  a  fair  price,  he  is  un- 
derstood to  warrant  the  title.  (6)  y^  A  fair  price  implies  a  war- 
ranty of  title ;  and  the  purchaser  may  have  a  satisfaction  from 
the  seller,  if  he  sella  the  goods  as  his  own,  and  the  title  proves 
deficient.  This  was  also  the  i-ule  of  the  civil  law  in  all  cases, 
whether  the  title  wholly  or  partially  failed,  (c)     With  regard  to 

lb)  Medina  r.  Stoughton,  1  Ld.  Raym.  628;  1  Salk.  210;  Adarason  ».  Jarvis,  12 
J.  B.  Moore,  241 ;  Crosse  v,  Gardner,  Carth.  90.  An  affirmation  bj  tlie  vendor  at 
tiie  time  of  the  sale  amounts  to  a  warranty,  if  so  intended.  Medina  v.  Stoughton, 
mpra;  BnUer,  J.,  8  T.  B.  57 ;  Swett  ».  Colgate,  20  Johns.  196.  On  a  sale  of  goods, 
wkk  warranty,  the  seller  must  make  good  to  the  letter  of  the  warranty ;  but  on  a 
simple  represenUtion,  if  he  had  no  reason  to  suspect  his  representation  to  be  untrue, 
he  is  not  responsible.  The  $cierder  is  the  gist  of  the  action.  Ormrod  v.  Huth,  14  M. 
&  W.  651. 

(c)  Dig.  21.  2. 1.    By  the  ciTil  law  there  was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article 


made  by  a  pawnbroker,  as  such,  and 
perhaps  there  is  no  warranty  in  any  case 
where  the  seller  acts  in  a  special  character, 
and  not  as  owner.  Page  v.  Cowasjee 
Bduljee,  L.  R.  1  P.  C.  127,  144,  was  the 
case  of  a  sale  by  a  master  upon  a  bona  fide 
belief  of  his  aathority  to  sell.  See  The 
Monte  Allegre,  9  Wheat  616,  645  (sale 
by  U.  S.  marshal  under  order  of  court) 

(6)  Q^aJitjf.  —  With  regard  to  quality, 
where  the  contract  is  executory,  to  supply, 
the  question  is,  whether  the  article  ten- 
desed  satisfles  the  terms  of  the  contract^  as 
is  expUinec  479,  n.  1.  Where  there  is  a 
present  executed  sale,  the  authorities  are 
aa  stated  in  the  text.  Nor  is  a  warranty 
to  be  Implied  from  the  &ct  that  the  seller 
knows  the  purpose  for  which  the  article 
is  pnrcliased.  Doming  v.  Foster,  42  N.  H. 
165;  Bartlett  V.  Hoppock,  81  N  T.  118; 
[Dounce  v.  Dow,  64  N.  T.  411 ;]  Mason  v, 
ChappeU,  15GTatt.  572 ;  Morley  v.  Claver- 
ing,  29  Bear.  84.  There  has  been  said  to 
be  an  exception  in  the  case  of  food  sold 
Ibr  domestic   consumption.     Hoorer  v. 


Peters,  18  Mich.  51 ;  479,  n.  (c).  But  in 
the  English  law  this  is  confined  to  the  case 
of  common  dealers  in  victuals,  and  is  put 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  made  liable 
to  punishment  for  selling  corrupt  victuals, 
by  an  ancient  statute.  Bumby  v.  Bollett, 
16  M.  &  W.  644.  And  even  they  are  only 
liable  for  defects  of  which  they  had  or 
might  have  had  knowledge.  Emmerton 
V,  Mathews,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  586.  A  war- 
ranty of  quality  is  not  to  be  implied  from 
the  payment  of  a  sound  price.  Beime  v. 
Dord,  1  Seld.  95,  98;  Lamert  v.  Heath, 
15  M.  &  W.  486.  And  it  has  been  held 
that  the  mere  exhibition  of  a  sample  at 
the  time  of  sale  does  not  of  itself  amount 
to  a  warranty  that  the  bulk  is  of  the  same 
quality,  if  the  buyer  has  an  opportunity 
to  inspect  the  goods.  Hargous  u.  Stone, 
1  Seld.  73;  Beime  v.  Dord,  ib.  95.  But 
if  he  has  not,  an  intention  to  warrant  is 
inferred  as  a  matter  of  fact  See  479,  n.  1 ; 
Schuchardt  v.  Aliens,  1  WaU.  859,  871 ; 
Dickinson  v,  Qay,  7  Allen,  29,  81 ;  Gun- 
ther  V,  Atwell,  19  Md.  157. 


ft  This  might  more  properly  be  called 
a  warranty  of  quiet  possession,  sinoe  it  is 
broken  only  when  the  vendee  is  in  some 
way  disturbed  in  his  possession.  Mc- 
Giffln  V.  Baird,  62  N.  Y.  329 ;  MaClieoy  v. 
VOL.  II. —  44 


Mason,  73  Mo.  677 ;  Estelle  v.  Peacock,  48 
Mich  469.  See  National  Bank  v,  Mass. 
Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  123  Mass.  330 ;  Palmer 
V.  Johnson,  12  Q.  B.  D.  32;  /n  re  Gloag, 
&c.,  23  Ch.  D.  320. 
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the  quality  or  goodness  of  the  article  sold,  the  seller  is  not  bound 
to  answer,  except  under  special  circumstances,  unless  he  expresslj 
warranted  the  goods  to  be  sound  and  good,  or  unless  be  hath 
made  a  fraudulent  representation,  or  used  some  fraudulent  coii- 
cealment  concerning  them,  and  which  amounts  to  a  warranty  in 
law.  The  common  law  very  reasonably  requires  the  purchaser 
to  attend,  when  he  makes  his  contract,  to  those  qualities  of  the 
article  he  buys,  which  are  supposed  to  be  within  the  reach  of  his 
observation  and  judgment,  and  which  it  is  equally  his  interest 
and  his  duty  to  exert.  This  distinction  between  the  responsibility 
of  the  seller  as  to  the  title  and  as  to  the  quality  of  goods  sold  is 
well  established  in  the  English  and  American  law.  (d) 
*  479    In  Seixas  v.  *  Wood,  (a)  the  rule  was  examined  and  de- 

I  told  waa  sound ;  and,  if  not,  and  was  unfit  for  the  purpose  intended,  the  vendee  might 

return  it,  and  rescind  the  sale  and  recover  back  the  price,  though  the  Tender  might 
exempt  iiimself  from  liability  hy  atipuUtion  in  cases  free  from  fraud.  Pothier,  Cont 
de  Vente,  No.  184. 

{d)  Co.  Litt  12,  a;  2  Bl.  Comm.  451 ;  Bacon's  Abr.  tit.  Action  on  the  Case,  E.; 
Comjn  on  Contracts,  ii.  2a3 ;  Doug.  20 ;  Parkinson  v.  Lee,  2  East,  814 ;  Defreexe  r. 
Trumper,  1  Johns.  274;  Jolmston  v.  Cope,  8  Harr.  &  J.  89;  Wilson  o.  Shackleford, 
4  Rand.  6;  Dean  v.  Mason,  4  Conn.  428;  Boyd  v.  Bopst,  2  Dallas,  01 ;  Emerson  v, 
Brigham,  10  Mass.  197 ;  Swett  v.  Colgate,  20  Johns.  196 ;  Kimmel  v.  Lichty,  8  Teates, 
262 ;  Ritchie  v.  Summers,  ib.  634 ;  Willings  v.  Conseqna,  1  Peters,  C.  C.  317 ;  12  Seig. 
&  R.  181,  Tilghman,  C.  J. ;  Chism  v.  Woods,  Hard.  (Ky,)  681 ;  Lanier  v.  Anld, 

1  Murphejr,  188 ;  Erwin  v.  Maxwell,  8  id.  241 ;  Westmoreland  v.  Dizon,  4  Hayw. 
(Tenn.)  227 ;  Barrett  r.  Hall,  1  Aiken,  269 ;  McFarland  v.  Newman,  Supreme  Court, 
Penn.,  September,  1839,  Law  Reporter,  ii.  801 ;  [9  Watts,  65  ;J  Towell  v.  Gatewood, 

2  Scam.  22;  Maney  v.  Porter,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.)  847.  If  one  buys,  says  Heinecdus 
(Elem.  Juris.  iTat.  et  Gentium,  b.  1,  c.  18,  sec.  862,  n.),  anything  at  f  certain  price, 
which  he  hath  not  seen  nor  sufficiently  examined,  his  error  onght  to  fidl  on  himself, 
if  tlie  seller  used  no  guile  to  deceive  him. 

(a)  2  Calnes,  48;  Welsh  v.  Carter,  1  Wend.  186;  Chandelor  v.  Lopna,  Cro.  Jac. 
4,  8.  B.  This  last  case  is  condemned  in  Bradford  v.  Manly,  13  Mass.  ISO.  The  case 
ot  Chandelor  v.  Lopus  was,  that  A.  sold  to  B.  a  stone,  which  he  aifirmed  to  be  a 
Beaoar  stone,  and  which  was  not  one ;  and  it  was  held  that  no  action  lay,  unless  A 
knew  it  was  not  a  Bezoar  stone,  or  warranted  it  to  be  one.  This  doctrine  is  so  &r 
qualified  at  this  day  that  the  action  will  lie,  if  it  appears  that  the  afflrmation  at  the 
time  ot  the  sale  was  intended  to-be  warranty,  or  that  A.,  fW)m  circumstances,  was  to 
be  frretumed  cognizant  of  the  falsehood  of  the  representation.  What  circumstances 
or  fncts  will  support  or  imply  the  inference  of  an  intention  to  warrant  or  deoeire,  has 
opened  a  wide  field  for  discussion.  In  Henshaw  v,  Robins,  9  Mete.  86,  the  subject 
was  learnedly  discussed,  and  the  celebrated  case  of  Chandelor  v.  Lopua,  and  the  New 
York  decision  in  Seixas  v.  Wood,  brought  under  the  eye  of  criticism.  It  was  declared 
in  the  Massachusetts  case  to  be  well  settled  law  there,  that  on  a  sale  of  goods,  with 
a  bill  of  parceh  describing  or  cUarly  designating  the  goodt  mid,  there  is  a  warranty  that 
the  goods  are  aa  described  or  designated  in  the  bill ;  and  the  cases  of  Bradford  p. 
Manley,  18  Mass.  139;  Hastings  v.  Lovering,  2  Pi<^.  214;  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  2  Han. 
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Glared  to  be,  that  if  there  was  no  express  warranty  by  the 
seller,  or  fraud  on  his  part,  the  buyer,  who  examines  the  article 
himself,  must  abide  by  all  losses  arising  from  latent  defects, 
equally  unknown  to  both  parties ;  and  the  same  rule  was  again 
declared  in  8wett  v.  Colgate,  (6)  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  general  rule  of  law,  as  laid  down  in  Seixas  v.  Wood; 
and  the  only  doubt  is,  whether  it  was  well  applied  in  that  case, 
where  there  was  a  description  in  writing  of  the  article  by  the 
vendor  which  proved  not  to  be  coirect,  and  from  which  a  war- 
ranty might  have  been  inferred.  But  the  rule  fitly  applies  to  the 
case  where  the  article  was  equally  open  to  the  inspection  and 
examination  of  both  parties,  and  the  purchaser  relied  on  his  own 
information  and  judgment,  without  requiring  any  warranty  of 
the  quality;  and  it  does  not  reasonably  apply  to  those  cases 
where  the  purchaser  has  ordered  goods  of  a  certain  character, 
and  relies  on  the  judgment  of  the  seller,  or  goods  of  certain  de- 
scribed quality  are  offered  for  sale,  and,  when  delivered,  they  do 
not  answer  the  description  directed  or  given  in  the  contract. 
They  are  not  the  articles  which  the  vendee  agreed  to  purchase  ; 
and  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article  shall  answer 
the  character  called  for,  or  be  of  the  quality  described,  and  sal- 
able in  the  market,  and  under  that  denomination,  (^c)  ^jp-    When 

&  G.  496;  Borrekins  v,  Beran,  3  Rawle,  23;  Battun  t;.  Sellers,  6  Harr.  &  J.  117,  and 
6  H.  &  J.  249,  were  referred  to  as  containing  that  doctrine. 

(h)  20  Johns.  196.  A  bare  representation  and  no  warrantj  as  to  goods  sold,  will 
ftot  afford  an  action,  if  the  yendor  beUeves  the  representation  to  be  true  in  fact. 
Stone  r.  Denney,  4  Mete.  161. 

(c)  Laing  v.  Fidgeon,  6  Taunt.  lOS ;  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Brown  r.  Edgington,  2  Mann. 
&  6r.  279,  290;  Weall  v.  King,  12  East,  462;  Gardiner  v.  Gray,  4  Campb.  144; 

1  A.When  an  Artide  may  le  refused  or  re^  the  article  tendered  does  not  reasonably 

turned,  —  (a)  It  must  answer  the  Description^  answer  the  description,  either  in  kind  or 

fre,  —  In  the  case  of  an  executory  contract  quality  in  the  one  case,  or  the  purpose  in 

to  sell  an  ascertained  article  of  a  certain  the  other,  the  contract  is  not  performed, 

description,  or  one  not   described,  but  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  article  is  defined 

stated  to  be  for  a  particular  purpose,  if  by  the  buyer  independently  of  the  object 


yi  (1.)  Warranty, —  Condition  Precedent,  no  separate  consideration,  and  the  proper 

—  Condition  Subseqttent.  ^  The  legal  con-  remedy  is,  as  stated  in  the  note,  damages 

ceptions  InToIred  in  these  terms  should  for  the  breach  or  set-off  in  an  action  for 

be  carefully  distinguished  from  each  other  the  price.    A  condition  precedent  gives 

and  firom  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  simply  a  right  to  reject  the  goods,  and  a 

them.    A  warranty  is  an  agreement  col-  condition  subsequent  a  right  to  return  or 

lateral  to  the  main  contract,  but  having  disclaim  them.    Grimoldby  v.  Wells,  10 
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*  480   goods  are  discoTered  not  to  answer  *  the  order  giTen 
for  them,  or  to  be  unsound,  the  purchaser  ought  immedi- 

Bridge  v.  Waine,  1  Stark.  104;  Hattingt  o.  LoTering,  2  Pick.  214;  Woodworth,  J., 
in  Swett  v.  Colgate,  20  Johns.  204 ;  Hyatt  v.  Bo/le,  6  Gill  &  J.  110 ;  Osgood  p.  LewU, 


for  which  he  wants  it,  of  course  he  cannol 
retom  it  for  not  answering  that  object, 
although  known,  if  it  answers  the  descrip- 
tion. Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  Bt  &  W. 
890,404,406;  Hey  worth  r.  Hutchinson, 
L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  447.  461 ;  Behn  v.  Bumess, 
8  Best  &  S.  761.  766;  Wielor  v.  Schtliazi, 
17  C.  B.  010;  Kreuger  v.  Blanck,  L.  R 
6  Ex.  170;  Mason  v.  Chappell,  16  Qratt 
672 ;  Hamilton  v,  Ganjard,  3  Keyes,  46^ 
47 ;  Pacific  Iron  W.  v.  Newhall,  84  Conn. 
07,  77;  Brown  v.  Murphee,  81  Miss.  01 ; 


Lb  R.  C.  P.  801.  A  mere  warrantj,  as 
such,  gives  no  right  to  reject  or  return 
the  goods,  and  hence  a  mere  retention 
of  the  goods  does  not  walre  the  right 
to  recover  on  the  warranty.  Bat  re- 
tention, together  with  silence  as  to  known 
defects,  may  he  a  waiver.  Day  v.  Pool, 
62  N.  T.  416;  Gay  lord  Mfg.  Co.  o.  Al- 
len, 68  N.  T.  616;  Dounce  v.  Dow,  67 
id.  16;  64  id.  411 ;  Qumey  v,  A.  &  G.  W. 
Rj.  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  868.  But  the  thing 
warranted  may  also  be  a  condition  prece- 
dent or  a  condition  subsequent,  if  so  in- 
tended. Mansfield  v.  Trigg,  118  Mass. 
860;  Rogers  v,  Hanson,  86  Iowa,  288; 
Kimball,  &c.  Mfg.  Co.  r.  Vroman,  86 
Mich.  810;  Horn  r.  Buck,  48  Md.  368, 872. 
Bnt  the  better  doctrine  is  that  the  mere 
fact  of  warranty  does  not  import  a  condi- 
tion. Bockingham  v.  Osborne,  44  Conn. 
188. 

(2.)  Evidence. — In  general,  a  warranty 
or  condition  may  be  proved  by  any  com- 
petent evidence.  But  where  there  is  no 
evidence  of  actual  intent  to  warrant,  the 
law  will  presume  a  warranty  to  have  been 
tacitly  assented  to  by  the  seller,  wherever 
the  buyer  might  reasonably  have  eaUed 
for  such  warranty,  provided  it  be  one 
which  it  may  reasonably  be  presnmed, 
wider  all  the  circumstances,  tfat  seller 
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PeMe  V.  Sabin.  88  Vt  482;  Deming  «. 
Foster,  42  N.  H.  166,  174;  Rodgen  «. 
Niles,  11  Ohio  St.  48;  Hargons  v.  Stone, 
(1  Seld),  6  N.  Y.  78,  86.  It  is  added 
that  in  every  contract  to  supply  goods  of 
a  specified  description^  which  the  buyer 
has  no  opportunity  to  inspect,  they  mnst 
also  be  salable  or  merdiantable  under 
their  description.  Jones  r.  Just,  L.  R. 
8  Q.  B.  107, 206;  0  Best  &  S.  141 ;  Mody 
9.  Gregson,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  49,  62;  Mor- 
ley  V.  Attenborongh,  8  Exch.  600,  610; 


would  have  assented  to  if  called  upon. 
According  to  this  test  the  facts  of  each 
case  must  determine  both  as  to  the  exist- 
ence and  extent  of  the  warran^.  The 
more  important  facu  to  be  considerrd 
may  be  grouped  under  two  classes :  (s) 
If  the  buyer  has  knowledge  of  the  defect. 
or  the  means  of  obtaining  such  knowledge 
by  inspection,  the  defect  being  one  which 
can  be  so  discovered,  there  is  no  warranty 
implied.  McCormick  v,  Kelly.  28  Minn. 
186 ;  Rocchl  v.  Schwabacker,  88  La.  An. 
1364;  Heilbutt  v.  Hickson,  7  L.  R.  C.  P. 
438.  (6)  Tlie  warranty  extends  so  Isr,  and 
so  far  only,  as  the  seller  either  had,  or  in 
legal  contemplation  ought  to  have  had. 
knowledge  of  the  defect.  Thus  the  war- 
ranty is  more  extensive  in  the  case  of  s 
sdler  who  has  special  knowledge  of  the 
goods  sold.  Jones  v.  George.  66  Tex.  149 
(druggist).  8o  it  is  more  extensive  in 
the  case  of  a  manufacturer  than  in  that 
of  a  merchant  Johnson  v.  Raylton,  7 
Q.  B.  D.  438 ;  Randall  v.  Newson,  2  Q.  B. 
D.  102;  Doonce  r.  Dow,  64  N.  Y.  411. 
See  also  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
110  U.  s.  loa 

In  Randall  o.  Newson  it  was  held  thst 
the  warranty  was  not  Ihnited  by  defecto 
of  which  the  seller  had  knowledge^  or 
might  have  avoided  by  due  care  in  tbe 
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ately  to  return  them  to  the  vendor,  or  give  him  notice  to  take 
them  back,  and  thereby  rescind  the  contract ;  or  he  will  be  pre- 

2  Harr.  A  0.  406 ;  BoirekiDS  v,  Bevan,  8  Bawie,  23w    The  recent  Engliih  cases  of 
Gray  v.  Cox,  and  Jones  v.  Bright  (4  B.  &  C  108;  4  Camp.  144),  give  countenance 

chaser  will  be  bound  by  what  he  actually 
recognizes  in  the  sample,  and  by  what  he 
might,  by  due  diligence  in  the  use  of  all 
ordinary  and  usual  means,  have  ascer- 
tained. Mody  V,  Gregson,  L.  R.  4  Ex.  49, 
56,  68;  anu,  478,  n.  1,  (6);  Guntlier  v. 
Atwell,  19  Md.  167,  171.  But  compare 
Dickinson  v.  Gay,  7  Allen,  29.  So  it  is 
supposed  when  there  purports  to  be  a 
present  sale  of  articles  not  delivered  or 
otherwise  designated  than  by  their  de- 
scription, it  is  no  sale  if  they  are  found 
not  to  reasonably  answer  to  the  descrip- 
tion. Jones  V.  Just,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  197, 
204 ;  Mody  v.  Gregson,  supra ;  Nichol  v. 
Godu,  10  Exch.  191 ;  Behn  v.  Bumess, 
Wieler  v.  Schilizzi,  supra;  Laniert  v. 
Heath,  16  M.  &  W.  486.    See  Gunther  v. 


Merriam  v.  Field,  24  Wis.  640;  McClung 
r.  Kelley,21  Iowa,  608;  Hamilton  o.  Gan- 
yard,  3  Keyes  (N.  Y.),  46.  But  compare 
Bull  i;.  Robison,  10  Exch.  842.  See  also 
Holden  r.  Clancy,  68  Barb.  690.  And  this 
is  so  although  a  sample  is  shown,  or  even, 
it  seems,  after  inspection  of  bulk,  the 
sample  being  looked  upon  as  a  mere  ex- 
pression of  the  quality  of  the  article,  not 
of  its  essential  character.  If  from  causes 
not  appearing  by  the  inspection  or  sam- 
ple, tliough  not  known  to  the  seller, 
the  bulk  does  not  reasonably  answer 
the  description  in  a  commercial  sense,  the 
seller  is  liable,  and  it  is  supposed  the 
buyer  may  refuse  to  receive  the  article 
on  the  ground  that  the  contract  is  not 
performed.    But  it  is  said  that  the  pur- 


coDstmction  of  the  article.  But  this 
case,  though  perhaps  supported  by  some 
general  expressions  in  earlier  cases,  seems 
contrary  to  the  general  tendency  of  the 
decisions.  See  further,  Littaner  u.  Gold- 
mao,  72  N.  T.  606;  Challiss  v.  McCrnra, 
.22  Kana.  167,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
warranty  implied  in  the  transfer  of  a  note. 
As  to  warranty  in  sale  of  stock,  see 
Peoples'  Bank  v.  Kurtz,  99  Penn.  St.  344. 
Comp.  B.  ft  A.  R.  R.  Co.  ».  Richardson, 
185  Mass.  473. 

Under  some  circumstances  a  seller  ia 
reasonably  called  upon  to  exercise  greater 
diligence  against  defects  than  in  others, 
and  in  these  oases  a  warranty  ia  more 
easily  implied.  Thus,  if  he  is  allowed  by 
the  buyer  to  select  for  him  an  article  to 
be  used  for  a  specific  purpose.  Randall 
9.  Newson,  suprn ;  Robertson  v.  Amazon, 
Ac.  Co.,  7  Q.  B.  D.  698;  Walker  i?.  Pue, 
67  Md.  166;  Dounoe  v,  Dow,  64  N.  Y. 
411 ;  Van  Wyck  r.  Allen,  69  N.  Y.  61. 
See  also  Tattersall  v.  National  Steam- 
ship Co.,  12  Q.  B.  D.  207.  So  where 
the  articles  are  to  be  used  for  food,  or 


for  other  purposes  where  defects  may 
have  dangerous  consequences.  Ward  v. 
Hobbs,  2  Q.  B.  D.  331 ;  Beer  v.  Walker, 
46  L.  J.  C.  P.  677  (with  which  compare 
Smith  r.  Baker,  40  L.  T.  261) ;  Jones  v. 
George,  66  Tex.  149;  Burch  v.  Spencer, 
16  Hun,  604;  Rocchi  v.  Schwabacker,  33 
La.  An.  1864.  See  Howard  v.  Emerson, 
110  Mass.  320.  A  failure  to  answer  to 
the  description  is  sometimes  treated  as  a 
breach  of  warranty,  but  is,  of  course*  a 
breach  of  the  principal  contract  White 
o.  Miller,  71  N.  Y.  118,  129;  Hawkins  v. 
Pemberton,  61  N.  Y.  198,  modifying 
Selxas  V.  Wood  and  Swelt  v.  Colgate, 
cited  in  the  text ;  Bowes  v,  Sband,  2  App. 
Cas.  466,  480. 

It  should  be  noticed  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  discussion  the  distinctions 
between  executory  and  executed  sales, 
and  between  specified  and  unspecified 
goods,  are  important  only  as  elements  in 
determining  whether  a  warranty  or  a 
condition,  either  precedent  or  subsequent, 
is  to  be  implied.  Their  force  is  eviden- 
tiary only. 
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Bumed  to  acquiesce  in  the  quality  of  the  goods,  (a)  In  the  ease 
of  a  breach  of  warranty,  he  may  sue  upon  it  without  retuining 

to  the  more  extended  doctrine  of  the  ciTil  law,  that  on  the  sale  of  an  article  there 
ia  an  implied  warranty  that  it  i«  merchantable,  or  fit  for  the  purpose  declared.  The 
progreea  of  the  new  English  doctrine,  which  raises,  on  a  fair  sale  of  an  article 

(a)  Fisher  v,  Samuda,  1  Camp.  190. 


AtweU,  19  Md.  167. 168.  But  see  Wetheiv 
iU  V.  Neilson,  20  Feun.  St.  448,  a  case 
wliich  is  disapproved  in  tlie  American 
note  to  Cliandelor  v.  Lopus,  1  Sm.  L.  C. 
270,  but  seemingly  approved  in  Dickinson 
V.  Gay,  7  Allen,  20,82.  :ri 

{b)  When  the  Thing  it  speq/SecT.  —  So 
when  there  is  a  contract  to  sell  a  specific 
thing,  the  contractee  is  not  bound  to  accept 
one  different  in  kind.  Azdmar  v,  Casella, 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  481 ;  ib.  677.  Compare 
Ship's  Case,  2  DeG.,J.&S.  644.  And  al- 
though there  purports  to  be  a  present  sale 
of  a  specific  thing,  yet  if  it  is  described  as 
one  kind  of  thing  and  turns  out  to  be  an- 
other, both  parties  having  been  misled  by 
a  latent  defect,  tlie  purchaser  can  recover 
the  money  paid  by  him.  Gomperts  v. 
Bartlett,  2  El.  &  Bl.  849 ;  Gumey  »,  Wom- 
ersley,  4  El.  &  Bl.  183 ;  Az^mar  o.  Casells, 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  677.  678;  Pooley  v.  Brown. 
11  C.  B.  K.  8.  666, 677 ;  Kennedy  v.  Pana. 
ma,  &c  Mail  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  680,  687 ; 
perhaps  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  is  void 
(Gardner  v.  Lane.  12  Allen,  89 ;  9  Allen,492. 
See  below  in  this  note,  Pooley  v.  Brown, 
11  C.  B.  K.  8.  666, 677 ;  482.  n.  1) ;  just  as 
error  in  corpore  made  a  sale  Toid  by  the 
Roman  law  (D.  18. 1.  9),  although  disap- 
pointment in  qualit}'  did  not.  Ib.  10.  Cf 
Laferri^re,  Hist,  du  Droit  Fran^ais,  i.  902. 
But  see  Lord  v.  Grow,  89  Penn.  St.  88,  qua- 
lifying Borrekins  v.  Be  van.  In  L.  R.  2  Q.  B. 


687,  Blackburn,  J.,  speaks  of  "  rescinding  " 
in  tliis  case.    As  to  fraud,  see  482,  n.  1. 

(c)  Warrant jf.  —  Of  course,  if  so  intend- 
ed, a  sale  may  be  made  conditional,  to  be 
null  if  any  warranty  is  broken.  Banner^ 
man  v.  White,  10  C.  B.  x.  a.  844 ;  Hopkins 
v.  Hitchcock,  14  C.  B.  m.  s.  66, 70, 71 ;  Head 
V,  Tattersall,  L.  R.  7  Ex.7.  But  in  the  ordi- 
nary case  of  the  sale  of  a  specific  thing,  for 
a  stated  purpose,  or  with  a  warranty  of 
quality  (and  it  seems  that  a  warranty  that 
it  is  equal  to  sample  is  a  warranty  of  qual- 
ity), the  buyer  cannot  return  it  after  the 
property  has  passed  to  him.  Dawson  v. 
CoUis,  10  C.  B.  623 ;  Parson  v.  Sexton,  4  C. 
B.  899 ;  West  v.  Cutting,  19  Vt.  686 ;  Lyon 
V.  Bertram,  20  How.  149. 164.  The  contrary 
statement  in  Curtis  v.  Hannay  is  overruled 
by  Street  v.  Biay,  pott,  480,  n.  (6).  and 
subsequent  cases  in  England,  although 
still  adhered  to  in  some  states  where  every 
warranty  on  the  sale  of  a  chattel  is  held 
to  create  a  condition  subsequent,  for  a 
breach  of  which  the  chattel  may  be 
returned,  if  the  vendor  can  be  put  in  ttatu 
quo.  Morse  v.  Brackett,  98  Masa.  205, 
209;  Kent  v.  Bomstein,  12  Allen,  842; 
Cutler  V.  Gilbreth,  63  Me.  176.  And  the 
vendor  will  be  put  in  ttatu  quo  to  satisfy 
the  rule,  if  the  chattel  is  returned,  in- 
jured, if  the  injury  was  not  caused  by  the 
purchaser's  negligence.  Head  r.  Tatter 
sail,  41  L.  J.  H.  8.  Ex.  4;  L  R.  7  Ex.  7. 


x^  In  case  of  a  breach  of  condition,  the 
buyer  is  not  bound  to  return  the  goods, 
but  may  reject  tliem  at  the  place  where 
the  contract  contemplated  that  he  should 
examine  them.  Grimoldby  u.  Wells,  10 
L.  R.  C.  P.  391 ;  Heilbutt  v.  Hickson, 
7  L.  R.  C.  P.  438 ;  Couston  v.  Chapman, 
2  L.  R.  H.  L.  (Sc.)  260. 
[694] 


If  there  is  an  entire  contract,  and  only 
part  of  the  goods  answer  the  description, 
the  buyer  may  r^ect  tlie  whole,  and.  it 
seems,  must  do  so,  unless  be  is  willing  to 
accept  the  whole  as  a  substituted  per- 
formance. Reuter  o.  Sala,  4  C.  P.  D. 
239 ;  Tarling  v,  O'Riordan,  2  Ir.  L.  R.  82 
See  Brandt  v.  Lawrence,  1  Q-  B.  D.  344. 
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the  goods ;  but  he  must  return  them  and  rescind  the  contract  in 
a  reasonable  time,  before  he  can  maintain  an  action  to  recover 

of  goodB  or  merchandise,  the  implied  warrantj  that  it  is  merchantable  or  JU  for  the 
pwrpoae  intended,  is  worth  attending  to.  In  Jones  v.  Bow  den,  4  Taunt.  847,  the  war- 
nniy  was  implied  from  the  custom  of  the  trade.    In  Laing  v.  Fidgeon  (6  Taunt 


It  has  been  laid  down  in  England  that 
even  when  the  contract  to  sell  is  ezecu- 
torf,  yet,  if  it  refers  to  specific  goods, 
the  purchaser  cannot  refuse  to  receiye 
tliem  because  they  are  not  about  simiUr 
to  samples,  although  they  were  guaranteed 
to  be  so.  Hey  worth  t\  Hutchinson,  L.  R. 
2  Q.  B.  447 ;  criticised,  Be^j.  Ssles,  676. 
It  is  obrious  that  what  are  called  differ- 
ences in  kmd  shade  so  gradually  into 
differences  of  quality,  that  it  may  be  a 
yery  nice  question  on  which  side  of  the 
line  a  case  falls.  Compare  Lyon  v.  Ber- 
tram, 20  How.  140,  1&8,  with  Az^mar  v, 
Casella,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  677.  See  also  the 
examples,  D.  18.  1.  11,  §  1.  When  a 
purchaser  is  allowed  to  recover  his  con- 
sideration money  upon  the  article  turning 
out  different  in  kind  from  that  described, 
whether  on  the  ground  of  failure  of  con- 
sideration, or  payment  under  a  mistake 
of  fact  (11  C.  B.  N.  8.  677),  or  on  any 
other,  it  must  be  because  the  judges 
think  the  missing  qualities  go  to  the 
essence  of  the  contract  (L.  R.  2  Q.  B. 
688 ;  20  How.  163) ;  but  when  any  quality 
Is  warranted,  there  seems  to  be  some  rea- 
son for  saying  that  the  parties  liave  agreed 
that  the  presence  of  that  quality  was  of 
the  essence  of  that  contract.  The  Ameri- 
can cases  seem  to  distinguish  difference  in 
kind  and  in  warranted  quality,  so  far  as  to 
hold  a  sale  void  in  case  of  the  former,  and 
Toidable  in  case  of  the  latter.  Compare 
Gardner  v.  Lane  with  Cutler  v.  Gilbreth, 
Morse  v.  Brackett,  $upra;  post,  482,  n.  1. 
But  it  is  hard  to  go  further  and  admit 
that  the  purchaser  has  not  an  option  to 
EToid,  if  be  is  ever  permitted  to  return 
an  article  in  a  case  free  from  fraud. 

(d)  By  the  present  English  law,  the 
Judges  decide  whether  a  particular  de- 
icriptiTe  statement  was  intended  to  be  a 


substantive  and  essential  part  of  the  con- 
tract (Behn  v.  Burness,  8  Best  &  S.  761, 
766,  767) ;  and  the  jury,  whether  the  ar- 
ticle meets  the  description,  Josling  v. 
Kingsford,  13  C  B.  v.  a.  447.  Compare 
Hopkins  v.  Hitchcock,  14  C.  B.  n.  8. 
66,  71. 

B,  Remedy  for  Breach  of  Warranty.  — 
Damages,  —  In  those  cases  where  there  is 
only  a  breach  of  the  warranty  of  quality, 
and  no  condition,  the  purchaser's  remedy 
is  to  show  how  much  less  the  thing  was 
worth  by  reason  of  the  breach,  when  sued 
for  the  price,  or  to  sue  for  the  breach, 
Mondel  v.  Steel,  8  M.  &  W.  868;  Hey- 
worth  17.  Hutchinson,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  447, 
461 ;  Behn  v,  Burness,  3  Best  &  S.  761, 
766;  Withers  v.  Greene,  9  How.  218; 
[Thoreson  v.  Minneapolis,  &c.  Works, 
29  Minn.  841 ;]  or  to  do  first  one  and 
then  the  other,  Mondel  v.  Steel,  8  M. 
&  W.  868,  872.  See  Beall  t;.  Brown, 
12  Md.  660;  Davis  v.  Hedges,  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  687.  But  see  iii.  226,  n.  1; 
O'Connor  w.  Vamey,  10  Gray,  281;  Fab- 
brizcotti  I*.  Launitz,  8  Sandf.  743.  See  an 
article  on  Recoupment,  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 
889.  For  the  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  of  a  contract  to  sell,  see  Engell  v. 
Fitch,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  669 ;  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  314 ; 
explaining  Flareau  v.  Thomhill,  and  ap- 
proving the  general  rule  laid  down  in  Rob- 
inson V.  Harman,  1  Exch.  860,  866,  that 
when  a  party  sustains  a  loss  by  reason  of  a 
breach  of  contract,  he  is,  so  fiir  as  money 
can  do  it,  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situa- 
tion, with  respect  to  damages,  as  if  the 
contract  had  been  performed.  [ Wigsell  v. 
School  for  Indigent  Blind,  8  Q.  B.  D.  867 ; 
Waddell  r.  Blockey,  4  Q.  B.  D.  678;] 
Bain  r.  Fothergill,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  69 ;  [7  L.  R. 
H.  L.  168.  See  Wall  v.  City  of  London, 
&&  Co.,  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  249.1 
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back  the  price,  (i)  He  cannot  deal  with  the  article  porchased 
after  dit^covery  of  fraud  in  a  sale,  without  loeiug  his  right  of 

108),  it  WM  implied,  that  in  tbe  lale  of  ouumfACinred  goods  tliejr  thoold  be  merduiBt- 
able,  or  fit  for  some  purpose.  In  Gray  v.  Cox,  4  B.  &  C.  108,  Lord  Tenterdeo  held, 
that  if  a  commodity  be  sold  for  a  particnlar  purpose,  there  was  an  implied  wamnt;f 
that  it  should  be  reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose.  Lord  EUenborough,  in  Bluett  e. 
Osborne,  1  Stark.  384,  expressed  himself  to  the  same  effect;  and  in  Jones  v.  Bright 
(6  Bing.  588),  and  Shepherd  i^.  Pybus,  8  Mann.  &  Gr.  868,  the  court  of  C.  B.  estab- 
lished tbe  same  doctrine.  The  rule  is  not  oniTersally  applied,  but  it  approschet 
very  near  to  the  establishment  of  an  implied  warruty  in  erery  case.  As  yet  it  is 
the  uso^  of  trade,  tlie  moHu/aetured  goods,  or  the  tptcific  purpote,  that  ruMS  the 
warranty.  But  the  principle  would  apply  equally  to  the  sale  of  a  horse  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  as  for  a  carriage,  or  to  carry  a  female;  and  some  of  the  American 
cases  have  taken  hold  of  the  new  English  doctrine,  and  shown  a  disposition  to 
domesticate  it  Thus,  in  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  2  Harr.  &  G.  496,  and  in  Van  BracUia 
V,  Fonda,  12  Johns.  468,  and  in  Moses  v.  Mead,  1  Denio,  878 ;  and  by  Cowen,  J.,  ia 
Hart  V.  Wright,  17  Wend.  267,  it  was  held,  that  on  the  sale  of  provisions  for  imme- 
diate domestic  nse,  there  was  an  implied  warranty  that  they  were'  wholesome ;  but 
if  prorisions  be  sold  as  merchandise,  and  not  for  immediate  consumption,  there  is  no 
implied  warranty  of  soundness.  lb.  In  Gallagher  v.  Waring,  9  Wend.  20,  it  was 
held,  that  on  a  sale  of  cotton  in  bales,  without  sample  or  examination,  and  when  tbe 
inspection  of  the  article  was  equally  accoMible,  and  its  quality  equally  unknown  to 
both  parties,  there  was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article  was  merchantable.  So, 
in  the  case  of  Harmony  r.  Wager  (N.  T.  Superior  Court,  April,  1886),  on  a  sale  by  a 
commission  merchant,  of  barilla,  it  was  held,  that  as  the  defendant  had  not  an  oppo^ 
tunity  (the  article  being  in  bales,  and  its  intrinsic  merits  equally  unknown  to  both 
parties)  to  examine  the  buik  of  the  article  sold,  he  was  entitled  to  expect  a  mercfaa^^ 
able  article ;  and  that  liaring  bought,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  seller,  the  article 
(br  a  particular  purpose,  he  was  entitled  to  an  article  which  would  answer  Ibr  that 

(6)  Fielder  v.  SUrkin,  1  H.  Bl.  17 ;  Weston  v.  Downes,  Doug.  23;  Towers  p.  Ba^ 
rett,  1  T.  R.  133;  Curtis  v.  Hannay,  8  Esp.  82;  Kellogg  v.  Denslow,  14  Conn.  411; 
Patteshall  v.  Tranter,  4  Nev.  &  Mann.  640;  3  Ad.  &  El.  103,  s.  c.  In  this  last  esse 
the  decision  in  Fielder  v.  Starkin,  that  an  action  will  lie  on  a  breach  of  warrant  of 
soundness  of  a  horse  sold,  though  it  be  not  returned,  and  though  nodoe  of  the 
unsoundness  be  delayed,  was  held  to  be  sound  Uw.  Franklin  v.  Long.  7  Gill  k  J. 
407 ;  Boorman  o,  Jenkins,  12  Wend.  566 ;  Waring  v.  Mason,  18  id.  426.  To  the  same 
purpose  it  1ms  been  held  that  if  the  chattel  had  a  defect  fhiudulently  concesled, 
the  Tendee  has  his  election  either  to  keep  it,  and  sue  for  damages,  or  to  return,  or 
offer  to  return,  it  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  rescind  the  contract  Hoggins 
V.  Becraft,  1  Dsna  (Ky.),  80.  The  vendor,  after  notice  that  the  horse  warranted 
sound  is  unsound,  and  when  an  ofibr  is  made  to  return  him,  and  the  Toidee  sells 
him,  is  answerable  for  the  diflbrence  of  price,  and  the  keep  of  the  horse  for  a  reason- 
able time.  Chesterman  v.  Lamb,  Ner.  &  Mann.  106.  In  Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
456,  it  was  held  that  the  yendee  could  not  rescind  the  sale  and  return  the  properly  if 
the  sale  was  without  fraud.  Cowen,  J.,  in  Gary  v,  Graman,  4  Hill  (N.  T.),  825,  •.  f. 
He  has  only  an  action  on  his  warranty,  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  890;  and  it  is  now 
well  settled,  he  obsenres,  ib.  200,  that  the  rule  of  damages  is  tbe  difKerence  between 
the  actual  Talne  and  the  Taloe  the  article  woold  hare  possessed  if  il  had  conformed 
to  the  warranty.  As  to  the  meatun  rfdamagti  on  breaches  of  contract^  it  seems  not 
to  be  explicitly  settled  whether  in  the  case  of  a  hocte  sold  and  wamated  soend, 
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action,  (c)  An  offer  to  return  the  chattel  in  a  reasonable  time, 
on  breach  of  warranty,  is  equivalent  in  its  effect  upon  the 

purpose.  Thete  latt  cuet  go  qnite  to  far  at  least  as  an/  of  the  English  cases,  and 
trench  deeplj  npon  the  plain  maxim  of  the  common  law,  caveat  emptor;  and  I  cannot 
bnt  think  that  the  old  rale»  and  the  old  decisions  down  to  that  of  Selxas  v.  Wood, 
were  the  safest  and  wisest  guides ;  and  that  the  new  doctrine,  carried  to  this  extent, 
will  lead  to  mnch  difficulty  and  yexatious  litigation  in  mercantile  business.  In  Hart 
9.  Wright,  17  Wend.  267,  Judge  Cowen  learnedly  reviews  the  cases  on  the  subject, 
and  the  conclusion  of  the  court  is  justly  and  spiritedly  in  favor  of  the  old  rule  of  the 
common  law,  in  contradiction  to  the  rule  of  the  civil  law ;  and  he  says  it  is  the 
American  doctrine,  and  emphatically  so  in  New  York.  C.  J.  Bronson,  in  Moses  v. 
Ifead,  1  Denio,  878,  is  of  the  same  opinion.  On  a  general  sale  of  merchandise  for 
a  sound  price,  there  is  no  implied  warranty  that  the  article  is  fit  for  merchantable  or 
manufacturing  purposes.  A  warranty  is  not  raised  by  a  sound  price  alone,  except 
vnder  peculiar  circumstances,  as  where  there  is  a  written  description  as  to  kind  or 
quality,  or  goods  of  a  certain  description  are  contracted  for,  or  perhaps  in  some  other 
peculiar  cases.  So,  again,  in  the  case  of  Waring  v.  Mason,  18  Wend.  425,  the 
Chancellor  and  Mr.  Senator  Paige  expressed  themselves  decidedly  in  favor  of  the 
common-law  doctrine ;  and  in  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Hart,  in  error  from  the  Supreme 
Court  to  the  Court  of  Errors  (ib.  449),  Chancellor  Walworth  and  Mr.  Senator  Tracy 
gave  a  strong  sanction  to  the  argument  of  Judge  Cowen,  in  support  of  the  common- 
law  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor,  and  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  was  rejected.  The  com- 
mon law  on  this  point  is  now  reinstated  in  the  jurisprudence  of  New  York.  C.  J. 
Gibson,  also,  in  the  Pennsylvania  case  of  M'Farland  p.  Newman,  September,  1889, 
Law  Reporter,  U.  801 ;  9  Watts,  65,  supports  this  oommon4aw  doctrine  of  caveat 
emptor,  on  the  sale  of  chattels,  in  cases  without  fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  war- 


which  proves  to  have  been  unsound,  and  is  resold  by  the  buyer  at  a  reduced  price, 
the  measure  of  damages  is  to  be  the  difference  between  the  original  price  and  the 
priee  the  horse  sold  for,  or  between  the  price  the  horse  sold  for  and  the  value  of 
the  hotee,  if  sound,  going  far  beyond  the  original  price.  The  dictum  of  Lord  Bldon, 
in  Curtis  v.  Hannay,  8  Esp.  82,  is  in  favor  of  the  actual  value  of  the  horse,  if  sound, 
at  the  resale;  but  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Fielder  v.  Starkin,  1  H.  BI.  17,  is  in  favor 
of  the  value,  as  ascertained  by  the  orignal  agreement,  and  this  would  seem  to  be  in 
harmony  with  the  rule  of  damages  on  the  covenant  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  land. 
The  general  rule  is  well  settled,  that  in  a  suit  by  vendee  for  a  breach  of  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  vendor,  for  not  delivering  an  article  sold,  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  price  of  the  article  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  Tlie  contract  price,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  rise  subsequent  to  the  breach,  are  both  to  be  disregarded.  Mr.  Sedgwick,  in 
his  Treatise  on  the  Measure  of  Damages,  206,  says,  that  in  this  place,  the  author  of 
the  Commentaries  appears  to  have  overlooked  the  distinction  running  through  the 
casee,  resulting  from  the  payment  of  the  price  beforehand,  and  which  distinction  is, 
that  if  the  price  be  not  advanced  beforehand,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of 
the  article  contracted  for  at  the  time  it  was  to  be  delivered,  but  if  the  price  be  pre- 
viously advanced,  the  contract  price  is  not  the  rule  of  damages,  but  the  highest 


(c)  Campbell  v.  Fleming,  1  Ad.  &  K1.  40.  A  party  defrauded  In  a  contract  has  his 
choice  of  remedies.  He  may  stand  to  the  bargain,  and  recover  damages  for  the 
flraud,  or  he  may  rescind  the  contract,  and  return  the  thing  bought,  and  receive  back 
what  he  paid  or  sold. 

[697] 


*480  OP  PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  [PABT  Y. 

remedy,  to  an  offer  accepted  by  the  seller,  and  the  contract  is 
rescinded,  and  the  vendee  can  sue  for  the  purchase-money  in 

niDtjr,  undentandingljr  made,  with  distinguished  strength  and  success.  In  South 
Carolina  (as  see  infra,  481),  the  prior  doctrine  of  the  English  law  is  adhered  to  in  a 
case  analogous  to  the  one  in  New  York.  In  the  London  Law  Magazine,  No.  7. 
p.  102-197,  this  subject  is  fully  and  ablj  discussed.  Again,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York,  in  Howard  u.  Hoey,  23  Wend.  350,  has  f  t-^ngly  enforced  the  distinction 
between  executed  and  executory  contracts.  It  has  declared,  that  in  contract  of  sale 
of  an  article  of  merchandise  at  a  fidurt  day^  where  there  is  no  selection  or  setting 
apart  at  the  time  of  specific  articles,  so  as  to  pass  the  property  in  pratenti,  merchafd- 
abU  quality,  bringing  the  arerage  market  price,  is  intended.  In  the  case  of  an  ez»- 
euted  sale,  an  express  warranty  of  quality  is  necessary  to  bind  the  Tender  in  tbe 
absence  of  fraud.  Moses  v.  Mead,  1  Denio,  378.  But  if  the  sale  be  executory,  or  to 
deliver  an  article  not  defined  at  the  time,  on  a  Aiture  day,  there  is  an  implied  war 
ranty  that  the  article  shall  be  at  least  of  medium  quality  or  goodness.  The  rule,  m 
such  a  case,  of  caveot  venditor,  and  not  oaveai  emptor,  govems.  If  the  thing  oomes 
short  of  being  merchantable,  it  may  be  returned  after  the  Tendee  has  had  reasonable 
time  to  msi^t  it.  "  Suitableness,'*  say  the  court,  "  enters  into  every  promise  to 
deliver  articles  of  manufacture."  In  this  case  the  court  seems  to  relax  from  tbe 
severity  of  the  doctrine  in  17  and  IS  Weud.  and  to  repose  upon  tbe  modem  and 
milder  English  rule.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  rule  (whatever  it  may  be)  con- 
ceming  the  application  of  implied  warranties  in  the  sale  of  personal  property,  is  not 
more  certain  and  stable.  In  Sutton  v.  Temple,  12  M.  &  W.  62,  it  was  held,  afier 
much  discussion,  that  on  a  dlemtjs  of  land  simply  for  pasture  of  cattle  for  a  certain 
term,  at  a  fixed  rent,  there  was  no  implied  warranty  that  the  pasture  should  be  fit 
for  that  purpose,  though  where  a  contract  was  for  a  specific  chattel,  for  a  specific 
purpose,  there  was  an  implied  obligation  that  it  should  be  fit  for  that  purpose. 
Hart  V.  Windsor,  12  M.  &  W.  68,  a.  p. ;  Sedgwick  on  Damages.  289-300,  has  col- 
lected the  cases  on  the  rule  of  damages  on  warranties  contained  in  sales,  and  they 
are  in  perplexing  contrariety ;  and  the  masterly  writers  on  the  civil  law,  to  whom 
Mr.  Sedgwick  refers,  leaves  us  in  equal  diflkulty,  and  without  any  certain  guide  or 
definite  rule.    lb.  800-80a  

value  of  the  article  at  the  time  of  trial.  The  cases  that  declare  or  countenance  this 
distinction  are  Shepherd  v.  Johnson,  2  East.  211 ;  M'Arthur  v,  Seaforth,  2  Turn. 
267;  Downes  v.  Back,  1  Starkie,  818;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Car.  &  P.  412; 
Gainsford  p.  Carroll,  2  B.  &  C.  024;  West  v.  Wentworth,  3  Cowen,  82;  Clark  r.  Ko- 
ney,  7  id.  681.  The  cases  in  opposition  to  the  distinction,  either  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly, are  Gray  v.  Portland  Bank,  3  Mass.  864;  Swift  ».  Barnes.  16  Pick.  194; 
Gilpins  o.  Consequa,  1  Peters,  C.  C.  86;  Bush  o.  Cranfield,  2  Conn.  486;  Wells  p. 
Abemethey.  6  Conn.  222;  Startup  r.  Cortaaa,  2  Cr.,  M.  A  B.  166;  Blydenbnrgh  r. 
Welsh,  Baldw.  881;  Smethurst  w.  Woolston,  6  Watta  &  S.  106;  Vance  v,  Toume, 
18.  La.  226.  The  learned  author  is  mistaken  in  supposing  I  had  overlooked  that 
distinction.  These  Commentaries  are  not  calculated  to  embody  all  the  nice,  or 
arbitrary,  or  fanciful  distinctions  tliat  are  to  be  met  witli  in  the  reports.  I  do  not 
regard  the  distinction  alluded  to  as  well  founded  or  supported.  It  is  disregarded  or 
rejected  by  some  of  the  best  authorities  cited.  The  true  rule  of  damages  is  the 
Talue  of  the  article  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  or  when  it  ought  to  have  been  deliv- 
ered. Mr.  Sedgwick  seems  himself  to  come  to  that  conclusion  amid  tbe  contra- 
riety of  opinion  and  cases  which  he  cites.    TreaOse,  260-28U.    This  is  the  pUin, 
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case  it  has  been  paid,  (i)  But  a  contract  cannot  be  rescinded 
without  mutual  consent  if  circumstances  be  so  altered  by  a  part 
execution  that  the  parties  cannot  be  put  in  statu  quo  ;  for  if  it  be 
rescinded  at  all,  it  must  be  rescinded  in  tola,  (e)  The  parties  to 
a  contract  may  rescind  it  at  any  time  before  the  rights  of  third 
persons  have  intervened;  but  a  resale  of  the  disputed  article 
does  not  of  itself  rescind  the  contract,  or  destroy  the  right  to 
damages  for  non-performance  of  the  contract,  to  the  extent  of 
the  loss  in  a  resale,  provided  the  same  be  made  after  default  and 
due  notice.  (/)  If  the  sale  be  absolute,  and  the  contract  remains 
open  and  unrescinded,  and  without  any  agreement  to  rescind, 
the  vendee  of  the  unsound  article  must  resort  to  his  warranty, 
unless  it  be  proved  that  the  vendor  knew  of  the  unsoundness, 
and  the  vendee  tendered  a  return  of  the  article  within  a  reason- 
able time.  (^) 
In  South  Carolina  and  Louisiana,  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  has 

stable,  and  just  rule  within  the  contract  of  the  parties.  Damages  for  breaches  of 
cx>ntract  are  only  those  which  are  incidental  to,  and  directly  caused  by,  the  breach, 
and  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the  contemplation  of  the  par- 
ties, and  not  speculative  profits,  or  accidental  or  consequential  losses,  or  the  loss  of 
a  fancied  good  bargain.  Walker  v.  Moore,  10  B.  &  C.  416.  In  Masterton  v.  Mayor 
of  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  02,  the  question  of  damages  was  well  discussed,  and  it  was  held 
that  profits  or  advantages  which  were  regarded  as  the  direct  and  immediate  fruits  of 
the  contract  are  to  be  considered  as  parcel  and  elements  of  the  contract,  and  to  be 
allowed.  See  also  Hayden  v.  Cabot,  17  Mass.  169 ;  Deyo  v,  Waggoner,  19  Johns. 
241 ;  Sedgwick's  Treatise,  81-88 ;  6  TouUier,  sec.  286 ;  Flnreau  v,  Thomhill, 
2  Blacks  1078;  Williams  v.  Barton,  18  La.  404;  Blanchard  v.  Ely,  21  Wend.  342. 
But  Lord  C.  J.  Denman,  in  Cox  v.  Walker,  cited  in  a  note  to  Clare  v.  Maynard, 
6  Ad.  &  £1.  519,  and  also  in  the  last  case,  laid  down  the  rule  of  damages  to  be  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  a  horse  at  tlie  sale,  considering  him  to  be  sound,  and 
the  value  with  the  defect  complained  of,  and  not  the  difference  between  the  price  of 
the  first  purchase  and  of  the  actual  sale.  So  in  Shannon  v.  Comstock,  21  Wend. 
467,  it  was  held,  that  in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  non-performance  of  a  con- 
tract, the  rule  of  damages  was  held  to  be  the  loss  sustained,  and  not  the  price  agreed 
to  be  paid  on  actual  performance.  In  Cary  v,  Gruman,  4  Hill,  625,  the  rule  as  declared 
by  Lord  Denman  was  adopted,  and  the  price  paid  was  only  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  then  value.  In  O'Connor  v.  Forster,  10  Watts,  418,  on  a  breach  of  contract  to 
carry  wheat  from  P.  to  Philadelphia,  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  wheat 
at  P.  with  the  freight  added,  and  the  market  price  at  Philadelphia,  at  the  time  it 
wonld  have  arrived  there  if  carried  according  to  contract,  is  the  measure  of  damages. 
Bracket  v.  M'Nair,  14  Johns.  170 ;  Davis  v.  Shields,  24  Wend.  322,  to  s.  p.  In 
Badgett  v.  Broughton,  1  Kelly,  691,  the  rule  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Georgia  was  the  difference  between  the  price  paid  for  an  article  warranted  sound, 
and  the  value  of  the  article  in  its  unsound  condition. 

(d)  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheaton,  188.  («)  Hunt  v,  SUk,  6  East,  449. 

(/)  Sands  &  Crump  v,  Taylor,  6  Johns.  896;  MacLean  v,  Dunn,  4  Bing.  722. 

ig)  Thornton  o.  Wynn,  12  Wheaton,  188. 
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been  followed,  and,  as  a  general  role,  a  sale  for  a  sound  price  is 
nnderstood  to  imply  a  warranty  of  soundness  against  all 
*481  faults  aud  defects.  (A)  *The  same  rale  was  for  many 
years  understood  to  be  the  law  in  Connecticut ;  but  if  it 
did  ever  exist,  it  was  entirely  overruled  in  Dean  v.  Moion,  (a)  in 
favor  of  the  other  general  principle  which  has  so  extensively 
pervaded  the  jurisprudence  of  this  country.  Even  in  South 
Carolina,  the  rule  that  a  sound  price  warrants  a  sound  commod- 
ity was  said  to  be  in  a  state  of  vibration  ;  and  it  is  not  applied 
to  assist  persons  to  avoid  a  contract,  though  made  for  an  inade- 
quate price,  provided  it  was  made  under  a  fair  opportunity  of 
information  as  to  all  the  circumstances,  and  when  there  was  no 
fraud,  concealment,  or  latent  defect,  (i) 

If  the  article  be  sold  by  the  sample,  and  it  be  a  fair  specimen 
of  the  article,  and  there  be  no  deception  or  warranty  on  the  part 
of  the  vendor,  the  vendee  cannot  rescind  the  sale.  But  such  a 
sale  amounts  to  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article  is  in  bulk  of 
the  same  kind,  and  equal  in  quality  with  the  sample,  (c)    If  the 

(k)  Tlmrod  v,  Sboolbrad,  1  Baj,  824;  Whitefleld  v.  M'Leod,  2  Id.  880;  Letter  p. 
Graham,  1  Const  (S.  C.)  182;  Crawford  r.  Wilion^S  Id.  868;  Doweas  v.  Morgaii, 
1  MartiB  (U.),  1. 

(a)  4Conn.42& 

(6)  Whitefleld  v.  M'Lood,  2  Baj»  888.  The  law  in  Booth  Carolina  aeena  at  leit 
to  be  conformable  to  the  old  general  rule.  It  was  held.  In  Camodian  v.  Goald,  in 
the  Court  of  Appeals,  1  Bailey,  179,  that  a  vendor  of  cotton  was  not  liable  for  a 
defect  in  the  quality  of  the  cotton  of  an  unusual  character,  whicii  extended  equally 
through  the  bulk,  and  was  fully  exhibited  In  samples.  The  law  in  that  case  would 
not  raise  an  implied  warranty,  for  there  was  no  fraud,  and  the  bnyer  was  poswned 
of  all  the  information  necessary  to  enable  him  to  make  a  correct  estimate  of  the  tsIos 
of  the  article.  In  Osgood  v,  Lewis,  2  Harr.  4  G.  406^  implied  warranties  upon  tbs 
sale  of  chattels,  and  arising  by  operation  of  Uw,  were  held  to  be  of  two  kinds :  1.  Id 
cases  where  there  was  no  fraud,  as,  that  the  provisions  purchased  for  domestic  ass 
were  wholesome,  or  that  the  article  contracted  for  in  an  execufeoiy  contract,  aod 
which  the  purchaser  had  no  opportunity  to  inspect,  should  be  salable  as  such  in  the 
market  2.  Where  the  fraud  existed,  as  if  the  seller,  knowing  the  article  to  be 
unsound,  disguises  it  or  represente  it  as  sound. 

(c)  Parkinson  v.  Lee,  2  East,  814;  Sands  v.  Taylor,  6  Johns.  896;  Bxadibrd  «. 
Manly,  13  Mass.  139  Woodworth,  J.,  in  20  Johns.  204 ;  The  Oneida  Mannfsetniuif 
Society  v.  Lawrence,  4  Cowen,  440 ;  Andrews  v.  Kneeland,  6  id.  854 ;  Gallagher  s. 
Waring,  9  Wend.  20;  Boormsn  t^.  Jenkins,  12  id.  666;  Waring  r.  Mason,  18  id.  436; 
Phillipi  o.  GoTe,  4  Rob.  (L«.)  316;  CItU  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  2449;  Moees  r.Mssd, 
1  Denio,  87&  In  the  sale  of  an  article,  as  hemp  in  bales,  it  Is  held  that  there  is  as 
implied  warranty  that  the  interior  shall  correspond  in  quality  with  the  exterior  of  ths 
bales,  and  if  the  purchaser  Is  at  liberty  to  open  the  bales  and  examine,  there  Is  ne  ssle 
by  sample,  though  the  interior  does  not  oomspond  with  theeztemal  part  SaUsboiy 
p.  Stainer,  19  Wend.  IfiO. 
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article  should  turn  out  not  to  be  merchantable,  from  some  latent 
principle  of  infirmity  in  the  sample,  as  well  as  in  the  bulk  of  the 
commodity,  the  seller  is  not  answerable.  The  only  warranty  is, 
that  the  whole  quantity  answers  the  sample. 

*  6.  Of  the  Duty  of  Mntaal  Discloanre. —  If  there  be  an    *482 
intentional  concealment  or  suppression  of  material  facts  in 
the  making  of  a  contract,  in  cases  in  which  both  parties  have  not 
equal  access  to  the  means  of  information,  it  will  be  deemed  un- 
fair dealing,  and  will  vitiate  and  avoid  the  conti'act.^    There  may 

1  R  C.  219,  230,  explaining  Eingsford  v. 
Merry,  1  H.  &  N.  603 ;  Stevenson  v,  Newn- 
ham,  18  C.  B.  285, 302 ;  Oakes  v.  Turquand, 
L.  R.  2  H.  L.  326 ;  [see  Tennent  v.  City 
of  Glasgow  Bank,  4  App.  Cas.  616 ;]  Aren- 
dale  V.  Morgan,  6  Sneed,  703;  [Dawea 
V.  Harness,  10  L.  B.  C.  P.  166;  Clongh 
r.  K  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  7  L.  R.  Ex.  26; 
Morrison  v.  The  Uniyersal,  &c.  Co., 
8  L.  R.  Ex.  107;  Urqubart  v,  Mao- 
pherson,  3  App.  Cas.  881.]  It  ia  enough, 
however,  to  show  that  there  was  a  fraudu- 
lent representation  as  to  any  part  of  that 
which  induced  the  party  to  enter  into  a 
contract,  in  order  to  give  him  a  right  to 
rescind ;  whereas  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tions do  not,  unless  they  were  such  as  to 
show  that  there  was  a  complete  difference 
in  substance  between  what  was  supposed 
to  be,  iind  what  was  taken,  as  explained 
above.  Kennedy  v.  Panama,  fto.  Mail 
Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  680, 687.  [But  see  Red- 
grave  r.  Hurd,  46  L.  T.  486.)  If  ^he  de- 
frauded party  elects  to  rescind,  he  must 
return  all  that  lie  has  received  under  tiie 
contract,  and  put  the  other  in  ttatuquo,  so 
far  as  possible,  when  the  fraud  is  dis- 
covered. Pearsall  t;.  Chapin,  44  Penn.  81 
9;  Byardv.  Holmes,  4  Vroom,  119;  Clarke 
V.  Dickson,  E.,  B.  &  E.  148 ;  Garland  v, 
Spencer,  46  Me.  628 ;  Croft  p.  Wilbar,  7 
Allen,  248;  [Sheffield  Nickel  Co.  v.  Unwin, 

2  Q.  B.  D.  214;  Mansfield  v.  Trigg,  113 
Mass.  861 ;  Young,  &c.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wake- 
field, 121  Mass.  91 ;  Estabrook  v.  8wett» 
116  Mass.  808 ;  Herman  v.  Heffenegger, 
64  Cal.  161;  Estes  v.  Reynolds  (Mibb., 
1882) ;  Gay  ».  Alter,  102  U.  8. 70]    See 


1  Fraud  in  Salts. — There  is  a  class  of 
cases  in  which  the  fraud  is  of  such  a  sort 
that  the  minds  of  the  parties  never  meet, 
and  no  property  passes.  A  clear  instance 
would  be  when  a  party  obtains  goods  by 
representing  that  he  is  agent  for  another, 
and  the  seller  thinks  he  is  selling  to  the 
supposed  principal,  when  in  fact  no  agency 
exists.  There  is  here  no  sale  to  either 
party.  Hardman  v.  Booth,  1  H.  &  C.  803 ; 
[Lindsay  v,  Cundy,  2  Q.  B.  D.  96;  s.  c. 
Cundy  v.  Lindsay,  3  App.  Cas.  469; 
Hollins  V.  Fowler,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  767; 
Edmunds  v.  Merchants'  Trans.  Co.,  186 
Bfass.  283;  Samuel  v.  Cheney,  ib.  278; 
Hamet  v,  Letcher,  37  Ohio  St.  866 ;]  Hig- 
gona  V.  Burton,  26  L.  J.  n.  s.  Ex.  342, 
explaining  Kingsford  r.  Merry,  ib.  83,  and 
mfra.  The  same  is  true  where  the  minds 
of  the  parties  never  meet  on  the  subject- 
laatter  of  a  sale  in  consequence  of  the 
fraud  of  the  seller.  Thus,  in  a  case  where 
barrels  alleged  to  contain  mackerel,  but 
known  by  the  seller  to  contain  salt,  were 
delivered  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  to 
deliver  mackerel,  the  attaching  creditors 
of  the  seller  were  preferred  to  the  buyer. 
Gardner  v.  Lane,  12  Allen,  89.  Probably 
the  decinon  would  have  been  the  same 
if  the  representations  had  been  honest. 
Kennedy  v,  Panama,  &c.  Mail  Co.,  L.  R. 
2  Q.  B.  680,  687;  479,  n.  1,  A,  (ft),  (c). 
See  Raffles  v,  Wichelhaus,  2  Hurlst.  &  C. 
906;andm.282,n.l. 

But  fraud,  in  general,  only  makes  a 
contract  voidable,  not  void;  and  in  the 
case  of  a  conveyance  it  will  not  prevent 
the  title  passing.    Pease  r.  Gloahec,  L.  R. 
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be  some  difference  in  the  facility  with  which  the  rule  applies  be- 
tween facts  and  circumstances  that  are  intrinsic,  and  form  mate- 
rial ingredients  of  the  contract,  and  those  that  are  extrinsic,  and 
form  no  component  part  of  it,  though  they  create  inducements  to 
enter  into  the  contract,  or  affect  the  price  of  the  article.  As  a 
general  rule,  each  party  is  bound  to  communicate  to  the  other  his 
knowledge  of  the  material  facts,  provided  he  knows  the  other  to 
be  ignorant  of  them,  and  they  be  not  open  and  naked,  or  equally 
within  the  reach  of  his  observation,  (a)  In  the  sale  of  a  ship, 
which  had  a  latent  defect  known  to  the  seller,  and  which  tlie 

(a)  The  rule  here  laid  down,  though  one  undoubtedly  of  morel  obligation,  is,  pe^ 
hapt,  too  broadly  stated  to  be  sustained  by  the  prectical  doctrine  of  the  courts.  The 
qualification  of  the  rule  Is,  that  the  party  in  possession  of  the  facts  must  be  under 
some  special  obligation,  by  confidence  reposed  or  otherwise,  to  communicate  them 
truly  and  fairly.  [See  Fry,  J.,  in  Daries  v.  London,  &c.  Ins.  Co.,  8  Ch.  D.  469.]  Vtdt 
iVra,484,490. 


Pearse  p.  Pettis,  47  Barb.  276;  Downer 
o.  Smith,  82  Vt  1;  [Ouckenheimer  v. 
Angerine,  81  N.  Y.  894 ;  Mullen  v.  O.  C. 
R.  R.  Co.,  127  Mass.  86.]  So  he  must  act 
before  rights  have  been  acquired  by  in- 
nocent third  parties,  such  as  a  bona  JUk 
purchaser,  or  the  creditors  of  a  company 
ordered  to  be  wound  up  under  the  Eng- 
lish acts,  of  which  the  defendant  was 
induced  to  become  a  member  by  the 
directors'  fraudulent  misrepresentations. 
Oakes  v.  Tarquand,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  825 ; 
Scholefield  v.  Templer,  4  De  G.  &  J.  429; 
Williams  o.  Given,  6  Grett.  268;  Ohio  & 
M.  R  R.  V.  Kerr,  49  III.  468 ;  [Morrison  v. 
Universal,  &c.  Ins.  Co.,  8  L.  R.  Ex.  197; 
Stone  V,  City,  &c.  Bank,  3  C.  P.  D.  282 ; 
Cundy  v,  Lindsay,  3  App.  Cas.  469 ;  At- 
tenborough  v.  London,  Ac.  Co.,  8  C.  P.  D. 
460;  Babcock  v,  Lawson,  6  Q.  B.  D.  284.] 
To  make  the  suppression  of  truth  fraudu- 
lent, there  most  be  a  duty  to  communi- 
cate it  (See  n.  (a).)  Thus,  it  is  fraud 
for  the  seller  of  a  check  not  to  disclose 
that  another  check  of  the  same  maker 
on  the  same  bank  had  just  been  pro- 
tested. Brown  v.  Montgomery,  20  N.  T. 
287.  So,  if  there  be  a  defect  in  an  article 
known  to  the  manufacturer,  and  which 
cannot  be  discovered  on  inspection,  he  is 

[702] 


bound  to  point  it  out;  bat  if  there  be  a 
defect  which  is  patent,  and  of  which  ths 
purchaser  is  as  capable  of  judging  as  the 
manufacturer,  he  is  not  bound  to  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  purchaser  to  it ;  and  when 
the  purchaser  takes  the  article  without 
looking  at  it,  although  he  has  the  chance, 
it  has  been  held  immaterial  that  a  patent 
defect  was  so  far  concealed  as  to  be  only 
visible  on  careful  inspection.  Horsfkll  e. 
Thomas,  1  H.  &  C.  90;  post,  484.  See 
Keates  v.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  691,ezpUin- 
ing  Hill  V.  Gray,  cited  in  the  text  below ; 
Paddock  v.  Strobridge,  29  Vt  470.  Eqcuty 
would  not  interfere,  if  the  party  was  not 
misled  by  the  representation.  Story,  £q. 
§  202 ;  Nelson  v.  Stocker,  4  De  6.  &  J.  45& 
(See  490,  n.  1.)  But  Horafall  v.  Thomas  is 
thought  to  go  too  far  by  Cockbum,  C  J., 
in  Smith  r.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6  Q,  B.  597, 
606.  As  to  the  purchaser's  right  to  re- 
main silent,  see  490,  and  n.  2.  It  hss 
been  said  that  to  maintain  a  defence  to 
an  action  for  the  price  of  goods,  on  the 
ground  of  the  vendor's  deceit,  the  same 
facts  must  be  proved  which  would  be 
necessary  to  maintain  an  action  for  deceit 
in  the  sale  of  goods.  King  v.  Eagle  MiUs, 
10  Allen,  648.  As  to  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations generally,  see  490,  n.  1. 
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buyer  could  not  by  any  attention  possibly  discover,  the  seller  was 
held  to  be  bound  to  disclose  it,  and  the  concealment  was  justly 
considered  to  be  a  breach  of  honesty  and  good  faith.  (6)  So,  if 
one  party  suffers  the  other  to  buy  an  article  under  a  delusion 
created  by  his  own  conduct,  it  will  be  deemed  fraudulent,  and 
&tal  to  the  contract;  as,  if  the  seller  produces  an  impression 
upon  the  mind  of  the  buyer,  by  his  acts,  that  he  is  purchasing 
a  picture  belonging  to  a  person  of  great  skill  in  painting,  and 
which  the  seller  knows  not  to  be  the  fact,  and  yet  suffers 
the  impression  to  remain,  though  *  he  knows  it  materially  *  488 
enhances  the  value  of  the  picture  in  the  mind  of  the 
buyer,  (a)  One  party  must  not  practise  any  artifice  to  conceal 
defects,  or  make  any  representations  for  the  purpose  of  throwing 
the  buy^r  off  his  guard.  The  same  principle  had  been  long  ago 
declared  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  when  he  stated,  (6)  that  if  a  ven- 
dor, knowing  of  an  incumbrance  upon  an  estate,  sells,  without 
disclosing  the  fact,  and  with  knowledge  that  the  purchaser  is  a 
stranger  to  it,  and  imder  representations  inducing  him  to  buy,  he 
acts  fraudulently,  and  violates  integrity  and  fair  dealing.  The 
inference  of  fraud  is  easily  and  almost  inevitably  drawn,  when 
there  is  a  suppression  or  concealment  of  material  circumstances, 
and  one  of  the  contracting  parties  is  knowingly  suffered  to  deal 
under  a  delusion.  It  was  upon  this  ground  that  Lord  Mansfield 
must  have  considered,  (c)  that  selling  an  unsound  article,  know- 
ing it  to  be  unsound,  for  a  sound  price,  was  actionable.  It  is 
equivalent  to  the  concealment  of  a  latent  defect ;  and  the  ground 
of  action  is  the  deceit  practised  upon  the  buyer,  (d)     The  same 

(6)  Mellish  r.  fiCotteaz,  Peake's  Cases,  116.  This  case  was  afterwards  oyemiled 
bj  Lord  EUenborough,  in  Baglehole  v,  Walters,  8  Caoipb.  154,  and  the  latter  decision 
oonfirmed  in  Pickering  v.  Dowson,  4  Taunt.  779;  but  it  was  upon  another  point, 
reapeeting  the  efllect  of  a  sale  tnih  all  fauiU;  and  the  principle  of  the  decision,  as 
•tated  in  the  text,  remains  unmoYed.  The  same  principle  was  urged  in  Southeme 
V.  Howe,  2  RoL  5;  and  it  was  stated  that  if  a  man  sells  wine  knowing  it  to  be  cor- 
rupt, an  action  of  deceit  lies  against  him,  though  there  be  no  warrantj. 

(a)  Hill  v.  Gray,  1  Starkie,  484;  Pilmore  v.  Hood,  5  Bing  N.  C.  07. 

(b)  1  Yes.  06. 

(c)  Stuart  V.  Wilkins,  Doug.  18. 

{d)  Hough  V.  Evans,  4  M'Cord,  160.  If  a  person  haying  the  legal  title  to  prop- 
erty, stands  by  and  acquiesces  in  the  sale  of  it  bj  another  person  claiming,  or  having 
color  of  title,  he  will  be  estopped  afterwards  in  asserting  his  title  against  the  pur- 
chaser. Qui  tacet,  consentire  videtur.  Qui  potest  et  debet  vetare,  jubet  si  non 
vetat    Wendell  r.  Van  BensseUer,  1  Johns.  Cb.  864;  Storrs  t;.  Barker,  6  id.  166; 
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rule  applies  to  the  case  where  a  party  pays  money  in  ignorance 
of  circumstances  with  which  the  receiver  is  acquainted,  and  does 
not  disclose,  and  which,  if  disclosed,  would  have  prevented  the 
payment.  In  that  case»  the  parties  do  not  deal  on  equal  terms, 
and  the  money  is  held  to  be  unfairly  obtained,  and  may  be  re- 
covered back.  («)  It  applies,  also,  to  the  case  where  a  person 
takes  a  guaranty  from  a  surety,  and  conceals  from  him  facts 
which  go  to  increase  his  risk,  and  suffers  him  to  enter  into  the 
contract  under  false  impressions.  Such  concealment  is  held  to 
be  fraud,  and  vitiates  the  contract.  (/) 

Hobbt  V.  Norton,  1  Vem.  136;  2  Ch.  Ca.  128.  See  also  to  8.  p.  6  Conn.  212-214; 
12  Berg.  &  R.  23;  12  Yes.  85 ;  Irwin  v.  Morell,  Dudley  (Ga ),  72;  Skinner  v.  Stonac, 
4  Mo.  93;  Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Ad.  &  £1.  469;  Gregg  v,  WelU,  10  Ad.  &  EI.  90;  Stofj 
on  £q.  L  tec.  886,  891.  Tbis  kind  of  estoppel  was  first  established  bj  courts  of 
eqoity,  and  has,  to  a  certain  extent,  been  adopted  by  coorts  of  law. 

(<)  Martin  v,  Morgan,  1  Brod.  &  B.  289.  The  sound  doctrine  on  this  subject  wss 
declared  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Heane  v.  Rogers,  9  B.  &  C.  577,  and  affirmed  by  the  coart 
in  Dewey  v.  Field,  4  Met  881. 

(/)  Fidcock  V,  Bishop,  8  B.  &  C.  005;  Maltby's  Case,  cited  by  Lord  Eldon,  ia 
1  Dow,  294 ;  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  ib.  272.  In  the  old  English  law,  the  writ  of 
deceit  lay  not  only  for  personal  injuries,  but  for  frauds  in  relation  to  real  property, 
and  to  which  it  principally  applied.  But  a  special  action  in  the  case  for  damages, 
in  nature  of  a  writ  of  deceit,  had  long  ago  taken  the  place  of  the  other,  and  the  writ 
of  deceit  was  abolished  by  the  statute  of  8  &  4  Wm.  IV.  c.  2.  See  3  BL  Comm.  165. 
In  the  sense  of  a  court  of  equity,  fraud  includes  all  acts,  omissions,  and  concealments, 
which  involve  a  breach  of  either  legal  or  equitable  duty,  trust,  or  confidence  justlj 
reposed,  and  are  injurious  to  another.  See  infra,  561.  A  court  of  chancery  will 
exercise  the  power  of  setting  aside  judgments  and  decrees  of  any  courts  foreign  or 
domestic,  in  cases  of  fraud.  The  authorities  are  collected  in  the  case  of  Vanmeter 
v.  Jones,  in  the  able  and  elaborate  opinion  of  Chancellor  Vroom,  2  Green,  Ch.  (N.  J.) 
620l  Neither  a  bona  fide  debt,  nor  an  actual  advance  of  money,  will  sustain  a  secoritf 
infected  with  fraud.  Sandford,  Chancellor,  2  Sandf .  Ch.  036.  The  law  requires  the 
utmost  degree  of  good  faith  {vberrima  fides)  in  transactions  between  parties  standing 
to  a  peculiar  relation  or  fldnciary  character  between  each  other,  as,  for  instance,  in 
the  relation  of  client  and  attorney,  physician  and  patient,  principal  and  agent,  priaci- 
pal  and  surety,  gnis^dian  and  ward,  trustee  and  oesfat  que  Cnuf,  partners  and  psit 
owners.  Any  misrepresentation,  or  concealment  of  any  malefial  fact,  or  any  jut 
suspicion  of  artifice  or  nndue  influence,  will  be  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  transaction 
between  them,  especially  in  the  view  of  a  court  of  equity.  The  principle  on  whidi 
courts  of  equity  act,  in  regard  to  cases  arising  under  such  a  confidential  or  fidodsry 
relation,  stand  (independent  of  any  ingredient  of  deceit  or  imposition  which  is  nsoslljr 
mixed  with  such  cases)  upon  a  motive  of  general  public  policy.  It  Is  when  confidence 
is  reposed  and  confidence  abused,  by  some  advantage  gained  by  means  of  the  relsr 
tion.  Lord  Eldon,  in  Gibson  v.  Jeyes,  6  Ves.  278 ;  Champion  v.  Rigby,  1  Rms.  &  My. 
639;  Edwards  v.  Meyrick,  2  Hare,  60;  Carter  v.  Palmer,  8  Clark  &  Ein.  657 ;  Poillon 
V.  Ifartin,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  669.  These  were  cases  applicable  to  the  relation  of  attorney 
and  dient    And  for  the  general  principls  lespec^ing  fiduciary  reUtSoiis,  see  Stoiy'i 
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*  The  writers  of  the  moral  law  hold  it  to  be  the  duty  of  *  484 
the  seller  to  disclose  the  defects  which  are  within  his 
knowledge,  (a)  But  the  common  law  is  not  quite  so  strict.  If 
the  defects  in  the  article  sold  be  open  equally  to  the  observation 
of  both  parties,  the  law  does  not  require  the  Tender  to  aid  and 
assist  the  observation  of  the  vendee.  Even  a  waiTanty  will  not 
cover  defects  that  are  plainly  the  objects  of  the  senses ;  (6) 
though  if  the  vendor  says  or  does  anything  whatever,  with  an 
intention  to  divert  the  eye  or  obscure  the  observation  of  the 
buyer,  even  in  relation  to  open  defects,  he  would  be  guilty  of  an 
act  of  fraud,  (c)  A  deduction  of  fraud  may  be  made,  not  only 
from  deceptive  assertions  and  false  representations,  but  from 
facts,  incidents,  and  circumstances  which  may  be  trivial  in  them- 
selves, but  decisive  evidence  in  the  given  case  of  a  fraudulent 
design,  (d)    When,  however,  the  means  of  information  relative 

Comm.  on  Eq.  Jarisprudence,  224,  804-828;  [Wade  v.  Pulsifer,  64  Vt.  45;  Thornton 
V,  Ogden,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  723.]  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  great  case  of  Chesterfield  v. 
Jansen,  2  Yes.  126, 156,  classified  fraud  into  four  kinds :  (1.)  Fraad,  or  dolua  mcdta, 
may  be  actual,  arising  from  facts  and  circumstances  of  imposition.  (2.)  It  may  be 
apparent  from  the  intrinsic  value  and  subject  of  the  bargain  itself, —  such  as  no  man 
in  his  senses,  and  not  under  delusion,  would  make,  on  the  one  hand,  and  tm  no  honest 
and  ^Eiir  man  would  accept,  on  the  other.  (3.)  It  may  be  inferred  from  the  circum- 
stances  and  condition  of  the  parties ;  for  it  is  as  much  against  conscience  to  take  ad- 
rantage  of  a  man's  weakness  or  necessity,  as  his  ignorance.  (4.)  It  may  be  collected 
from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  transaction,  as  being  an  imposition  on  third 
persons.  In  Dent  v,  Bennett,  7  Sim.  589,  the  rice-chancellor  declared  an  agreement 
between  a  medical  adviser  and  his  patient  for  a  large  sum,  to  be  paid  by  the  latter 
after  his  death,  for  past  and  future  services,  null  and  void.  It  was  held  to  be  a  glar- 
ing abuse  of  confidence,  and  the  vice-chancellor  enforced,  with  spirit  and  energy,  the 
doctrine,  that  wherever  we  find  the  relation  of  employer  and  agent  existing  in  situa- 
tions in  which,  of  necessity,  much  confidence  must  be  placed  by  the  employer  in  the 
agent,  then  the  case  arises  for  watehf ulness  on  the  part  of  the  court,  that  the  confi- 
dence shall  not  be  abused. 

(a)  Grotius,  b.  2,  c.  12,  J  9 ;  Paley's  Moral  Philosophy,  b.  3,  c.  7. 

(6)  Schuyler  v.  Russ,  2  Caines,  202;  Dyer  r.  Hargrave,  10  Yes.  607. 

(e)  3  Bl.  Comm.  166;  2  RoL  5. 

(d)  If  the  party  intentionally  misrepresents  a  material  fact,  or  produces  a  false 
impression  by  words  or  acts,  in  order  to  mislead,  or  to  obtain  an  undue  advantage,  it 
is  a  case  of  manifest  fraud.  Story's  Comm.  on  £q.  Jurisprudence,  201 ;  Nelson,  J., 
in  Welland  Canal  Co.  v,  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  488;  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Pickard  v. 
Sears,  0  Ad.  &  £1.  474 ;  Doggett  v,  Emerson,  8  Story,  700.  A  sale  of  goods  procured 
through  a  false  representation  of  the  vendee  in  regard  to  his  solvency  and  credit, 
passes  no  title  as  between  the  parties.  The  People  v.  Kendall,  26  Wend.  899;  Cary 
V,  Hotailing,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.),  811.  See  also  post,  497.  But  in  order  to  afford  relief,  the 
misrepresentation  must  be  of  something  material,  constituting  an  inducement  or 
motire  to  the  other  party,  and  on  which  he  placed  trust  and  confidence,  and  was 
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to  facts  and  circumstances  affecting  the  value  of  the  commodity 
be  equally  accessible  to  both  parties,  and  neither  of  them  does  or 
says  anything  tending  to  impose  upon  the  other,  the  disclosure 
of  any  superior  knowledge  which  one  party  may  havB  over  the 
other,  as  to  those  facts  and  circumstances,  is  not  requisite  to  the 
validity  of  a  contract.  (^)  There  is  no  breach  of  any  implied 
confidence  that  one  party  wUl  profit  by  his  superior  knowledge, 
as  to  facts  and  circumstances  open  to  the  observation  of  both 
parties,  x)t  equally  within  the  reach  of  their  ordinary  diligence  ; 
because  neither  party  reposes  in  any  such  confidence,  unless  it 
be  specially  tendered  or  required.  Each  one,  in  ordinary  cases, 
judges  for  himself,  and  relies  confidently,  and  perhaps  presump- 
tuously, upon  the  sufficiency  of  his  own  knowledge,  skill, 

*  485    and  diligence.     The  common  law  affords  to  every  one  *  rea- 

sonable protection  against  fraud  in  dealing ;  but  it  does 
not  go  the  romantic  length  of  giving  indemnity  against  the  con- 
sequences of  indolence  and  folly,  or  a  careless  indifference  to  the 
ordinary  and  accessible  means  of  information.  It  reconciles  the 
claims  of  convenience  with  the  duties  of  good  faith,  to  every 
extent  compatible  with  the  interests  of  commerce.  This  it 
does  by  requiring  the  purchaser  to  apply  his  attention  to  those 
particulars  which  may  be  supposed  within  the  reach  of  his  obser- 
vation and  judgment ;  and  the  vendor  to  communicate  those  par- 
ticulars and  defects  which  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  immediately 
within  the  reach  of  such  attention.  If  the  purchaser  be  want- 
ing of  attention  to  these  points,  where  attention  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  protect  him  from  surprise  or  imposition,  the 
maxim  caveat  emptor  ought  to  apply.  Even  against  this  maxim 
he  may  provide,  by  requiring  the  vendor  to  wan-ant  that  which 
the  law  would  not  imply  to  be  warranted ;  and  if  the  vendor  be 

actoally  misled  to  his  iigory.  lb.  204, 206.  Repreientatioiu  by  A.  to  B..  in  respect 
to  a  sale  afterwards  made  by  A.  to  C,  founded  on  the  representations  which  A.  made 
to  B.,  and  he  to  C,  are  treated  in  the  same  way  as  if  made  by  the  rendor  to  C. 
Croclcer  v.  Lewis,  3  Sumner,  1.  It  is  fraud  to  sell  an  article  as  designated  by  another 
person's  name,  in  order  to  give  it  greater  currency,  and  the  perpetrator  of  the  fraud 
is  liable  to  an  action.    Thomson  v,  Winchester,  10  Pick.  214. 

(e)  LaidUw  v.  Organ,  2  Wheaton,  178;  Hongh  v,  Richardson,  S  Story,  069.  A 
more  stem  rule  of  morality  and  law  respecting  the  duty  of  disclosure  of  informatum 
which  would  materially  affect  the  price,  is  laid  down  hi  Fraser  o.  Genrais,  Walker 
(Miss.),  72,  and  it  orerrules,  as  far  as  the  authority  of  the  case  can  go,  the  decision 
in  Laidlaw  v.  Organ. 
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wanting  in  good  faith,  fidei  iervanda  is  a  rule  equally  enforced  at 
law  and  in  equity,  (a) 

A  mere  false  assertion  of  value  when  no  warranty  is  intended, 
is  no  ground  of  relief  to  a  purchaser,  because  the  assertion  is  a 
matter  of  opinion,  which  does  not  imply  knowledge,  and  in 
which  men  may  differ ;  mere  expression  of  judgment  or  opinion 
does  not  amount  to  a  warranty.  Every  person  reposes  at  his 
peril  in  the  opinion  of  others,  when  he  has  equal  opportunity  to 
form  and  exercise  his  own  judgment,  simplex  cammendatio  non 
obligat.  (li)  If  the  seller  represents  what  he  himself  believes  as 
to  diQ  qualities  or  value  of  an  article,  and  leaves  the  determina- 
tion to  the  judgment  of  the  buyer,  there  is  no  fraud  or  warranty 
in  the  case,  (c)  An  assertion  respecting  the  article  sold  must  be 
positive  and  unequivocal,  and  one  on  which  the  buyer  places  reli- 
ance in  order  to  amount  to  a  warranty ;  and  if  the  vendee  has 
an  opportunity  of  examining  the  article,  the  vendor  is  not 
answerable  *  for  any  latent  defect,  without  there  be  fraud,  *  486 
or  an  express  warranty,  or  such  a  direct  representation  as 
is  tantamount  to  it.  (a)  The  cases  have  gone  so  far  as  to  hold, 
that  if  the  seller  should  even  falsely  affirm  that  a  particular  sum 
had  been  bid  by  others  for  the  property,  by  which  means  the 
purchaser  was  induced  to  buy,  and  was  deceived  as  to  the  value, 
no  relief  was  to  be  afforded  ;  for  the  buyer  should  have  informed 
himself  from  proper  sources  of  the  value,  and  it  was  his  own 
folly  to  repose  on  such  assertions,  made  by  a  person  whose  inter- 
est might  so  readily  prompt  him  to  invest  the  property  with  ex- 
aggerated value.  Emptor  emit  quam  minimo  potest;  venditor 
vendit  quam  maximo  potest.  (() 

(a)  1  Fonb.  Tr.  of  Equity,  871,  872. 

(h)  Htrrey  v.  Young,  Yelr.  21  a;  Bailey  o.  Merrell,  8  Buht.  M;  Cro.  Jac.  886; 
Daris  V,  Meeker,  6  Johns.  864;  Marshall  r.  Peck,  1  Dana  (Ky.)>  ^1^:  Dugan  v. 
Cureton,  1  Ark.  41 ;  Morrill  r.  Wallace,  9  K.  H.  Ill ;  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  Lon- 
don, 1845^  p.  867. 

(c)  Jendwine  v.  Slade,  2  Esp.  672. 

(a)  The  Oneida  Manufacturing  Society  v,  Lawrence,  4  Cowen,  440. 

(fr)  1  Rol.  Abr.  101,  pi.  16;  Saunders  v.  Hatterman,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  82.  In  the 
case  of  Eakins  v.  Tresliam,  1  Sid.  146, 1  Lev.  102,  the  same  law  was  declared ;  but  a 
distinction  was  there  taken  between  the  false  assertion  touching  the  value  of  the 
property,  and  touching  the  rate  of  the  previous  rent^  and  an  action  was  held  to  lie  in 
the  latter  case,  for  the  rent  was  of  a  matter  of  fact  resting  in  the  priyate  knowledge 
of  the  landlord  and  his  tenants,  and  the  tenants  might  refuse  to  inform  the  purchaser, 
or  combine  with  the  landlord  to  mislead  him.    The  court,  in  Lysney  v,  Selby,  2  Lord 
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The  same  principle  was  laid  down  in  a  late  case  in  the  K.  B., 
where  it  was  held,  (<?)  that  a  false  representation  by  the  buyer 
in  a  matter  merely  gratU  dictum^  in  respect  to  which  the  bajer 
was  under  no  legal  pledge  or  obligation  to  the  seller  for  the  pre- 
cise accuracy  of  his  statement,  and  upon  which  it  was  the 
*  487  seller's  own  indiscretion  to  rely,  was  no  *  ground  of  actioo. 
There  was  no  recognized  principle  of  law  which  rendered 
a  party  legally  bound  to  allege  truly,  if  he  stated  at  all,  the 
motives  and  inducements  to  the  purchase,  or  the  chances  of  sale 
to  the  seller.  The  true  rule  was  stated  to  be,  that  the  seller  was 
liable  to  an  action  of  deceit,  if  he  fraudulently  misrepresent  the 
quality  of  the  thing  sold,  in  some  particulars  which  the  buyer 
has  not  equal  means  of  knowledge  with  himself ;  (a)  or  if  he  do 
so  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce  the  buyer  to  forbear  making  the 
inquiries,  which,  for  his  own  security  and  advantage,  he  would 
otherwise  have  made,  (i) 

The  rule  in  equity  is  more  rigid  on  this  subject  than  it  is  at 

law.     Lord  Hardwicke  held,  («)  that  where  the  seller  had  falsely 

affirmed  a  farm  to  have  been  valued  by  two  persons  at  a  certaio 

price,  and  that  assertion  had  induced  the  purchaser  to  contract, 

it  was  such  a  misrepresentation  as  would  induce  a  court  of  equity 

to  withhold  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance.    But  there  is  a 

settled  distinction  in  equity  between  enforcing  specifically  and 

rescinding  a  contract ;  and  an  agreement  may  not  be  entitled  to 

be  enforced,  and  yet  not  be  so  objectionable  as  to  call  for  the 

Baym.  1118,  foUowed  the  decision  in  Bakini  v.  Tretluuii,  tliongh  thej  oonsiclend  it 
to  be  qaestionable ;  and  the  distinction  seems  to  liare  been  essentialij  disregmided  ia 
the  Scotch  case  of  Kinaird  v.  Lord  Dean,  cited  by  Mr.  Sagden  from  1  CoU.  of  Dedi. 
8S2.  The  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Rolle  was  adopted  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  Bfaioe, 
in  the  case  of  Cross  v.  Peters,  1  Qteenl.  880;  and  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  North 
Carolina,  in  the  case  of  Fsgan  v.  Newson,  1  Der.  22.  Bot  in  Bowring  v.  SteTcns, 
2  Carr.  &  P.  837,  on  the  sale  of  the  lease  of  a  public  house,  the  seller  falsely  repre 
sented  that  his  returns  averaged  so  much  a  month ;  and  U  was  held  that  an  actioo 
lay  for  the  deceit 

(c)  Vernon  v.  Keys,  12  East,  6d2L 

(a)  A  fiUse  representation  in  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  Sztores  and  fittings  of  t 
public  house  as  to  tlie  amount  of  business  attached  to  the  house,  has  been  held  suiB- 
dent  to  aroid  the  contract.    Hutchinson  v.  Morley,  7  Scott,  841. 

(b)  It  is  settled,  that  a  material  misrepresentation  of  a  fact  by  wiiatahe,  and  vpoo 
which  the  other  party  is  induced  to  act,  is  a  ground  for  rdief  in  equity,  equally  as  if 
it  had  been  a  wilful  and  false  assertion,  for  it  operates  with  equal  injury.  PearMo 
V.  Morgan,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  888 ;  M'Ferran  o.  Taylor,  8  Cranch,  270;  Boeerelt  r.  Falton, 
2  Cowen,  183 ;  Lewis  v.  Ml/emors,  10  Terg.  906 ;  [490,  n.  1.] 

(c)  Buxton  V,  Lister,  8  Atk.  386. 
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exercise  of  equity  jarisdiction  to  rescind  it.  It  does  not  follow- 
that  a  contract  of  sale  is  void  in  law  merely  because  equity  will 
not  decree  a  specific  performance,  ((f) 

(<f)  Seymoar  r.  Delancey,  0  Johns.  Ch.  222.  The  cases  on  this  point  are  there 
coUected  and  reriewed.  Though  the  decision  in  that  case  was  afterwards  reversed 
in  the  Court  of  Errors,  the  general  doctrines  in  it  were  not  affected,  but  admitted. 
Inadequacy  of  price  is  of  itself  a  sufficient  ground  of  defence  to  a  bill  in  equity  by  a 
purchaser  for  a  specific  performance,  when  the  party  contracting  to  sell  was  an 
expectant  heir.  Peacock  v,  Evans,  16  Ves.  612 ;  Ryle  v.  Brown,  13  Price,  Ex.  758. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  court  of  equity  will  rescind  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  when 
the  instinsic  nature  and  subject  of  the  bargain  itself,  or  the  attending  circumstances, 
are  clearly  indicative  of  fraud.  King  r.  Cohom,  6  Terg.  75.  So  a  bill  for  the 
rescission  of  a  contract  for  the  purcliase  of  land  will  be  sustained,  if  the  defendant 
fails  at  the  hearing  to  show  that  he  is  then  able  to  give  a  good  title,  or  to  give  pos- 
session, and  there  be  no  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. 
Hepburn  v.  Dunlop,  1  Wheaton,  179 ;  Williams  v.  Carter,  8  Dana  (Ky.),  199 ;  Sea- 
niore  v,  Harlan,  ib.  412.  In  the  case  of  King  v.  Hamilton,  4  Peters,  811,  it  was 
adjudged,  that  the  equity  power  of  decreeing  a  specific  performance  of  contracts 
was  to  be  exercised  in  sound  discretion,  and  with  an  eye  to  the  substantial  justice  of 
the  case,  and  never  when  the  exercise  of  it  would  be  inequitable  and  unjust.  If 
damages  would  be  an  inadequate  compensation  for  non-performance  of  a  contract, 
equity  will  grant  relief.  Storer  v.  Gh-eat  W.  R.  Road  Co.,  1842,  V.  Ch.  Bruce,  2  N.  T. 
Leg.  Obs.  12;  [2  Y.  &  Coll.  Ch.  48.] 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  court  of  chancery  will  not  decree  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  ttock  or  of  chattel*.  But  there  are 
so  many  exceptions  and  qualifications  attending  the  rule,  that  its  force  is  greatly 
impaired;  and  more  recent  and  better  authority  would  seem  to  be,  that  when  justice 
requires  it,  chancery  wiU,  in  such  cases,  decree  a  specific  performance.  For  the 
general  rule,  see  Cud  v.  Rutter,  1  P.  Wms.  570;  s.  c.  5  Viner,  Abr.  538;  Cappur  v. 
Harris,  Bunb.  135 ;  Dorison  v.  Westbrook,  5  Vlner,  Abr.  540 ;  Nutbrown  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 10  Ves.  159.  For  exceptions  to  it,  and  in  favor  of  specific  performance,  see  Colt 
V.  Nettervill,  2  P.  Wms.  804;  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Cookson,  3  id.  890;  Buxton  v. 
Lister,  8  Atk.  883;  Taylor  v.  Neville,  cited  ib.  384;  Lord  Eldon,  in  Lady  Arundel 
V.  Phipps,  10  Ves.  148 ;  Wright  v.  Bell,  5  Price,  Ex.  825 ;  Adderley  v,  Dixon,  1  Sim. 
&  Stn.  607;  Lynn  v.  Chaters,  2  Keen,  521 ;  Withy  v.  Cottle,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  174; 
Clark  V.  Flint,  22  Pick.  231.  The  true  principle  in  equity  is,  that  specific  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement  relating  to  chattels  ought  to  be  decreed,  when  equity  and 
conscience  require  it,  as  in  the  case  of  pictures  and  other  things  of  peculiar  value 
and  attachment,  and  when  the  remedy  by  action  at  law  for  damages  would  be  inad- 
equate, and  no  competent  or  just  relief  could  otherwise  be  afforded.  Mitford,  PI. 
Chan.  168,  ed.  N.  T.  1833 ;  Story's  Conim.  on  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  ii.  18,  26-48,  where 
the  English  chancery  cases  on  the  subject  are  critically  examined.  In  Sarter  v. 
Gordon  and  Young  v.  Burton,  domestic  slaves  brought  up  in  the  family  are  declared 
to  come  within  the  reason  of  the  exception.  2  Hill,  Ch.  (S.  C.)  126, 127;  1  McM. 
Eq.  (S.  C.)  255.  As  to  the  specific  performance  of  contracts  for  the  sale  of  lands,  see 
supra,  470-476,  and,  more  particularly,  infra,  iv.  451.  With  respect  to  contracts  en- 
tered into  for  fraudulent  or  illegal  purposes,  the  law  refuses  its  aid  to  enable  either 
party  to  disturb  such  parts  of  it  as  have  been  executed;  and  as  to  such  parts  as  remain 
exeeutonf,  it  leaves  the  parUes  where  it  finds  them.    Nellis  v.  Clark,  20  Wend.  24; 
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*  488       *  An  action  will  lie  against  a  person  not  interested  in 

the  property,  for  making  a  £Edse  and  fraudulent  represen- 

*  489   tation  *  to  the  seller,  whereby  he  sustainecl  damage  by  trust- 

ing the  purchaser  on  credit  of  such  misrepresentation,  (a) 

s.  0.  4  HUl  (N.  T),  429 ;  MeUen,  C.  J.,  in  Smith  v.  HabU,  1  Fairfl  71 ;  IfESnndl «. 
Bobinioo,  8  M.  &  W.  4d4. 

The  CAM  of  martne  iniunuioe  U  different  from  the  otdinaiy  contnet  of  aale,  and 
reeU  on  a  different  principle.  The  parties  do  not  deal  in  that  inatanoe  on  the  pre- 
sumption of  equal  knowledge  and  rigilanoe  as  to  the  snbject-matter  of  the  contract, 
and  hence  a  different  rule  of  law  prevails.  The  insurer  is  essentially  patgive,  and  is 
known  to  act»  and  professes  to  act,  upon  tlie  information  of  the  assnred.  In  an 
insurance  contract^  the  special  facts,  as  Lord  Mansfield  has  dbserred  (Carter  v. 
Boehm,  8  Bur.  1906),  upon  which  the  contingent  chance  is  to  be  oompnted,  lie  most 
commonly  in  the  knowledge  of  the  insured  only.  "The  underwriter  tmata  to  ku 
rtprtttniaiion,"  and  proceeds  upon  confidence  that  he  does  not  keep  back  any  cir^ 
cumtUnce  hi  his  knowledge.  Lindenau  o.  Desborough,  8  B.  &  C.  580.  Though  the 
suppression  should  happen  through  mistake,  without  any  fraudulent  Intention,  tlie 
policy  is  void.  The  contract  of  insurance  is  formed  upon  principles  peculiar  to 
itself ;  and  the  common-law  maxim  otcavmU  emptor  has  no  application,  and  professes 
to  have  none.  So,  in  the  case  of  work  done  and  articles  made  by  a  mechanic,  the 
buyer  professes  to  repose  upon  the  superior  knowledge  and  skill  of  the  mechanic  in 
his  trade,  and  to  know  nothing  of  the  mystery  of  the  art ;  and  if  the  latter  does  not 
ftimish  his  work  done  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  he  is  guilty  of  a  breach  of  an  implied 
contract ;  apondti  peritiam  arti$.  Jones  v.  Bright,  Danson  a  Lloyd,  S04 ;  Leflore  r. 
Justice,  1  Sm.  a  M.  881.  See  also  infra,  688.  The  reason  of  the  distinction 
between  these  cases  and  the  ordinary  contract  of  sale  Is  reiy  apparent,  and  the 
common  law  has  carried  the  doctrine  of  disclosures  by  each  party  in  the  formation  of 
the  contract  of  sale  to  every  reasonable  and  practicable  extent  that  la  consbteDt 
with  the  interests  of  society.  The  maxim  of  caveai  emptor,  and  that  other  maxim, 
vigUantilfUB  tt  noa  dbnntsnli&iis  jnra  wbomMud,  when  discreetly  applied,  aa  in  the  Eng- 
lish law,  are  replete  with  sound  and  practical  wisdom.    (See  iii.  282,  n.  1.] 

(a)  Upton  V.  Vail,  6  Johns.  181 ;  Bean  v.  Herrick,  8  Fairf.  282.  In  the  case  in 
0  Johns,  the  doctrine  in  the  case  ol  Palsey  v.  Freeman  waa  recognixed,  discussed,  and 
settled,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York.  It  was  again  recognized,  discussed, 
and  settled,  in  Qallager  v.  Brunei,  6  Cowen,  846;  and  once  more  recognized,  dis- 
cussed, and  settled,  in  Benton  v.  Pratt,  2  Wend.  886 ;  and  again,  and  very  elaborately 
and  powerfully  enforced,  in  Allen  v.  Addington,  7  Wend.  1 ;  a.  c  11  id.  874.  This  is 
a  striking  sample  of  what  are  termed  the  Aomonymus  of  the  civil  Uw.  But  the  statute 
of  0  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  commonly  called  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  has  done  away  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  Pasley  v.  Freeman  to  English  cases.  That  act  extends 
the  statute  of  frauds,  by  requiring  a  memorandum  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged,  of  representations  of  another's  character  and  ability,  with  a  view  to 
credit  to  be  given  him.  It  equally  applies  to  cases  of  verbal  acknowledgments  of 
debts  barred  by  the  sUtutes  of  limitotions ;  and  it  wonderfully  relieves  the  courts, 
the  profession,  and  the  country,  ftom  the  evils  of  fluctuating  and  contradictory 
decisions.  Tliese  provisions  of  the  English  statutes  were  adopted  in  the  Massacho- 
setU  Revised  SUtotes  for  1886,  and  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1889. 
p.  317.  See  Lyde  v.  Barnard,  1  M.  &  W.  101,  on  the  doubtful  construction  of  Lord 
Tenterden's  Act 
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This  principle  was  first  established  in  England,  after  great  discus- 
sion and  opposition,  in  the  case  of  Pa%ley  v.  Freeman^  (b)  and 
though  that  case  met  with  powerful  resistance,  it  has  been  repeat- 
edly recognized,  and  the  doctrine  of  it  is  now  well  settled,  both 
in  the  English  and  American  jurisprudence,  (c)  The  principle 
is  that  fraud,  accompanied  with  damage,  is  a  good  cause 
of  action ;  (d^  and  the  solidity  of  the  principle  was  *  felt  *  490 
and  acknowledged  by  the  writers  on  the  civil  law.  (a) 
Misrepresentation,  without  design,  is  not  sufficient  for  an  action. 
But  if  recommendation  of  a  pui-chaser,  as  of  good  credit,  to  the 
seller,  be  made  in  bad  faith,  and  with  knowledge  that  he  was  not 
of  good  credit,  and  the  seller  sustains  damage  thereby,  the  person 
who  made  the  representation  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  seller.  (() 
It  is  a  very  old  head  of  equity,  said  Lord  Eldon,  ((?)  ^  that  if  a 

(b)  3  T.  R.  61. 

(c)  Eyre  v.  Dtmsford,  1  East,  818;  Haycraft  v.  Creasy,  2  id.  92;  Carr,  ExparU, 
8  Tea.  ft  B.  110 ;  Hamar  v,  Alexander,  6  Bos.  &  P.  241 ;  Wise  v.  Wilcox,  1  Day,  22 ; 
Rusaell  v,  Clark,  7  Cranch,  92;  Monro  v,  Gardner,  1  Biiira  Const.  (S.  C.)  828;  Hart 
p.  Tallmadge,  2  Day,  881 ;  Patten  v.  Garney,  17  Mass.  182.    See  also  7  Vt.  67,  79. 

(d)  Fraad  withoat  damage,  or  damage  without  fraud,  says  Croke,  J.,  in  3  Bulst 
te^  gives  no  cause  of  action ;  but  where  these  two  do  concur  and  meet  together,  there 
an  action  lieth.  By  fraud,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  said,  in  2  East,  108,  he  understood  an  inten- 
tion  to  deceire,  whether  f^om  an  expectation  of  advantage  to  the  party  himself, 
or  from  ill-will  towards  the  other.  Both  of  these  propositions  contain  true  doctrine 
on  the  point.  If  the  false  representation  be  made,  knowing  it  to  be  false,  and  injury 
follows,  the  law  infers  a  fraudulent  intent,  and  the  person  who  makes  it  is  responsible 
ibr  the  consequences.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Foster  v.  Charles,  6  Bing.  396 ,  7  id.  105. 
Bat  it  is  not  requisite  to  show  that  the  defendant  knew  the  representation  to  be 
untrue.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  representation  be  untrue,  and  made  for  a  fraudulent 
purpose,  and  to  induce  the  pUiintiff  to  do  what  he  does  do  to  his  prejudice.  Taylor 
e.  Ashton,  11  M.  &  W.  401.  Malice  and  want  of  reasonable  cause  is  a  ground  for 
damages.  De  Medina  v.  Grove,  10  Q.  B.  162.  This  appears  to  be  the  sound  doctrine 
and  the  wholesome  discipline  of  the  law  on  the  point. 

(a)  Dig.  60. 17.  47, 

(6)  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  21. 

(c)  Evans  v.  Btcknell,  6  Ves.  182. 

^  Fraudulent  lUpre$entcUiofui,^ltiBlM  Goddard,  13  How.  196;   King  v.  Eagle 

down  as  settled  that  to  make  a  false  Mills,  10  AUen,  548.  [But  not  necessarily 

representation  actionable  at  law,  it  must  with  an  actual  intent  to  deceive.  LeddeU 

not  only  have  been  false  in  fact,  but  must  v.  McDougal,  29  W.  R.  408 ;  Litchfield  v. 

also  have  been  made  fraudulently.  Child-  Hutchinson,  117  Mass.  195.]    For  the  an- 

era  v.  Wooler,  2  El.  &  Bl.  287,  807 ;  Col-  omalous  principle  of  Williamson  v.  Alli- 

lina  V.  Evans,  5  Q.  B.  804, 826 ;  Barley  son,  2  East,  446;  Schuchardt ».  Aliens,  1 

».  Walford,  9  Q.  B.  197.  208;  Behn  v.  Wall.  359,  that  in  an  action  of  tort  for 

Kemble,  7  C.  B.  k.  b.  260;  Taylor  v.  breach  of  a  warranty,  the  seisnter  need  not 

Aahton,  11  M.  &  W.  401,  415;  Lord  v.  be  charged,  nor,  if  charged,  be  proved, 
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representation  be  made  to  another  person,  going  to  deal  in  a 
matter  of  interest  upon  the  faith  of  that    representation,  the 


probablj  cUtet  from  a  time  when  aMump- 
sit  waa  not  distingoUhed  from  other  ac- 
tions on  the  caie ;  lee  the  beginning  of  the 
note  to  Chandelor  v,  Lopui,  1  Sm.  L.  C. 
166,  6th  Eng.  ed. ;  Pettigrew  v,  Cheilit, 
41  N.  H.  06, 101.  Again,  it  ia  eaid  that 
tlie  representation  must  hare  been  made 
with  the  intention  or  contemplation  of  its 
being  acted  on  by  the  plaintiff,  or  at  least 
by  any  of  a  class  to  which  the  plaintiff 
belongs,  as  when  made  to  the  public,  or 
when  contained  in  a  directors'  report, 
which  is  adopted  by  the  shareholders  and 
circulated,  Behn  v.  Kemble,  aupra ;  Lang- 
ridge  V,  Ury,  2  AL  &  W.  519;  4  id.  837; 
Thorn  0.  Bigland,  8  fixch.  726,  731 ;  9  id. 
426,  n.  (a) ;  Gerhard  v.  Bates,  2  El.  ft  Bl. 
476 ;  Bedford  v.  Bagshaw,  4  H.  &  N.  688 ; 
Kew  Brunswick  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Conybeare, 
9  H.  L.  C.  711,  725 ;  Scott  v,  Dixon,  29  L. 
J.  H.  8.  Ex.  62,  n.  3;  la.  84,  n.  (c) ;  [Peek 
V.  Gumey,  6  L.  R.  H.  L.  877 ;]  and  that 
the  plaintiff  must  have  acted  in  reliance 
upon  it,  and  have  sustained  damage  as  a 
necessary  consequence,  Collius  o.  Cave, 
4  H.  ft  N.  225;  6  H.  ft  N.  131;  East- 
wood V.  Bain,  28  L.  J.  x.  s.  Ex.  74 ;  [Smith 
V.  Chadwick,  20  Ch.  D.  27.  See  also  Red- 
grave V.  Hurd,  ib.  1.] 

With  regard  to  the  first  proposition, 
it  should  be  said  that  some  decisions  and 
dicta  seem  to  go  farther.  One  case  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lords  Justices 
deserves  special  statement.  The  plaintiff, 
having  been  asked  to  advance  money  on 
a  lease  which  he  was  told  was  about  to 
be  granted,  applied  to  the  lessor,  the 
defendant,  for  an  assurance  that  he  would 
grant  it  as  stated.  He  replied  that  he 
would,  and  afterwards  did  so,  and  the 
money  was  thereupon  advanced  on  the 
faith  of  it.  It  turned  out  that  another 
lease  of  the  property  had  been  already 
granted  to  the  same  person,  and  assigned 


by  him  for  value,  so  that  the  security  was 
worthless.  The  defendant  was  compelled 
to  pay  over  the  amount  advanced,  with 
interest,  alUiough  he  swore  that  he  had 
entirely  forgotten  the  former  lease,  and 
was  not  contradicted.  Slim  v.  Croucber, 
1  De  G.,  F.  ft  J.  518 ;  2  Giff.  37 ;  approved 
in  Ramshire  v.  Bolton,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  294. 
See  also  Button  v.  Rossiter,  7  De  G.,  M. 
ft  G.  9,  23,  24;  Rawlins  u.  Wickhara,  3 
De  G.  ft  J.  304, 817 ;  Pnlsford  p.  Richards. 
17  Beav.  87 ;  Wiloox  v,  Iowa  Wcsleyan 
University,  82  Iowa,  367, 874.  In  Leather 
V.  Simpson,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  896. 406,  the  rule 
of  equity  is  said  to  be,  that  when  a  repre- 
sentation in  a  matter  of  business  is  mads 
by  one  man  to  another,  calculated  to  in- 
duce him  to  adapt  his  conduct  to  it,  it  is 
perfectly  immaterial  whether  the  repre- 
sentation is  made  knowing  it  to  be  ontrueb 
or  whether  it  is  made  believing  it  to  be 
true,  if,  in  fact,  it  was  untrue.  It  has  beea 
admitted  by  oommon-hiw  Judges  that  s 
statement  made  by  one  having  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  subject,  either  recklessly  or 
for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  may  be  frandu- 
lent  within  the  rule.  Evans  p.  Edmonds,  IS 
C.  B.  777,  786;  Taylor  r,  Ashton,  11  M.  ft 
W.  401 ;  Mason  v.  Chappell,  15  Gratt  572; 
Cabot  V.  Christie,  42  Vt.  121,  126;  Ben- 
nett V,  Judson,  21  N.  T.  238.  A  dealer  m 
drugs  has  been  held  liable  for  sending  a 
bottle  into  the  market  for  sale  containing 
a  deadly  poison,  but  labelled  as  a  harmless 
medicine.  Thomas  v,  Winchester,  2  Sold. 
897.  Compare  Davidson  v,  Nichols,  11 
AUen,  514;  McDonald  v.  Snelling,  14 
Allen,  290,  295 ;  and  see  George  u.  Skiv- 
ington,  L.  R.  5  Ex.  1,  5 ;  Wellington  v. 
Downer  Kerosene  Oil  Co.,  104  Mass.  64, 
and  an  article  by  the  present  writer,  7 
Am.  Law  Rev.  652,  661.  See,  also,  the 
cases  on  liability  of  telegraph  companies 
to  receivers  of  messages,  ptut,  611,  n.  Li* 


x^  Mere  oonoealmeht  is  not  enough  to 
support  an  action  for  deceit  There  mutt 
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fonner  must  make  the  representation  good  if  he  knew  it  to 
be  false. 

Lord  Thurlow,  in  Fox  v.  Mackreih,  (d)  allowed  of  much  lati- 
tude of  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser.  The  latter, 
according  to  his  opinion,  would  not  be  bound,  in  negotiating  for 
the  purchase  of  an  estate,  to  disclose  to  the  seller  his  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  a  mine  on  the  land,  of  which  he  knew  the 
seller  was  ignorant.*  If  the  estate  was  purchased  for  a  price  of 
which  the  mine  formed  no  ingredient,  he  held  that  a  court  of 
equity  could  not  set  aside  the  sale,  because  there  was  no  fraud  in 
the  case,  and  the  rule  of  nice  honor  must  not  be  drawn  so  strictly 
as  to  affect  the  general  transactions  of  mankind.  Fi-om  this  and 
other  cases  it  would  appear  that  human  laws  are  not  so  perfect 
as  the  dictates  of  conscience ;  and  the  sphere  of  morality  is  more 
enlarged  than  the  limits  of  civil  jurisdiction.  There  are  many 
duties  that  belong  to  the  class  of  imperfect  obligations  which  are 
binding  on  conscience,  but  which  human  laws  do  not,  and  cannot, 
undertake  directly  to  enforce.  But  when  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity  is  sought  to  carry  into  execution  such  a  contract,  then  the 
principles  of  ethics  have  a  more  extensive  sway  ;  and  a  purchase 
made  with  such  a  reservation  of  superior  knowledge  would  be  of 
too  sharp  a  character  to  be  aided  and  forwarded  in  its  execution 
by  the  powers  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  (e)  In  Turner  v.  -Har- 
vejff  (/)  relief  was  given  in  equity  against  a  contract,  where  the 
purchaser  knew  that  the  vendors  (who  were  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt) were  ignorant  of  a  circumstance  considerably  increasing 
the  value  of  the  property.  And  while  it  was  admitted  to  be  the 
general  rule  that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  give  the  vendor 
information  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  yet  it  was  said  that 
vert/  little  was  sufficient  to  affect  the  application  of  the  principle, 
as  if  a  single  word  be  dropped  tending  to  mislead  the  vendor. 

(d)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  420 ;  Lord  Eldon,  to  the  same  point,  in  Turner  v.  Hanrej,  Jac. 
178. 

(e)  Parker  v.  Grant,  1  Johns.  Ch.  680.  (/)  Jacob,  169. 

<  Eintzing  r.  McElrath,  5  Penn.  St.  467 ;  Batler's  Appeal,  26  Penn.  St.  63. 


statement  as  that  the  withholding  of  that  D.  801;  Smith  v.  Chad  wick,  20  Ch.  D. 

which  is  not  stated  makes  that  which  is  27,  68 ;  Atwood  v.  Chapman,  68  Me.  88 ; 

stated  absolutely  false."    Lord  Chelms-  see  Potts  v.  Chapin,  133  Mass.  276;  May« 

ford,  in  Peek  v.  Gnmey,  6  L.  R.  H.  L  nard  v.  Maynard,  49  Vt  297;  tupra,  482, 

877,  408 ;  Arkwright  ».  Newbold,  17  Ch.  n.  1. 
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And  though  there  be  cases  in  which  a  contract  improvidentlj 
entered  into  by  a  trustee  will  not  be  cancelled  by  the  court,  yet 
they  will  not  lend  the  aid  of  the  court  to  excuse  it.  But  if 
a  person  stands  in  the  relation  of  trustee  or  quasi  trustee  to 
another,  as  agent,  factor,  steward,  attorney,  or  the  like,  if  he 
would  purchase  of  his  principal  or  employer  any  property  com- 
mitted to  his  care,  he  must  deal  with  the  utmost  fairness,  and 
conceal  nothing  within  his  own  knowledge  which  may  affect  the 
price  or  value  ;  and  if  he  does,  the  bargain  may  be  set  aside,  (g) 
Bargains  between  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  are  viewed  with 
great  jealousy,  and  they  will  not  be  sustained,  unless  under  very 
unexceptionable   circumstances.  (A)     It  is  a  rule  in  equity  (t) 

that  all  the  material  facts  must  be  known  to  both 
*  491    *  parties,  to  render  the  agreement  fair  and  just  in  all  its 

parts ;  and  it  is  against  all  the  principles  of  equity  that 
one  party,  knowing  a  material  ingredient  in  an  agreement, 
should  be  permitted  to  suppress  it,  and  still  call  for  a  specific 
performance,  (a) 

Pothier  (()  contends  that  good  faith  and  justice  require  that 
neither  party  to  the  contract  of  sale  should  conceal  facts  within 
his  own  knowledge,  which  the  other  has  no  means  at  the  time  of 
knowing,  if  the  facts  would  materially  affect  the  value  of  the 
commodity.  But  he  concludes,  in  conformity  with  the  doctrine 
of  Lord  Thurlow,  that  though  misrepresentation  or  fraud  will 
invalidate  the  contract  of  sale^  the  mere  concealment  of  material 
knowledge  which  the  one  party  has,  touching  the  thing  sold,  and 
which  the  other  does  not  possess,  may  affect  the  conscience,  but 
will  not  destroy  the  contract ;  for  that  would  unduly  restrict  the 
freedom  of  commerce  ;  and  parties  must,  at  their  own  risk,  inform 
themselves  of  the  value  of  the  commodities  they  deal  in.  (c)  He 
refers  to  the  rules  of  morality  laid  down  by  Cicero ;  and  he  justly 
considers  some  of  them  as  being  of  too  severe  and  elevated  a 

(g)  Famam  v.  Brooks,  9  Pick.  212. 

(A)  Fox  V.  Mackreth,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  400 ;  Coles  v.  Trecothick,  0  Yes.  246 ;  Dunbar 
r.  Tredennick,  2  BaU  &  B.  814;  Boyd  v,  Hawkins,  2  Der.  Eq.  207-211,  21&  See 
also  infra,  iy.  438. 

(0  Ellard  v.  Lord  Llandaff,  9  Ball  &  B.  251 ;  Baxton  o.  Lister,  8  Atk.  883. 

(a)  There  is  a  valuable  reference  to,  and  criticism  on.  the  cases  in  illustratioo  of 
the  maxim,  caveat  emptor,  in  Broom's  Selection  of  Legal  Maxims,  364,  London 
edition. 

(6)  Traits  du  Ck>ntrat  de  Yente,  n.  283*241. 

(c)  Pothier,  ib.  n.  298. 
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character  for  practical  application,  or  the  cognizance  of  human 
tribunals,  (jl)  The  general  rule  on  this  subject  (though  it  has 
its  exceptions,  like  other  general  rules)  is,  that  ignorance  of  the 
law,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  under  circumstances 
repelling  all  presumption  of  fraud  and  imposition,  furnishes  no 
ground,  either  in  law  or  equity,  to  rescind  agreements,  or  re- 
claim money  paid  voluntarily  under  a  claim  of  right,  or  set  aside 
solemn  acts  of  the  parties,  (e)     Another  rule  of  equal  validity 

{d)  Cicero,  de  Offlciia,  lib.  3,  sec.  12-17,  states  the  case  of  a  corn  merchant  of 
Alexandria,  arriTing  at  Rhodes  in  a  time  of  great  scarcity,  with  a  cargo  of  grain,  and 
with  knowledge  that  a  number  of  other  vessels,  with  similar  cargoes,  had  already 
sailed  from  Alexandria  to  Rhodes,  and  which  he  had  passed  on  the  yoyage.  He 
then  puts  the  question  whether  the  Alexandrian  merchant  was  bound  in  conscience  to 
inform  the  buyers  of  that  fact,  or  to  keep  silence,  and  sell  his  wheat  for  an  extrava- 
gant price ;  and  he  answers  it  by  saying,  that,  in  his  opinion,  good  fiuth  would 
reqniie  of  a  just  and  candid  man  a  fhwk  disclosure  of  the  fact  Ad  fidem  bonam 
statnit  pertinere  notum  esse  emptor!  vitium  quod  nosset  venditor.  Ratio  postulat  ne 
quid  insidiose,  ne  quid  simulate.  Grotius  (b.  2,  c.  12,  sec.  9)  and  Puffendorf  (Droit  de 
U  Nature,  liv.  6,  c.  8,  sec.  4),  as  weU  as  Pothier  and  others,  dissent  from  the  opinion  of 
Cicero,  and  hold  that  one  party  is  only  bound  not  to  suffer  the  other  to  be  deceived 
as  to  circumstances  relating  intrintiotUljf  to  the  substance  of  the  article  sold.  Ruther- 
ford, on  the  other  hand,  in  his  Institutes,  i.  226,  coincides  with  Cicero  as  to  the 
case  of  the  merchant  at  Rhodes,  and  disagrees  with  Grotius,  on  whom  he  comments. 
It  is  a  little  singular,  however,  that  some  of  the  best  ethical  writers,  under  the 
Chriatian  dispensation,  should  complain  of  the  moral  lessons  of  Cicero  as  being 
too  austere  in  their  texture,  and  too  sublime  in  speculation,  for  actual  use.  There  is 
not,  Indeed,  a  passage  in  all  Greek  and  Roman  antiquity  equal,  in  moral  dignity  and 
grandeur,  to  that  in  which  Cicero  lays  it  down  as  a  fixed  principle,  that  we  ought  to 
do  nothing  that  is  avaricious,  nothing  that  is  dishonest,  nothing  that  is  lascivious, 
even  though  we  could  escape  the  observation  of  gods  and  men.  (De  Off.  8.  8.)  How 
must  the  accomplished  author,  even  of  so  exalted  a  sentiment,  have  been  struck  with 
awe,  humiliation,  and  reverence,  if  he  had  known  that  there  then  existed  in  the 
province  of  Judea  the  records  of  sublimer  doctrines ;  in  which  were  taught  the  exist- 
ence, the  unity,  the  power,  the  wisdom,  the  Justice,  the  benevolence  and  all-pervading 
presence  of  that  high  and  lojly  One  that  inhabUeth  eternity,  and  eearcheth  aU  hearts,  and 
tmderstandeth  all  the  imaginatiom  of  the  thoughtt  of  the' children  of  men  I 

(s)  Doctor  and  Student,  Dial.  2,  c.  46;  BUbie  v.  Lumley,  2  East,  409;  Shotwell 
V.  Murray,  1  Johns.  Ch.  512;  Lyon  o,  Richmond,  2  id.  51,  60;  Storrs  v.  Barker,  6  id. 
166 ;  Brisbane  v,  Dacres,  5  Taunt.  143  ;  Milnes  v,  Duncan,  6  B.  &  C.  671 ;  Goodman 
V.  Bayers,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  262,  263;  Story's  Comm.  on  Eq.  Jurisp.  129, 151;  Mar- 
shall v.  Collett,  1  Y.  &  Col.  238;  Rankin  v.  Mortimere,  7  Watts,  872;  Good  v.  Herr, 
7  WatU  &  S.  253-6-8;  Clarke  v.  Dutcher,  9  Cowen,  674;  Branson,  C.  J.,  2  Denio, 
40 ;  Norton  v.  Marden,  8  Shepley .  45 ;  Norris  t;.  Blethen,  19  Me.  848.  In  Underwood 
0.  Brockman,  4  Dana,  314-318,  and  Ray  and  Thornton  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  8*8. 
Hon.  510,  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Kentucky  ably  and  fairly  discussed  the  question, 
whether  relief  ought  to  be  granted  on  a  contract  made,  or  payment  made,  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  but  through  mistake  as  to  the  law,  and  the  conclusion 
was,  that  relief  might  be  granted  when  the  contract  was  entered  into  or  payment 
made  in  consideration  of  a  mistaken  belief  of  a  legal  liability.    But  the  court  said 

[715] 


*491  OP  PED80NAL  PBOPEBTY.  [PAST  Y. 

is  that  acts  done  and  contracts  made,  under  mistake  or  igno- 
rance of  a  material  fact,  are  voidable  and  relievable  in  law 
and  equity.  (/)  It  has  been  held,  that  even  when  a  party  con- 
that  a  fair  compromUe  would  not  be  disturbed  on  account  of  any  mistake  as  to  the 
law  of  the  case.  See  also  Grata  v.  Bedd,  4  B.  Mon.  190,  money  paid  by  mistake^ 
either  of  law  or  &ct,  may  be  recovered  back.  In  the  case  of  Elliott  o.  Swartwoiii» 
10  Petersp  137,  it  was  held,  that  if  an  agent  pays  over  to  his  principal,  after  notice  not 
to  pay,  moneys  illegally  demanded  and  received  by  him,  he  remains  personally  liable. 
The  same  rule  was  adopted  in  Ohio,  holding  that  a  mistake  of  the  parties  in  point  of 
law  might  be  corrected  in  equity.  M'Naugliten  v.  Partridge,  11  Ohio,  228;  Ersnts 
V,  Strode,  ib.  4Sa  On  the  other  band,  in  Cadaral  v.  Collins,  4  Ad.  &  £1.  858,  and 
in  Clarke  v.  Dutcher,  0  Co  wen,  074,  it  was  declared  that  money  paid  boma  fidt,  and 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  fact,  cannot  be  recovered  back,  though  there  was  no 
debt,  and  that  the  case  of  Marriott  v.  Hampton,  7  T.  R.  260,  was  rightfully  decided, 
where  it  was  held,  that  money  recovered  by  due  process  of  law,  without  fraud  or 
undue  compulsion,  ought  not  to  be  recovered  back.  The  text  of  the  Roman  law 
contamed  propoaitions  seemingly  contradictory  on  the  point,  whether  a  payment  of 
money  made  under  a  mistake  of  the  law  could  be  reclaimed.  See  Dig.  22. 6. 1.  7. 8; 
and  Code,  1. 18. 10.  Yinnius  and  D'Aguesseau  contended  that  the  money  might  be 
recovered  back,  unlets  the  person  making  the  payment  was  under  a  natural  or  moial 
obligation  to  make  it.  Voet  and  Pothier  were  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  the  French 
civil  code  followed  the  former  authorities,  and  made  no  distinction  whether  it  be  enur 
of  law  or  of  fact  The  question  has  become  exceedingly  perplexed  by  contradictoiy 
opinions  and  decisions.  In  Surge's  Commentaries  on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws, 
iii.  727-730,  there  is  a  review  of  the  authorities  in  the  civil  and  English  law  on  the 
question.  An  able  writer  in  the  American  Jurist  for  April  and  July,  1840,  xxi.,  has 
also  examined  very  critically  and  at  large  all  the  cases,  decisions,  and  didUt^  and  he 
concludes  that  there  is  no  solid  ground  for  the  distinction  between  mistakes  of  Uw 
and  mistakes  of  fact,  as  to  the  right  to  relief,  and  that  the  preponderance  of  authority 
Is  unequivocally  on  that  side.  It  would  be  inadmissible  in  a  work  so  general  and 
comprehensive  as  the  present  one,  to  enter  into  the  discussion.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
injustice  may  sometimes  result  fh>m  a  strict  adherence  to  the  rule  refusing  relief 
where  the  contract  is  founded  on  a  mistake  in  law.  But  I  incline  to  the  opinion 
that  true  policy  dicUtes  that  we  take  the  law  according  to  what  I  understand  to  be 
the  more  prevalent  doctrine  in  the  English  and  American  courts ;  and  that  the  con- 
tracts and  acts  of  competent  parties,  when  free  from  fraud  of  every  kind,  and  made 
or  done  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  on  the  allega- 
tion of  ignorance  of  the  law.  It  strikes  my  mind  that  such  investigationa  aa  the 
relaxation  of  the  rule  would  lead  to,  must  be  hazardous  to  the  conscience,  and  per- 
nicious as  precedents.  In  the  Spanish  law  the  rule  is  explicitly  laid  down,  that  what 
is  paid  throogh  ignorance  of  law  cannot  be  recovered  back,  because,  saya  the  text, 
we  are  all  obliged  to  know  the  hiws  of  the  kingdom ;  though  paymenta  through 
error,  mistake,  or  ignorance  of  facts  of  wliat  was  not  due,  may  be  recovered  back. 
Institutes  of  the  Civil  Jaw  of  Spain,  by  Asso  &  Manuel,  b.  2,  tit.  11,  c.  2.  Mr.  Wliite, 
in  his  Recopila9ion  of  the  law  of  Spain  and  the  Indies,  says  that  every  chapter  of 
that  work  constitutes  the  corpus  Juris  dvUU  of  Texas. 

(/)  Milnes  v.  Duncan,  6  B.  &  G.  671.  The  dichtm  of  Bailey,  J.,  hi  this  last  case, 
that  money  paid  by  mistake,  though  with  means  of  knowledge  of  the  fact,  cannot  be 
recovered  back,  is  contradicted  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  Kelly  v.  Solan,  0  M.  4  W. 
64.    In  this  last  case  it  was  adjudged  that  money  paid  under  a  honajidt  forgetfulneas 
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tracted  under  a  clear  mistake  of  hia  legal  rights,  and  such  rights 
were  of  a  doubtful  character,  he  might  be  relieved  in  equity.  (^) 
The  distinction  in  the  above  rules  was  equally  known  to  the  civil 
law.  (h)  In  Lawrence  y.  Beauhein^  (J)  the  distinction  between 
Ignorance  of  the  law  and  a  mistake  of  the  law  was  learnedly 
discussed,  and  it  was  held  that  the  latter  might  be  ground  for 
relief  in  equity,  though  the  former  could  not.  (/)  A  third 
general  rule  on  the  subject  is,  that  equity  will  rectify  a  mistake 
and  give  relief,  and  decree  specific  performance  in  cases  of  writ- 
ten contracts,  where  there  is  a  plain  mistake  clearly  made  out 
by  satisfactory  parol  proof,  or  even  fairly  and  necessarily  im- 
plied, (t) 

of  facts,  which  disentitled  the  defendant  to  receire  it,  may  be  recoTered  back. 
Deare  v.  Carr,  2  Green,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  518.  The  mistake  or  ignorance  for  which  a 
contract  will  be  relieved  in  equity  must  be  of  a  material  Ikct,  essential  to  its 
character,  and  such  as  the  party  would  not  by  reasonable  diligence  have  known, 
when  pnt  upon  inquiry.  Broadwell  v.  Broadwell,  1  Gilm.  (Ul.)  599,  s.  p.;  Waite  v, 
Leggett,  8  Cowen,  195 ;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  155 ;  Buller,  J.,  in  Lowry  v.  Bourdieu, 
Doug.  467;  Stevens  v.  Lynch,  12  East,  88;  Champlin  v  Laytin,  18  Wend.  407;  Cum- 
mins V.  White,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.)  856.  Foreign  laws  are  treated  as  facts,  and  ignorance 
of  them  is  a  ground  for  relief,  like  the  ignorance  of  any  other  tkct  Surge's  Comm. 
on  Colonial  and  Foreign  Laws,  ii.  741 ;  [Talbot  v.  Nat  Bank,  129  Mass.  67 ;  Devine 
V.  Edwards,  101  Bl.  188;  Cochrane  v.  Willis,  1  L.  B.  Ch.  58.] 

{g)  Lammot  v,  Bowly,  6  Harr.  &  J.  500»  525,  526;  [Daniell  v.  Sinclair,  0  App. 
Gas.  181 ;  Rogers  v.  Ingham,  8  Cli.  D.  851.] 

(A)  Pothier,  Pand.  22.  6.  8,  n.  4r-7 ;  ib.  sec.  4,  n.  10, 11 ;  ib.  41,  tit.  4, 1.  2,  sec.  15; 
Code,  1. 18. 10. 

(t)  2  BaUey  (S.  C),  628. 

(j)  Mr.  Justice  Bronson,  in  Champlin  v.  Laytin,  18  Wend.  416,  thought  that  the 
distinction  taken  in  the  Carolina  case,  between  ignorance  of  the  law  and  mistake  of 
the  law,  was  not  solid. 

(h)  GiUespie  r.  Moon,  2  Johns.  Ch.  595;  Lyman  r.  United  Ins.  Co.,  ib.  680, 
Keisselbrack  v.  Livingston,  4  id.  144;  Andrews  v.  Essex  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  8  Mason, 
10, 15 ;  Dunlap  v.  Stetson,  4  id.  849,  872 ;  Hunt  v.  Rousmanier,  8  Wheaton,  174,  211 ; 
1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  164, 176;  Newson  w.  BufEerlow,  1  Dev.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  879;  1  Yeates 
(Pa.),  182, 188,  487 ;  BaU  v.  Storie,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  210;  Lord  Eldon's  case,  cited  in  10 
Ves.  227;  Tilton  v.  Tilton,  9  N.  H.  885 ;  Moale  v,  Buchanan,  11  Gill  &  J.  814.  Mr. 
Justice  Story,  in  his  Comm.  on  Eq.  Jurisprudence,  121-194,  has  reviewed  and  col- 
lected most  of  the  English  and  American  cases,  and  drawn  the  proper  conclusions 
from  them  with  his  customary  ability  and  accuracy.  Mr.  Justice  Turley,  in  Trigg 
9.  Read,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.)  529,  has  elaborately  and  ably  examined  the  refined  dis^ 
tinctions  on  this  subject.  So,  in  Duer  on  insurance,  L  132,  note  11,  the  cases  in 
equity  correcting  a  clear  mistake  hi  a  policy  of  Insurance  are  collected.  In  Rogers 
V.  Atkinson,  1  Kelly  (Ga.),  12,  Ch.  J.  Lumpkin  accurately  collects  and  examines  the 
principal  English  and  American  cases  leading  to  the  establishment  of  the  principle, 
that  equity  relieves  against  mistakes  as  well  as  fraud  in  contracts  in  writing.  The 
sulgeet  was  very  learnedly  discussed  in  that  case. 
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*  492        *  7.  Of  pMwing  tiie  Ttfle  by  DeUTary-^  y^  (1.)  —  Qf  Paymeni 
and  Tender.  —  When  the  terms  of  sale  are  agreed  on,  and 


1  Modm  o/efeetmgaSaU,  —  (a)  Chemg$ 
ofPoumnotL  -^  A  lale  may  be  made  by  a 
change  of  poMetaion,  like  a  gift,  and  may 
operate  to  paaa  the  title  although  tlie 
tranaaction  is  illegal,  as  in  case  of  a  sale 
on  Sunday.  Simpson  v,  Nichols,  3  M.  4 
W.  240 ;  6  M.  &  W.  702;  Smith  v.  Bean, 
16  N.  H.  677 ;  Myers  v.  Meinrath,  101 
Blass.  866 ;  Moore  v.  Kendall,  1  Chandler 
( Wis. ),  88.  Compare  the  cases  as  to  oon- 
▼eyanoes  to  corporations  ultra  virta,  800, 
n.  1,  (a).  It  is  worthy  of  notice,  that 
there  may  be  a  deliTeiy  sniBcieDt  to  sup- 
port an  action  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
lirered,  or  to  put  an  end  to  the  right  of 


yt  Pamng  of  TtUs.— The  legal  vsqni- 
sites  to  the  passmg  of  title  are :  (1.)  That 
the  chattels  shall  exist  and  be  owned 
by  the  seller  at  the  time  when  the  title 
is  to  pass.  (2.)  That  they  shall  be 
specified.  (8.)  That  there  shall  be  a 
mutual  assent  of  buyer  and  seller  to 
the  passing  of  the  title  to  the  chattels 
so  specified. 

(1.)  fxufence.  — It  is  usually  aald  that 
the  existence  may  be  either  actual  or 
potential.  By  a  sale  of  a  thing  baring  a 
potential  existence  only,  one  of  two  things 
must  be  meant :  either  that  the  title  is 
to  pass  presently  to  something  out  of 
which  something  else  is  to  grow  which 
forms  the  real  object  of  the  bargain,  the 
seller  usually  baring  certain  obligations 
as  to  permitting  or  assisting  the  growth ; 
or  that  the  title  to  the  product  of  the 
growth  Is  to  pass  when  it  comes  into  ex- 
istence without  flirther  acts  of  the  parties. 
Either  of  these  conceptions  is  legally  pos- 
sible; and  whether  a  giren  case  shall  be 
one  or  tiie  other  depends  upon  the  inten 
tion.  There  may  hi  this  case,  as  in  all 
others,  be  an  executory  contract  to  sell  in 
the  future.  See  ThraU  r.  Hill,  110  Mass. 
828;  Sanborn  v,  Benedict,  78  HI.  809; 
Sawyer  v.  Gerrish,  70  Me.  264 ;  Noyes  v, 
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stoppage  til  iraasiYii,  when  there  is  not  an 
acceptance  to  bind  the  contract  under 
the  statute  of  frauds.  A  carrier  ordinarily 
represents  the  purchaser  for  the  purpose 
of  reoeiring,  not  of  accepting,  the  goods. 
Smith  o.  Hudson,  6  Best  &  S.  481; 
Meredith  v.  Meigh,  2  El.  &  BL  864 ;  Hart 
V.  Bush,  El.,  Bl.  &  £1.  494;  Hunt  v. 
Hecht,  8  Exch.  814;  Frostborg  Mining 
Co.  V.  K.  E.  Class  Co ,  9  Cush.  115; 
Spencer  v.  HaIc,  80  Vt.  814.  In  general, 
a  change  of  possession  may  take  place 
while  the  goods  remain  in  the  same  hands, 
by  a  change  of  the  character  in  which 
the  party  holds.    The  nature  of  the  fie- 


Jenkhis,  66Ga.686;  Moore  aByiimi,10 
8.  C.  462 ;  a.  o.  80  Am.  R.  68,  and  note; 
Arques  v.  Wesson,  61  Cal.  620;  Hull  & 
Hull,  48  Conn.  260;  Headrick  v.  Biattain, 
68Ind.488. 

When  the  chattels  hare  not  eren  a  po- 
tential existence,  there  may  be  either  an 
executory  contract  to  sell  in  the  future, 
requiring  further  acts  after  the  chattels 
come  into  existence,  or  there  may  be  an 
agreement  that  the  title  shall  pass  of  it- 
self upon  the  chattels  coming  into  ex- 
istence. See  cases  infra,  (8).  As  the 
property  must  come  into  existence  belbre 
the  title  passes,  so  if  it  is  deatroyed  be- 
fore the  sale  is  complete  there  can  be  oo 
passing  of  titie.  Elphick  o.  Barnes,  6  0. 
P.  D.  821 ;  Thomas  v.  Knowlea,  128  Mass. 
22. 

(2.)  Specification.^ It  is  erident  that 
in  general  the  goods,  the  title  to  whkfa  ii 
to  pass,  must  be  identified.  It  la  to  be 
obserred,  howerer,  that  m  the  oaee  of  a 
sale  of  a  part  of  a  larger  bulk  of  grain  or 
other  sttbstence  of  uniform  character,  it 
may  be  sufficient  if  the  proportion  which 
the  buyer  Is  to  take  is  specifled,  he  becom- 
ing by  the  sale  a  tenant  In  common  of  tiie 
whole  mass.  See  cases  la/Kx ;  Gabaironc 
Kreeft,  10 L.Jt  Ex.274.  See  Iron  CUilkCa 
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the  bargain  is  struck,  and  everything  that  the  seller  has  to  do 
with  the  goods  is  complete,  the  contract  of  sale  becomes  absolute 


tion  hj  which  servantB  and  agents  are 
identified  with  their  master  or  principal 
is  explained,  7  Am.  Law  Rev.  62-64,  and 
has  been  alluded  to,  260,  n.  1.  If  goods 
are  already  in  the  hands  of  the  buyer,  as 
agent  ol  the  seller,  and  it  is  agreed  that 
the  property  shall  pass  presently,  and  the 
buyer  hold  in  his  own  name,  there  is  a 
change  of  possession,  and  an  acceptance 
and  actual  receipt  under  the  statute  of 
frauds.  £dan  v.  Dudfleld,  1  Q.  B.  902. 
See  Markbam  v.  Jaudon,  41  N.  T.  236, 
242  (8.  p.  as  to  pledge,  681,  n.  1).  The 
same  thing  is  true  when  the  seller  retains 


V,  Buhl,  42  Mich.  86;  Carpenter  o.  Gra- 
ham, ib.  191. 

(3.)  Muttud  Assent. — As  a  legal  requi- 
rite,  this  is  clear  and  definite.  The  assent 
must  in  legal  contemplation  exist  when 
the  title  is  to  pass.  The  difficulties  are 
chiefly  evidentiary,  and  arise  mainly  in 
determining  what  presumptions  are  to  be 
indulged  in.  If  the  goods  are  specified, 
the  presumption  is  of  an  intent  to  pass 
the  title  immediately.  Cases  supra,  n.  I ; 
Heilbutt  V.  Hickson,  7  L.  R.  C.  P.  488  ; 
Ogg  V.  Shuter.  10  L.  R.  C.  P.  169;  Phil- 
lips V,  Moor,  71  Me.  78.  But  of  course  it 
may  be  shown  that  a  cash  sale  was  in- 
tended, and  then  the  title  will  not  pass 
until  payment  So  the  passing  of  the 
title  may  be  subject  to  other  conditions. 
/ii/9ti,  498,  n.  1. 

In  the  case  of  unspecified  goods,  no  title 
can  pass  until  there  is  an  identification 
and  an  assent  of  both  parties  to  the  pass- 
ing of  the  titie  to  the  goods  as  identified. 
Ordinarily  the  assent  required  must  be 
proved  by  durect  evidence  that  both  parties 
inspected  the  goods  after  identification, 
and  assented  to  them.  This  is  usually 
proved  as  to  one  party  by  some  act  indi- 
cating a  final  appropriation  of  the  goods 
to  the  contract.  As  to  the  other,  there 
must  be  either  an  inspection  or  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  inspect    But  where  either 


the  custody,  but  ceases  to  hold  in  his 
own  name,  and  keeps  the  goods  as  agent 
of  the  buyer  with  his  consent ;  but  this 
must  be  clearly  shown,  and  the  existence 
of  a  vendor's  lien  would  be  inconsistent 
with  such  a  change  of  possession.  Castle 
0.  Sworder,  6  H.  &  N.  828;  80  L.  J.  n.  b. 
Ex.  310,  reversing  s.  o.  29  id.  236 ;  Mar- 
vin V,  Wallis,  6  El.  &  Bl.  726,  approving 
Elmore  v.  Stone,  post,  603,  n.  (a).  See 
Beaumont  v.  Brengeri,  6  C.  B.  801 ;  Cu- 
sack  V.  Robinson,  1  Best  &  S.  299,  808; 
Meyerstein  i;.  Barber,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  88, 
62  (s.  p.  as  to  pledge) ;  Janvrin  o.  Max- 


party  gives  to  the  other  authority  to  ap- 
propriate and  to  deal  with  the  goods  in  a 
msnner  legally  inconsistent  with  the  title 
remaining  in  the  seller,  the  titie  will  pass 
upon  such  appropriation  and  dealing,  pro- 
vided the  goods  appropriated  answer  the 
description  in  the  contract  Thus,  if  goods 
be  ordered  from  a  distance,  the  titie  will 
pass  on  shipment  So  the  title  may  pass 
as  goods  come  into  existence  or  as  they 
are  put  into  a  certain  condition,  if  such 
is  the  agreement  Anderson  v.  Mor- 
ice,  1  App.  Cas.  713;  Stock  v.  Inglis, 
9  Q.  B.  D.  708;  Benner  v.  Puffer,  114 
Mass.  376;  McCaffrey  r.  Woodin,  66 
N.  Y.  469;  Clarke  v.  Foss,  7  Biss.  640; 
Phillips  17.  Ocmulgee  Mills,  66  Ga.  633. 
So,  doubtiess,  where  the  buyer  has  au- 
thority to  select  and  take  away  the 
goods,  the  titie  will  pass  when  they  are 
taken  away. 

The  transfer  of  possession  is  not  a  legal 
requisite  to  the  passing  of  the  tide,  but  is, 
of  course,  a  strong  indication  of  intention. 
See  North  British.  &c.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moffatt, 
7  L.  R.  C.  P.  26.  Subject  to  the  legally 
established  presumptions,  the  question  of 
intent  is  one  of  fiict  in  each  case.  See 
Heilbutt  v.  Hickson,  7  L.  R.  C.  P.  488, 449 ; 
Ogg  V.  Shuter,  10  L.  R.  C.  P.  169 ;  Hurd  v. 
Cook,  76  N.  Y.  464 ;  Dugan  r.  Nichols,  126 
Mass.  43;  Phillips  v.  Moor,  71  Me.  7a 
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as  between  the  parties,  without  actual  payment  or  delivery,  and 
the  property  and  the  risk  of  accident  to  the  goods  vest  in  the 


well,  28  Wit.  61;  Weld  v.  Came.  98 
MaM.  162.  But  tee  Kirby  v.  Jolinson,  22 
Mo.  364.  So  when  the  goods  are  in  the 
bandt  of  a  third  person,  and  a  delirery 
order  is  giren,  and  the  custodian  is  noti- 
fied, and  assents  to  hold  for  the  buyer. 
See  Boardman  v.  Spooner,  13  Allen,  863 ; 
1  Langdeirs  Cases  on  Sales,  1023,  No. 
17;  Farina  v.  Home,  16  M.  &  W.  119; 
Knights  t^.  Wiffen,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  000. 
But  cf.  668,  n.  1. 

On  the  subject  of  deliTery,  compare, 
further,  Tanslej  v.  Turner,  2  Bing.  N.  C. 
161;  Cooper  v.  BUI,  3  H.  &  C.  722; 
Shindler  v.  Houston,  1  Comst  261 ;  and 
the  comments  on  those  cases,  1  Langd. 
Sales,  1023,  No.  20.  See,  also,  some  cases 
as  to  what  is  a  dellTery,  collected  ante, 
448i  n.  1,  (c). 

(6)  Convejfanee, — In  the  second  place, 
Ihe  parties  may  transfer  the  title  without 
a  change  of  possession,  it  such  is  their 
Intention,  by  conTeyance,  or  agreement 
sufficiently  evidenced  that  the  title  shall 
pass  presently.  Pott,  620;  Blackburn 
on  Sale,  197,  327;  Dixon  v.  Yates,  6  B. 
&  Ad.  813^  840;  Meyerstein  v.  Barber, 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  88,  61 ;  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  817, 
826 ;  Laidler  v.  Burlinson,  2  M.  &  W.  602, 
616;  SparUU  v.  Benecke,  10  C.  B.  212, 
216,  228,  and  note;  Packard  v.  Wood, 
4  Gray,  807,  810;  Gwynn  r.  Hodge,  4 
Jones  (N.  C),  168;  Webber  v.  Davis.  44 
Me.  147;  Tome  v.  Dubois,  6  Wall.  648^ 
approving  The  Sarah  Ann,  supra,  n.  (a) ; 
RusseU  V,  Canington,  42  N.  T.  118; 
Bailey  v.  Smith,  48  N.  H.  141,  143.  See 
Austin  on  Jurisp.  3d  ed.  1006  d  teq.. 
Table  IL  n.  4,  C.  c,  where  will  be  found 
the  explanation  of  the  place  of  the  pres- 
ent chapter  on  Contracts,  and  why  it  is 
mainly  occupied  with  the  topic  of  Sales. 
Of  course,  since  the  sUtute  of  frauds,  the 
agreement  must  be  shown  by  the  requi- 
site erldenoe,  or  it  will  be  Toid.  A  change 
of  title  must  not  be  confounded  with  d0- 
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liTery.  When  the  facts  only  show  so 
intention  to  appropriate  an  artide  to  tlie 
contract  and  to  pass  the  title,  the  title 
would  pass  subject  to  the  seller's  lien, 
if  not  waived ;  but  if  there  is  a  delit- 
eiy,  his  lien  is  devested.  It  may,  how- 
ever, sometimes  be  a  nice  question, 
wheth^"  it  was  intended  to  pass  the  title 
by  way  of  a  change  of  possession,  by  the 
vendor's  ceasing  to  hold  on  his  own  be- 
half, and  beginning  to  hold  as  agent  ibr 
the  purchaser,  or  by  way  of  conveyance, 
without  delivery.  Castle  v.  Sworder  snd 
other  cases  supra.  In  this  note,  under  (a) ; 

I  Am.  Law  Bev.  420;  Calcutta  &  B.  S. 
N.  Co.  V.  De  Mattos,  32  L.  J.  k.  a.  Q^  B. 
822,  836.  The  language  of  some  esses 
seems  to  illustrate  the  difficulty  of  keep- 
ing the  two  conceptions  distinct.  Lang- 
ton  P.  Waring,  18  C.  B.  k.  a.  316,  881 ; 
White  V.  WeUii,  88  Penn.  St.  396. 

"  By  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  specific 
ascertained  goods,  the  property  imme- 
diately vests  in  the  buyer,  and  a  right  to 
the  price  in  the  seller,  unless  it  can  be 
shown  that  suclt  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  parties.''  [Reeder  r.  Machen,  67  Md. 
66.]  The  fact  that  the  seller  is  to  do 
something  to  the  goods  sold,  on  his  own 
behalf  as  in  Hanson  v.  Meyer,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  the  buyer,  as  in  Rngg  v.  Minett, 
or  that  an  act  remains  to  be  done  by  or 
on  behalf  of  both  parties,  as  in  Simmons 
V,  Swift,  before  the  goods  are  delivered, 
is  important,  because  it  indicates  such 
contrary  intention.    Gilmour  v.  Supple, 

II  Mooie,  P.  C.  561,  666 ;  CalcutU  &  R 
S.  N.  Co.  p.  De  Mattos,  82  L.  J.  k.  s, 
Q.  B.  322,  320 ;  [Mobile  Savings  Bank  r. 
Pry,  Ala.,  1882.]  Accordingly,  the  pre- 
sumption raised  by  these  facts  may  be 
rebutted  by  stronger  evidence  of  an  in- 
tention to  pass  the  property.  Tomig  v. 
Matthews.  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  127 ;  Turley  r 
Bates,  2  H.  &  C.  200;  Kelsea  v,  Haines, 
41  N.  H.  246,  266;  Boswell  v.  Green, 
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bujer.  (a)    He  is  entitled  to  the  good»  on  payment  or  tender  of 
the  price,  and  not  otherwise,  *when  nothing  is  said  at  the  sale  as 

(a)  Koy's  Maxims,  c.  42;  2  Bl.  Comm.  4i8;  Lord  EUenboroQgh,  in  Hinde  9. 
WhitehooBe,  7  East,  671;  Code  Napoleon,  n.  1688;  Ciril  Code  of  Louisiana,  art 


1  Dutcher,  890,  896 ;  Sewell  v.  Eaton,  6 
Wis.  490.  Hanson  v.  Meyer  {infra,  494» 
496,  n.  (a))  Is  explained,  1  Langd.  Sales, 
1026,  on  the  ground  that  payment  of  the 
price  was  formerly  presumpti?ely  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  Testing  of  the  title 
in  buyer,  unless  the  sale  was  upon  credit. 
Bat  this  is  not  so  now  in  England,  when 
the  goods  are  ascertained,  and  tlie  price 
fixed.  Clarke  v.  Spence,  4  Ad.  &  El. 
448, 469.  And  the  title  is  presumed  to 
pass  eren  in  Massachusetts,  If.  the  goods 
are  delivered.  Scndder  v.  Bradbury,  106 
Mass.  422.  But  it  may  be  shown  that 
the  deliTery  was  on  a  condition  which 
has  not  been  complied  with.  lb. ;  pott, 
498,  n.  L  Of  course  the  risk  goes  with 
the  title.  Text  and  cases  xu^mi;  Taylor  v. 
Lapham,  13  Allen,  26.  The  American 
cases  go  further  than  the  English  in  hold- 
ingthe  title  to  pass  by  a  sale  ex  a  mass 
belbre  separation,  especially  in  those 
cases  where  either  party  would  be  at 
liberty  to  make  a  partition  in  pcM,  Kim- 
berly  v.  Patchin,  19  N.  T.  880 ;  Russell  v. 
Carrington,  42  N.  T.  118;  Cushing  v. 
Breed,  14  Allen,  876 ;  Hall  v.  Boston  & 
W.  R.  R.  lb.  489,  448;  Warren  ».  Mllli- 
ken,  67  Me.  97;  6  Am.  Law  Rev.  469, 
468.  Contra,  Campbell  v.  Mersey  Docks 
4  Harbor  Board,  14  C.  B.  k.  s.  412 ;  Qil- 
lett  p.  Hill,  2  Cr.  &  M.  680,  686,  and  other 
English  cases ;  690,  n.  1. 

(c)  Contract  operating  a»  Conveyance,  — 
Lastly,  an  executory  or  true  contract  may 
operate  as  a  conveyance  on  the  happen- 
ing of  a  certain  event  before  delivery,  at 
least  in  equity,  if  the  contract  shows  an 
intention  to  pass  the  title  when  that  event 


happens,  and  gives  the  marks  by  which 
the  goods  covered  by  it  may  then  be 
ascertained.  Thus  when  a  mortgage 
contained  a  covenant  that  after-added 
machinery  should  be  subject  to  the  orig- 
inal trusts,  it  was  held  that  the  additions 
passed  to  the  mortgagee  before  he  took 
possession.  Holroyd  p.  Marshall,  10  H. 
L.  C.  191;  Bacon's  Maxims,  Reg.  U; 
604,n.(c),arf/;  Pennock  v.  Coe,  2.3  How. 
117 ;  Smithurst  v.  Edmunds,  1  McCarter 
(N.  J.),  408 ;  Phil.,  Wil.,  &  Bait.  R.  R.  r. 
Woelpper,  64  Penn.  866.  So,  it  is  be- 
lieved, in  some  cases  at  law,  s.  g,  on  the 
appropriation  by  the  seller  of  specific 
goods  to  the  contract,  if  the  purchaser 
has  previously  assented  to  the  seller's 
making  the  election.  Aldridge  v.  John* 
son,  7  EL  &  Bl.  885 ;  Langton  v.  Higgins, 
4  Hurlst.  &  N.  40*2 ;  Langton  o.  Waring, 
18  C.  B.  s.  8.  816.  Compare  Jenner  v. 
Smith,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  270.  The  English 
courts,  however,  do  not  seem  to  consider 
tlie  original  contract  to  be  that  which 
operates  to  transfer  the  title  in  these, 
cases,  and  do  not  openly  go  further  than 
to  sustain  a  power  to  seize  afteimcquired 
goods,  if  acted  upon.  Carr  v.  AlUtt,  27 
L.  J.  N.  s.  Ex.  886,  8  H.  ft  N.  Am.  ed. 
964;  Chidell  v.  Galsworthy,  6  C.  B.  ir.  a. 
471 ;  Congreve  v.  Evetts,  10  Exoh.  296  y 
[CoUyer  o.  Isaacs,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  14 ;]  Ode 
V.  Sill,  8  Barb.  102.  In  Andrew  v.  New- 
comb,  82  N.  T.  417,  it  Is  admitted  that . 
a  previously  made  contract  may  pass  the 
title  to  crops  as  they  come  into  being, 
but  it  is  stated  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule.  Cf.  866,  n.  1,  A,  (/).xi 
(d)  Estoppel.  ^-  When    the   property 


x^  Tlie  cases  upon  the  point  here  dis* 
cussed  are  in  irreconcilable  conflict  That 
such  a  sale  or  mortgage  is  void,  seeNoyes 
VOL.  IT. —46 


V.  Jenkins.  66  6a.  686  (sale) ;  Griffith  v. 
Douglsss,  78  Me.  682  (mortgage).  That 
it  is   invalid   as   against  snbiequen^y 
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to  the  time  of  delivery,  or  the  time  of  payment  The  payment 
or  tender  of  the  price  is,  in  such  cases,  a  condition  precedent, 
implied  in  the  contract  of  sale,  and  the  buyer  cannot  take  the 
goods,  or  sue  for  them,  without  payment ;  for,  though  the  vendee 

acquires  a  right  of  propeHy  by  the  contract  of  sale,  he  does 
♦  498    not  acquire  a  right  of  possession  of  the  goods  ♦  until  he 

pays  or  tenders  the  price,  (a)  Bat  if  the  goods  are  sold 
upon  credit,  and  nothing  is  agreed  upon  as  to  the  time  of  deliver- 
ing the  goods,  the  vendee  is  immediately  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion, and  the  right  of  possession  and  the  right  of  property  vest 
at  once  in  him ;  though  the  right  of  possession  is  not  absolute, 
but  is  liable  to  be  defeated,  if  he  becomes  insolvent  before  he 
obtains  possession.  (6)  If  the  seller  has  even  despatched  the 
goods  to  the  buyer,  and  insolvency  occurs,  he  has  a  right,  in 

2431 ;  Tarling  v.  Baxter,  6  B.  ft  C.  360;  Fletcher  r.  Howard,  2  Aiken  (Vt),  116; 
Potter  c.  Coward,  Meigt  (Tenn.),  22.  Mr.  Justice  Story  obterred,  in  the  caae  of 
the  Brig  Sarah  Ann,  2  Summer,  211,  that  he  knew  of  no  principle  of  law  whidi 
establithet  that  a  Bale  of  personal  goods  is  inTalid,  because  they  are  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  rightful  owner,  but  are  withheld  by  a  wrongdoer.  The  sale  is  not, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  sale  of  a  right  of  action,  but  a  sale  of  the  thing 
itself,  and  good  to  pass  the  title  against  e^ery  person  not  holding  the  same  under 
a  bona  fide  title,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  and  ajbrtiori  against 
a  wrongdoer. 

(a)  Glanrille,  b.  10,  c.  14 ;  Langfort  v.  Ti1«r,  1  SaUc.  112;  Hob.  41 ;  1  H.  Bl.  368; 
Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  4  B.  &  C.  941 ;  .Lafon  v.  De  Armas,  12  Bob.  (La.)  606,  022. 
See  infra,  497,  8.  c.    [But  see  492,  n.  1,  {b).] 

(b)  Hanson  t;.  Meyer,  6  East,  614;  Bayley,  J.,  in  Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  4  B.  4C. 
941 ;  and  in  Simmons  v.  Swift,  5  id.  S67. 

has  not  passed,  and  tlie  goods  had  not  former  case  has  been  criticised  by  the 

been  specified,  the  seller  has  been  held  present  writer,  6  Am.  Law  Rey.  470,  and 

to  have  estopped  himself  to  deny  that  it  both  of  them  are  doubted  in  1  LangdeU's 

had,  by  assenting  to  a  delivery  order  pre-  Cases  on  Sales,  102S.    In  reyising  this 

sented  by  a  subvendee,  and  so  inducing  note,  which  was  written  before  the  ap- 

him  to  pay,  or  not  to  take  measures  to  pearance  of  LangdeU's  Cases  on  Sales, 

protect  himself  if  he  has  paid.    Knights  much  assistance  has  been  derived  from 

V.  Wiffen,  L.  R.  5  Q-  B.  660.    See  Wood-  the  unpretentious  but  masterly  index  to 

ley  V,  Coventry,  2  H.  &  C.  164.    The  that  work. 

attoching  creditors  unless  possession  is  pa»s  title  on  acquisition  in  equity ;  Pai^ 

taken,  see  Chase  w.  Denny,  130  Mass.  ker  v.  Jacobs,  14  S.  C.  112;  First  Nat 

566.    That  it  18  valid  in  equity,  and  passes  Bank  v.  Tumbull,  82  Gratt.  696.    See 

the  title  as  the  chattels  are  acquired,  see  further,  Moore  v.  Bymm,  10  S.  C.  452; 

Brett  V.  Carter,  2  Low.  468 ;  McCaftey  r.  s.  c.  80  Am.  B.  68  and  note ;  Phelps  v. 

Woodin,  66  N.  Y.  459,  where  it  is  said  to  Murray,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  746 ;  BeaU  u.  White, 

give  a  license  to  seise  only  at  law,  but  to  94  U.  S.  882. 
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virtue  of  his  original  ownership,  to  stop  them  in  transitu;  for, 
though  the  property  is  vested  in  the  buyer,  so  as  to  subject  him 
to  the  risk  of  any  accident,  he  has  not  an  indefeasible  right  to  the 
possession;  and  his  insolvency,  without  payment  of  the  price, 
defeats  that  right,  equally  after  the  transittia  has  begun,  as  before 
the  seller  has  parted  with  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods. 
Whether  default  in  payment,  when  the  credit  expires,  will  destroy 
that  right  of  possession,  if  the  vendee  has  not  before  that  time 
obtained  actutd  possession,  and  put  the  vendor  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  if  there  had  been  no  bargain  for  credit,  was  left  undecided 
in  Bloxam  v.  Sanders^  (e)  though  as  between  the  original  parties 
that  consequence  would  follow,  (d) 

(2,)  Of  Earnest  and  Part  Payment  hy  Statute  of  Frauds.  —  To 
make  the  contract  of  sale  valid  in  the  first  instance  according  to 
statute  law,  there  must  be  a  delivery  or  tender  of  it,  or  payment, 
or  tender  of  payment,  or  earnest  given,  or  a  memorandum  in  writ- 
ing signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged ;  and  if  nothing  of  this  kind 
takes  place,  it  is  no  contract,  and  the  owner  may  dispose  of 
his  goods  as  he  pleases,  (e)  The  English  statute  of  *  frauds  *  494 
of  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  sec.  17  (the  provisions  of  which  prevail  in 
the  United  States,  with  the  exception  of  Louisiana),  declares,  that 
no  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  for  the  price  of  £10  or  upwards, 
shall  be  good,  except  the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods,  so 
sold,  and  actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest 
to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  payment ;  or  unless  some  note  or 
memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain  be  made,  and  signed  by 
the  parties  to  be  charged,  or  their  agents  thereunto  lawfully  au- 
thorized, (a)  y^    If,  therefore,  earnest  money  be  given,  though 

(c)  4  B.  &  C.  941. 

(d)  This  has  been  so  decided  in  Hnnter  v.  Talbot,  3  Sm.  &  M.  764,  and  in  New 
r.  Swain,  Dan.  &  Lloyd's  Merc.  Cases,  193,  where  it  was  held,  that  if  the  buyer  does 
not  pay  when  the  time  of  payment  arrives,  the  seller  in  that  case  has  a  right  to  retain 
the  goods.  It  was  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  right  of  the  seller  to  retain  the  goods 
existed,  though  the  goods  were  left  with  the  seller  on  rent.  If,  however,  the  rent 
had  been  actually  received,  it  would  seem  to  have  amounted  to  an  actual  transfer 

{e)  Noy's  Maxims,  c.  42;  Tempest  v.  Fitzgerald,  8  B.  &  Aid.  680. 
(a)  The  New  York  Kevised  Statutes,  ii.  136,  sec.  3,  8,  apply  to  the  sale  of  goods, 
chattels,  or  things  in  action,  for  the  price  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  and  declare  that 

3f*  5to/ute^FniiiJ«.— For  purposes  of  (1.)  Purpose  and  Effect.^  The  main 

convenience  it  has  been  deemed  advisable  purpose  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent 

to  collect  in  this  place  the  recent  decisions  those  fhiuds  which  are  incident  to  proof 

upon  the  above  section  of  the  statute.  by  oral  testimony,  by  requiring  dther 
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of  the  smallest  valoe,  or  there  be  a  deUyery  or  payment  in  whole 
or  in  part,  or  a  note  or  memorandum  of  the  coatraot  duly  signed, 

there  must  be  a  note  or  memorandnm  of  Buch  contract,  in  writing,  tub^mbed  hj  the 
parties  to  be  oliarged,  or  the  lawful  agent  of  the  parlj ;  or  the  baxer  aecept  aiid 

written  eTidence  or  the  performance  of 
•ome  outward  act  capable  of  easy  proof, 
and  which  should  be  a  mark  of  tlie  de- 
liberate  intent  of  the  parties  to  conclude 
the  bargain.  See  Litfledale,  J.,  in  Smith 
V.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C.  661.  There  have 
been  sereral  theories  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  statute,  (a)  That  it  renders  con- 
tracts which  fall  within  its  scope  and  as 
to  which  its  terms  are  not  complied  with 
Toid,  Pollock  on  ContracU.  (6)  That  it 
only  affects  the  modes  of  proof  of  con- 
tracta  within  it ;  a  theory  which  it  seema 
diiBcult  to  reconcile  with  the  dedsions  in 
the  same  cases  that  the  statute  must  be 
satisfied  before  action  brouglit.  Townsend 
p.  Hargrares,  118  Mass.  325 ;  Norton  v.  Si- 
monde,  124  Mass.  19 ;  Pinkham  v.  Mattox, 
58  N.  H.  eOO ;  Bird  v.  Munroe,  66  Me.  3S7 ; 
Phillips  V.  The  Ocmulgee  Mills,  55  Ga. 
633.  (c)  That  it  renders  the  contract  non- 
enfbrceable  without  destroying  its  sub- 
stantive Talidity.  See  0  Am.  L.  Rev.  434. 

(2.)  What  ContracU  art  witkin  the  Stat- 
ute,^ {a)  What  IS  a"5a/«."  — Seeiii/ro, 
504,  n.  1.  In  New  York,  the  test  is  whether 
the  goods  existed  in  tolido  at  the  time  of 
the  contract.  Cooke  v.  Millard,  65  N.  T. 
852.  In  this  case,  however,  the  court  give 
the  preference  to  the  English  test  as  cor- 
rect on  principle.  See  Crockett  v,  Scrib- 
ner,  64  Me.  447.  In  Massachusetts,  the 
test  is  whether  the  goods  are  made  in  the 
regular  course  of  business  and  fit  for 
the  general  market,  or  are  made  under  the 
special  instructions  of  the  purchaser. 
Goddard  v.  Binney,  1 15  Mass.  450  So, 
Meincke  v.  Falk,  55  Wis.  427. 

(6)  What  oiYj  "  Goods,  Wares,  and  Mer- 
chandises." —  Growing  fntctus  wztvtrales 
are  not  Marshall  v.  Green,  1  0.  P.  D«  35, 
42.  Fixtures  are  not  Leeo  Gaskell,lQ. 
B.  D.  700;  Strong  v.  Poyle,  110  Mass.  92. 
Shares  of  slooksnd  promissoiy  notes  have 
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been  held  to  be  within  tiie  terms.  Board- 
■um  f .  Cutter,  128  Mass.  388 ;  Baldwin 
V.  Williams,  8  Met.  365.  Bui  see  Hanbfe 
V.  Bfitchell.  11  A.  &  £.  205;  Duocuft  v. 
Albrecht,  12  Sim.  180. 

(3.)  Price  or  Value. --ll  is  the  price  or 
value  of  all  the  articlea  included  in  an 
entire  contract  that  forms  the  test  Allard 
V.  Greasert,  61  N.  T.  1 ;  Qault  v.  Brown, 
48  N.  H.  183, 185.  See  Couaton  v.  Chap- 
man, 2  L.  R.  H.  L.  Sc.  260;  Wdlav.Dsy, 
124  Mass.  38,  where  the  oontncts  wen 
not  entife. 

(4.)  Aooepta9ice  wsd  Aehwi  Reeeift.  — 
(a)  ^ccgatanoe.  — Acoeptanoe  and  actual 
receipt  are  different  things,  and  should  be 
carefully  distinguished.     The  i 
nisy  he  eitlier  before,  utter,  or  i 
raneous  with  the  receipt    Hewea  e.  Jor- 
dan, 80  Md.  472;  BuUock  v.  TKhergi,13 
Fed.Bep.345.  By  acceptance  is  meant  an 
assent  by  the  buyer  to  take  certain  ascer- 
tained goods  as  the  gooda  contracted  fat, 
or  as  a  part  of  them.  In  a  sale  of  specified 
goods,  the  same  evidence  that  proves  the 
sale  will  ordinarily  prove  an  acceptance. 
But  in  a  sale  of  unspecified  goods  it  is 
necessary  that  the  buyer  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  inspect  the  goods  after 
they  are  specified,  and  should  signify  his 
assent  to  them.     Knight  v.  Mann,  118 
Mass.  143 ;  Reraidc  v,  Sandford,  120  Mass. 
809;  Hopton  v.  McCarthy,  10  L.  R.  Ir. 
266.    The  right  to  inspect  maj,  however, 
be  waived,  and  such  waiver  may  be  proved 
by  any  desling  with  the  goods  inconaia* 
tent  with  the  retention  of  the  right  Mor^ 
ton  V.  Tibbett,  16  Q.  B.  428,    It  has  been 
said  that  there  may  be  an  acceptance  soffi- 
cient  to  satisfy  the  statute  and  yet  remain 
a  right  to  reject  the  goods.    Morton  v. 
Tibbett.  15  Q.  B.  428;  Kibble  v.  Gongli, 
88  L.  T.  204 :  Rickard  v.  Moore,  ib.  841 ; 
Remick  o.  Sandford,  120  Mass.  809.    Bat 
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the  contract  is  binding,  and  the  property  passes  to  the  vendee,^ 
with  the  risk  and  under  the  qualifications  already  stated.  (6) 

TtctAte  part  of  the  goods,  or  tlie  evideaceft,  or  tome  of  them,  of  the  things  in  action; 
or  at  the  time  pay  some  part  of  the  purchase-monej.    The  statute  puts  equitable 

(6)  Nojr's  Maxims,  M  supra;  Shep.  Touch.  224;  Bach  v.  Owen,  5  T.  R.  400.  A 
bill  of  sale  of  personal  proper^,  du^  perfected,. passes  the  title  as  effectually  as  actual 
deliTery.  The  enrolment  is  a  substitute  for  actual  delivery,  and  the  vendee  is  clothed 
with  the  oonstructiTe  possession,  and  competent  to  convey.  Clary  v.  Frayer^  8  Gill 
&  J.  898;  oide  itifra,  631,  8.  p. 


^  The  contract  is  binding,  but  whether 
the  property  passes  or  not  seems  to  de- 
pend on  the  same  considerations  upon 
which  it  would  depend  apart  from  the 
statute  of  frauds,  viz.,  the  intention  of  the 


in  such  case  it  would  seem  that  an  inten- 
tioo  to  create  a  c(mditum  $ub9equ&iU  must 
be  deirty  proved. 

(6)  Actual  Receipt.  —  See  supra,  492, 
n.  1,  (a).  By  actual  receipt  is  meant  a 
transfer  of  the  legal  possession  from  the 
seller  to  t&e  buyer  or  his  agent.  The 
vendor's  lien  being  also  dependent  on  the 
legal  possession,  it  results  that  any  trans- 
fer of  possession  which  is  sufficient  to 
defeat  that  lien  will  also  be  an  actual 
receipt.  Marshall  v.  Gteen,  1  C.  P.  D. 
86;  Safford  v.  McDonough,  120  Mass. 
290 ;  Rodgers  t^.  Jones,  129  Mass.  429. 
Strictly  the  wording  of  the  statute  would 
seem  to  require  that  the  legal  possession 
should  vest  in  the  buyer,  and  that  no  more 
than  the  custody  should  be  left  even  in 
the  buyer's  own  agent.  See  Campbell  on 
Sales  of  Goods,  &c.,  184:-186.  But  it  must 
probably  be  regarded  as  settled  that  a 
carrier  chosen  by  the  buyer  is  his  agent 
to  receive,  though  such  carrier  holds  an 
independent  possession,  but  is  not  author* 
ited  to  accept,  Atherton  v.  Newhall  128 
Mass.  141.  But  see  Strong  v,  l>odds>  47 
Vt.848.  In  Atherton  9.  NewhaU,  123  Mass. 
141,  it  was  held  that  acceptance  and  re- 
ceipt of  part  of  the  goods,  without  any 
intention  of  taking  the  remainder,  did  not 
satisfy  the  statute  as  to  such  remainder. 
It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  stat- 
ute was  satisfied  though  there  reraaiaed 


parties.  The  effect  of  the  statute  appears 
to  be  only  to  require  tliat  an  intention  to 
pass  the  property  shall  appear  by  certain 
kinds  of  evidence.  See  Bei\j.  Sales, 
246. 


a  right  to  object  to  the  goods  on  any 
grounds  good  at  common  law.  Hewes  v, 
Jordan,  89  Md.  472. 

(6.)  Memorcmdum,  -^  See  infra,  610, 611, 
and  noteis.  The  statute  contemplates  a 
memorandum  of  an  oral  contract,  and  has 
no  application  to  written  contracts.  Wie- 
ner r.  Whipple,  63  Wis.  298.  Tlie  mem- 
orandum maybe  on  separate  pieces  of 
paper ;  but  if  so,  they  must  be  so  connected 
either  physically  or  by  internal  reference 
from  the  signed  part  as  to  constitute  but 
one  document  in  legal  contempUtion. 
Twnse  V,  Coxf,  9  L.  B.  Q.  B.  210;  Rish- 
ton  o.  Whatmore,  8  Ch.  D.  467;  Cave  v. 
Hastings,  7  Q.  B.  D.  126;  Beckwith  t;. 
Talbot,  96  U.  S.  289.  See  also  Long 
9.  MllUr,4  C.  P.  D.  460;  Shardlow  v, 
Cotterell,  20  Ch.  D.  90;  Dyas  v.  Staf- 
ford,  7  L.  R.  Ir.  690.  There  has  been 
much  discussion  as  to  the  sufficiency 
•M  a  memorandum  of  entries  on  brokers' 
books,  and  of  the  bought  and  sold  notes 
commonly  given  by  brokers.  It  is 
admitted  that  a  broker  has  authority 
to  sign  a  memorandum  for  either  ^r 
both  parties;  and  it  would  seem  the 
better  law  that  a  memorandum  on  the 
books,  stating  fully  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, is  sufficient,  at  least  if  signed  by  the 
broker.  Thompson  v,  Gardiner,  1 C.  P.  D. 
777.  Where  bought  and  sold  notes  are 
given,  the  question  Is  whether  a  note  is 
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Whether  a  delivBry  of  a  part  of  an  entire  stock  lot,  or  parcel  of 
goods,  be  a  virtual  delivery  of  the  whole,  so  as  to  vest  in  the 

trantlen  of  choMS  in  Action  on  a  footing  similar  to  that  on  which  aales  of  goods  stand. 
Tlie  English  statute  is  not  so  broad.  It  does  not  reach  tlungM  in  odiom,  as  shares  in  a 
banking  company.  Humble  v.  Mitchell,  8  Perry  ft  DaT.  141 ;  b.  c.  11  Ad.  &  El.  206. 
The  New  York  sUtnte  requires  the  name  of  tlie  party  to  be  changed  to  be  literally 
BvhtcriUd,  or  signed  below  or  at  the  end  of  the  memorandum,  and  the  more  loose 
doctrine  under  the  English  statute  as  to  signing  is  not  sufficient.  Davis  v.  Shields, 
26  Wend.  841.  In  Connecticut,  the  price  limited  is  $35,  and  in  New  Jersey,  $80,  or 
upwards.  In  England,  the  proTisions  of  the  I7th  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds  have 
been  lately  extended  by  statute  to  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods,  "  notwithstanding 
the  goods  nwy  not,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  be  actually  made."  The  Berised 
bututes  of  Massachusetts,  of  1886,  and  of  Connecticut,  1838,  and  of  New  Jersey. 
1794,  follow  the  words  of  the  English  statute  of  frauds. 

The  English  Statute  of  Frauds  and  Perjuries,  29  Car.  11.  c  8,  carries  iU  influence 
through  the  whole  body  of  our  ci?il  Jurisprudence,  and  is  in  many  respects  the  most 
comprehensi?e,  salutary,  and  important  legislative  regulation  on  record,  aflfecting  the 
security  of  private  rights.  It  seems  to  have  been  intended  to  embrace  within  its 
provisions  the  subject-matter  of  all  contracts,  and  a  sketch  of  its  essential  parts  may 
facilitate  the  knowledge  and  study  of  it. 
The  1st  section  enacts,  that  parol  leasee,  estates,  interests  of  freehold,  or  temu  of 

years  in  hmd,  shall  have  the  effect  of  esutes  at  will  only. 
The  2d  excepts  leases  not  exceeding  three  years,  and  where  the  rent  reoeived  shall  be 

at  leist  two  thirds  of  the  improved  value. 
The  dd,  tliat  no  leases,  or  interests  of  freehold,  or  terms  for  years,  shall  be  assigned, 

granted,  or  surrendered,  except  by  deed  or  note,  in  writing,  signed,  &c. 
The  4th,  tliat  no  action  shall  be  maintained  to  charge  an  executor  or  administrator 

produced  which   the  broker  signed  as  pie's  Cafe  Ca,  45  L.  T.  187 ;  Grafton  v. 

agent  for  the  defendant  The  sold  note  is  Cammings,  99  U.  S.  100.     (Price)  Jeff- 

usually  signed  by  the  broker  as  agent  cott  v.  North  British  Oil  Co.,  8  Ir.  R. 

for  the  seller,  and  the  bought  note  by  C.  L.  17.   (Conditions)  Rishton  v.  What- 

him  as  agent  for  the  buyer.    Henoe  the  more,  8  Ch.  D.  467 ;  M'Mullen  v.  Hel- 

sold  note,  if  a  complete  memorandum,  berg,  6  L.  R  Ir.  468.     See  geaerally, 

will  bind  the  seller,  and  the  bought  note  Mahalen  v,  Dublin,  &c.  Ca,  11  Ir.  R.  C  L. 

the  buyer.     When  the  note  signed  by  88;  Blarshall  p.  Berridge,  19  Ch.  D.288. 

him  as  agent  of  defendant  is  produced,  A  contract  as  to  which  the  statute  haa 

the  other  note  would  seem  to  be  admissi-  been  sadsfied  cannot  be  altered  by  parol, 

ble  only  as  evidence  that  the  former  does  unless  the  statute  is  satisfied  over  again, 

not  correctly  state  the  contract    See  es-  Sanderson  v.  Graves,  10  L.  R.  Ex.  284. 

pecially  Langdell's  Cases  on  Sales,  Index,  But  there  may  be  a  waiver  of  exact  per- 

pp   1036,  1086 ;   Butler  r.  Thomson,  93  formaace  and  an  agreement  for  a  snbeti- 

U.  S.  412;  Thompson  v.  Gardiner,  $upra;  tuted  performance,  and  then  a  failure  as 

Newberry  v.  Wall,  84  N.  Y.  576.    The  to  the  Utter,  and  as  to  that  only,  will  be  a 

memorandum  must  be  a  correct  state-  breach  of  the  original  contract   Hickman 

ment  of  all  the  material  terms  of  the  con-  v.  Haynes,  10  L.  R.  C.  P.  698;  Plevuas  e. 

tract,  and  oral  testimony  is  admissible  Downing,  1  C.  P.  D.  290;  Leatlier  Qodi 

to  show  that  it  is  not    (Parties)  Sale  v.  Co.  v.  Hieronimus,  10  L.  R  Q.  B.  14a 

Lambert,  18  L.  R  Eq.  1 ;  Potter  v.  Duf-  See  Tyers  v.  Rosedale,  &c.  Iron  Ca,  10 

field,  18  L.  R  Eq.  4;  Donnison  t*.  Peo-  L.  R  Ex.  196. 
[726] 


LBCT.  XXXIX.]  OP  PEBSONAL  PROPERTY.  *  495 

Tendee  the  entire  property  in  the  witole  without  payment,  was  a 
point  much  debated  in  Hanson  v.  Meyer^  (c)  and  left  undecided 
by  the  court.  It  was  held,  in  that  case,  not  to  amount  to  such  a 
delivery,  provided  any  other  act  was  necessary  to  precede  pay- 
ment or  delivery  of  the  residue ;  but  if  everything  to  be  done  on 
the  part  of  the  vendor  be  completed,  a  deliveiy  of  a  part  of  a  cargo 
or  a  lot  of  goods  has,  under  certain  circumstances,  been  considered 
a  delivery  of  tfie  whole,  so  as  to  vest  the  property,  (d) 
*  To  constitute  a  part  acceptance,  so  as  to  take  the  case  *  495 
out  of  the  statute,  there  must  have  been  such  a  dealing  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  as  to  deprive  him  of  any  right  to  object 
to  the  quantity  of  the  goods,  or  to  deprive  the  seller  of  his  right 
of  lien.  But  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  may  amount 
to  an  acceptance  of  part  of  the  goods  sold  has  been  a  fruitful 
source  of  discussion,  and  subtle  distinctions  have  been  raised  and 
adopted,  (a) 

upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  out  of  liis  own  estate;  or  to  diarge  the 
defendant  npon  any  special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debts,  default,  or  miscar- 
riage of  another ;  or  to  charge  any  person  npon  an  agreement  made  in  con- 
sideration of  marriage;  or  npon  any  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  or  any  interest 
in  or  concerning  them;  or  upon  any  agreement  not  to  be  performed  within  a 
year,  unless  the  agreement,  or  some  note  thereof,  be  in  writing,  signed,  &c. 
The  6th  and  6th  apply  to  devises  of  land. 
The  7th,  Sth,  and  9th  apply  to  declarations  and  assignments  of  trusts,  which  are 

required  to  be  in  writing,  except  implied  trusts. 
The  10th  gives  a  remedy  against  the  lands  of  ceatvi  que  tnat. 
The  llth  reiieves  heirs  from  liabilities  out  of  their  own  estates. 
The  12th  regulates  pur  outer  vie. 

The  18th,  14th,  16th,  and  16th  sections  apply  to  judgments  and  executions. 
The  17th  enacts  that  no  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  of  £10,  and  upwards,  shall  be 
good,  unless  the  buyer  accepts  part  of  the  goods  sold,  and  actually  receives  the 
same,  or  gives  something  in  earnest  to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  payment ;  or 
some  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  of  the  bargain,  be  made  and  signed,  &c 
The  intention  was  to  comprehend  within  the  4th  and  17th  sections  the  subject- 
matter  of  every  parol  contract,  of  which  uncertainty  in  the  terms  was  likely  to  pro> 
dace  perjury.    In  Scotland,  France,  Holland,  &c.,  there  is  no  such  provision  as  the 
English  statute  of  frauds,  and  sales  of  goods  may  be  established  by  parol  proof,  though 
in  France,  such  latltudinarian  proof  is  especially  applicable  to  mercantile  cases.    Mr. 
Ball  questions  the  superior  policy  or  safety  of  the  strict  rule  of  evidence  required  by 
the  English  statute  of  frauds.    Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844,  p.  6a-7a 
(c)  6  East,  614. 

Id)  Slnbey  v.  Hey  ward,  2  H.  Bl.  604;  Hammond  v.  Anderson,  4  Bos.  ft  P.  69; 
Sands  v.  Taylor,  6  Johns.  806 ;  Parke,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  &  G.  661.  If  an 
entire  contract  be  partially  within  the  statute  of  fhtuds,  the  whole  is  void,  for  an 
entire  agreement  cannot  be  separated.    Chater  v.  Beckett,  7  T.  R.  201. 

(a)  In  Scotland,  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  commodity,  like  a  cargo  of  grain, 
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The  vendee  cannot  take  the  gooda,  notwithstanding  earnest  be 
given,  without  payment.  Earneat  is  only  one  mode  of  binding 
the  bargaia,  and  giving  to  the  buyer  a  right  to  the  goods  upon 
payment ;  (&)  and  if  he  does  not  come  in  a  reasonable  time  alher 
request,  and  pay  for  and  take  the  goods,  the  contract  is  dissolved, 
and  the  vendor  is  at  liberty  to  sell  the  goods  to  another  person,  (c) 
If  anything  remains  to  be  done,  as  between  the  seller  and  the 
buyer,  before  the  goods  are  to  be  delivered,  a  present  right  of 
property  does  not  attach  in  the  buyer.    This  is  a  well  estob- 

*  496    lished  principle  *  in  the  doctrine  of  sales,  (a)     But  when 

everything  is  done  by  the  seller,  even  as  to  parcel  of  the 
quantity  sold,  tx)  put  the  goods  in  a  deliverable  state,  the  property, 
and  consequently  the  risk  of  that  parcel,  passes  to  the  buyer ;  and 
as  to  so  much  of  the  entire  quantity  as  requires  further  acts  to  be 
done  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  the  property  and  the  risk  remain 
with  the  seller,  (b)  The  goods  sold  must  be  ascertained,  desig- 
nated, and  separated  from  the  stock  or  quantity  with  which  they 

n^niret  a  pratraoted  oonne  of  deliroiy,  and  part  only  had  been  dettrered,  the  fondue, 
nndellTered  in  poial  of  hd,  was  not  to  be  deemed  deliTered  in  point  of  law,  ao  as  to 
•xempt  it  fWmi  the  oreditori  of  tho  seller.  CoUioe  o.  Maiqais's  Crediiora,  1  Bell's 
CooHO.  173»  B.  Bot  Mr.  Bell  seems  to  think  the  English  decisions,  cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding note,  contain  the  better  law. 

(A)  Ecamett  is  a  token  or  pledge  passing  between  the  parties  hj  way  of  evidence  or 
ratiaeation  of  the  sale.  Its  eflksacy  was  reoogniied  in  the  ctTil  law  (inst.  S.  24) ;  and 
it  was  in  ase  in  the  early  ages  of  tlie  English  law,  as  a  means  of  binding  tlie  parties 
and  completing  the  sale.  QlanTille,  b.  10,  c.  14 ;  Bracton,  b.  2,  c  S7.  [Bee  Blenkin- 
sop  V.  Clayton,  7  Taunt  697J  It  is  mentioiied  in  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  m  the 
French  Code,  as  an  efficient  act;  bat  it  has  fallen  into  Tory  genertl  disuse  in  modem 
times,  and  seems  rather  to  be  suited  to  the  manners  of  simfde  and  unlettered  ages, 
before  the  introduction  of  writing,  than  to  the  more  precise  and  accurate  kabits  of 
dealing  at  the  present  day.    It  has  been  omitted  in  the  New  Tork  Revised  Statmes. 

(e)  Langfort  «.  Tiler.  1  Balk.  118 ;  QoodaU  v.  Skelton,  2  H.  Bl.  Sie.  In  Graares 
V.  Ashlin,  8  Campb.  426,  Lord  EUenborough  denied  the  right  of  the  seller  in  sueh  a 
oase  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract  It  was  held  in  Neil  v,  CheTOs,  I  Bailey  (&  C), 
SN,  that  if  time  and  place  for  deliyery  be  appointed,  and  the  purchaser  does  not 
attend,  or  oiler  to  pay,  the  Tender  may  rescind  tlie  contract,  even  though  he  had  pre- 
▼iously  received  part  of  the  purchase-money. 

(a)  Hanson  9.  Meyer,  6  Bast,  614;  Withers  v.  Lyss,  4  Oampb.  287;  Wallace  v. 
Breeds,  13  East,  622 ;  Busk  w.  Davis,  2  Maule  ft  S.  8d7 ;  Shepley  t*.  Davis,  6  Taunt 
617;  Simmons  v.  Swift,  6  B.  &  C.  £67 ;  M'Donald  v.  Hewett,  15  Johns.  849;  Banett 
t;.  Goddard,  3  Mason,  112;  AUman  v.  Davis,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  12.  The  rale,  •m  drswn 
from  the  ease  of  Whitehouse  v.  Frost,  in  12  East,  614,  by  Mr.  Selwyn,  is,  that  wben 
goods  are  sold,  if  anything  remains  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the  setter,  as  between 
him  and  the  buyer,  to  tscertatn  the  price,  quanti^,  or  individuality  of  tlie  goods 
before  delivery,  a  right  of  property  does  not  attach  in  the  buyer. 

(6)  Bttgg  V.  Minnettv  11  East,  210 ;  fiaaderson  o.  Brown,  KewlbuadUuid,  90. 
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are  mixed,  before  the  property  can  pass,  (c)  It  is  a  fandamental 
principle,  pervading  everywhere  the  doctrine  of  sales  of  chattels, 
that  if  the  goods  of  different  value  be  sold  in  bulk,  and  not  sepa* 
rately,  and  for  a  single  price,  or  per  aver^ionem^  in  the  language 
of  the  civilians,  the  sale  is  perfect,  and  the  risk  with  the  buyer ; 
but  if  they  be  sold  by  number,  weight,  or  measure,  the  sale  is  in- 
complete, and  the  risk  continues  with  the  seller,  until  the  specific 
property  be  separated  and  identified,  (d) 

(8.)  Cf  Condition  attached  to  Delivery.  —  Where  no  time  is 
agreed  on  for  paym^it,  it  is  understood  to  be  a  cash  sale,  and  the 
payment  and  the  delivery  are  immediate  and  concurrent  acts, 
and  the  vendor  may  refuse  to  deliver  without  payment,  and  if 
the  payment  be  not  immediately  made,  the  contract  becomes 
void,  (e)  If  he  does  deliver  freely  and  absolutely,  and  without 
any  fraudulent  contrivance  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  obtain 
possession,  and  without  exacting  or  expecting  simultaneous  pay- 
ment, there  are  a  confidence  and  credit  bestowed,  and  the  prece- 
dent condition  of  payment  is  waived,  and  the  right  of  property 
passes.  (/)  This  rule  is  understood  not  to  apply  to  cases 
where  payment  is  expected  *  simultaneously  with  delivery,  *  497 
and  is  omitted,  evaded,  or  refused,  by  the  vendee,  on  get- 
ting the  goods  under  his  control ;  for  the  delivery  in  such  case  is 
merely  conditional,  and  the  non-payment  would  be  an  act  of 
fraud,  entering  into  the  original  agreement,  which  would  render 
the  whole  contract  void,  and  the  seller  would  have  a  right  in- 
ataatly  to  reclaim  the  goods,  (a)    The  obtaining  goods  upon  fake 

(c)  Aii8«ea  V,  Craven,  4  Tamit  644;  White  v,  Wilks,  6  id.  176;  Oatwater  v. 
Dodge,  7  Ck>weii,  S6;  Woods  v.  M'Oee,  7  Ohio,  128. 

{d)  Yiimitts's  Oomm.  in  Inst.  Z.  24.  S,  «ec.  4;  Dig.  18. 1.  S5.  8;  Pothier  Traits  da 
Contrat  de  Vente,  n.  308 ;  Code  Napoleon,  n.  1586 ;  Civil  Code  of  Lotiisiana,  art. 
2488;  Zagury  v.  Furnell,  2  Camph.  240;  Simmons  o.  Swift,  6  B.  ft  C.  857;  Devane  v. 
FeQnel,  2  Ired.  (N.  C.)  86.  By  the  English  statute  of  5  &  6  Wra.  IV.  c.  68,  new  pro- 
Tisions  were  introduced  for  verifying  and  adjusting  the  standard  models  of  weights 
and  meamirea.  The  Winchester  hashel  and  all  other  local  measures  were  abolished, 
and  heaped  measures  were  abolished,  and  the  stone  weight  was  regulated  at  fourteen 
•tandard  pounds  aToirdupois,  and  a  hundred  weight  at  eight  such  stones,  and  a  ton 
at  twenty  sach  hundred  weight,  and  no  one  was  allowed  to  sell  by  any  other  weights 
or  measures  than  the  imperial  weights  and  measures  prescribed  by  the  act. 

(«)  Comyns's  Dig.  tit  Agreement,  B.  3;  Bell  on  tlie  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844, 
pp.  20, 21.    [But  see  402,  n.  1,  (6).] 

(/)  Haswell  v.  Hunt,  cited  by  Buller,  J.,  in  6  T.  R.  231 ;  Harris  r.  Smith,  8  Serg. 
ft  R.  20;  Chapman  v.  Latlffop,  6  Cowen,  110,  a.  p.  1  Denio,  51. 

(a)  Leedom  v.  Philips,  1  Yeates,  529;  Harris  r.  Smith,  8  Serg.  ft  R.  20;  Palmer 
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pretences  under  color  of  purchasing  them  does  not  change  the 
property,  (b)  If  it  was  even  a  condition  of  the  contract,  that  the 
seller  was  to  receive,  upon  delivery,  a  note,  or  security  for  pay- 
ment at  another  time,  he  may  dispense  with  that  condition,  and 
it  will  be  deemed  waived  by  a  voluntary  and  absolute  delivery, 
without  a  concurrent  demand  of  the  security,  (c)  But  if  the 
delivery  in  that  case  be  accompanied  with  a  declaration  on  the 
part  of  the  seller,  that  he  should  not  consider  the  goods  as  sold 
until  the  security  be  given,  or  if  that  be  the  implied  understand- 
ing of  the  parties,  the  sale  is  conditional,  and  the  property  does 
not  pass  by  the  delivery,  as  between  the  original  parties  ;  though, 
as  to  subsequent  bona  fide  purchasers  or  creditors  of  the  vendee, 
the  conclusion  might  be  different  (d)  Where  there  is  a  condi- 
tion precedent  attached  to  a  contract  of  sale  and  delivery,  the 
property  does  not  vest  in  the  vendee  on  delivery,  until  he  per- 
forms the  condition,  or  the  seller  waives  it ;  and  the  right  con- 
tinues in  the  vendor,  even  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendee,  (e) 
If  the  delivery  of  the  goods  precedes  for  a  short  time  the  delivery 
of  the  note  to  be  given  for  tlie  price,  according  to  particular  usage 

in  that  species  of  dealing,  and  which  usage  is  known  to  the 
*498    buyer,  the  case  falls  within  the  same  *  principle,  and  the 

delivery  is  understood  to  be  conditional.  The  condition 
is  not  deemed  to  be  waived,  and  the  seller  will  have  a  right  in 
equity  to  consider  the  goods  as  held  in  trust  for  him,  until  the 

V.  Hand,  18  Johns.  484 ;  Bainbridge  v.  CaldweU,  4  Dana  (Ky.),  81S.  A  pnrcfaaae  of 
goods  with  a  preconceired  design  not  to  pay  for  them  is  a  fraud,  and  wiU  ayoid  the 
sale.  No  title  passes  to  the  vendee.  Barl  of  Bristol  v.  Wilsmore,  1  B.  &  C.  514; 
Root  V.  French.  13  Wend.  670;  Ash  v.  Putnam,  1  HiU  (N.  Y.),  902;  vuU  poM,  S14, 
n.,  and  anU,  484 ;  Gary  v.  HoUiling,  1  Hill,  811 ;  Kilby  v.  WilM)n,  By.  &  Moa  178 ; 
Abbots  V.  Barry,  6  Moore,  98, 102.        / 

{b)  Noble  V.  Adams,  7  Tannt  69.    [See  824,  482,  n.  1  ] 

(c)  Payne  v.  Shadbolt,  1  Campb.  427 ;  Carieton  v.  Sumner,  4  Pick.  616;  Smith  «. 
Dennte,  6  id.  262. 

{d)  Hussey  v.  Thornton,  4  Mass.  406;  Marston  v,  Baldwin,  17  id.  606;  CorUet «. 
Gardner,  2  Hall  (N.  Y.),  346;  Reeves  v.  Harris,  1  Bailey  (S.  C.),663;  Lucy  v.  Buody, 
9  N.  H.  298;  Lafon  v,  De  Armas,  12  Rob.  (La.)  698.  Li  this  last  case,  after  much 
learned  discussion,  it  was  held  that  when  the  purchaser  of « thing  sold  has  acquired 
as  against  the  seller  a  right  to  demand  it,  the  sale  is  not  complete  as  to  third  persona 
until  the  price  be  paid  and  possession  delirered ;  and  if  neither  of  them  be  done,  a 
sale  in  good  faith  to  a  third  person,  followed  by  payment  and  deliTery,  will  be  good. 
The  remedy  for  the  first  purchaser,  if  any,  is  by  an  action  er  txempto  fbr  damages. 

(«)  Barrett  v,  Pritchard,  2  Pick.  612;  Bishop  v.  SUiUito,  2  B.  &  Aid.  829,  a.; 
Strong  r.  Taylor.  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  826. 
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yendee  performs  the  condition,  and  gives  the  note  with  security ; 
and  his  right  to  the  goods  will  be  good,  as  against  the  buyer  and 
his  voluntary  assignee,  though  not  as  against  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser from  the  vendee,  (a)  ^    It  is  the  better  and  sounder  doc- 

(a)  Haggerty  v.  Palmer,  6  Johns.  Ch.  4S7 ;  and  see  Lord  Seaforth's  Case,  19  Yes. 
235,  in  which  the  Tender's  lien  was  carried  at  least  equally  far ;  and  see  also  Whit- 
weU  o.  Vincent,  4  Pick.  449;  Coriies  r.  Gardner,  2  Hall  (N.  T.),  846;  Russell  i;. 
Minor,  22  Wend.  661,  and  D'Wolf  v.  Babbett,  4  Mason,  204,  to  the  same  point.  In 
the  case  in  Hall,  six  days  intervened  between  the  delivery  of  the  goods  and  the  call 
for  the  note ;  and  in  the  last  case  it  was  held  that  if  on  a  sale  the  delivery  of  goods 
be  conditional,  and  the  vendor  assents  to  a  qualified  delivery,  for  the  convenience  of 
the  vendee,  and  with  the  understanding  that  the  property  is  not  to  pass  absolutely, 
unless  the  terms  of  sale  be  complied  with,  the  vendor  in  that  case  is  not  devested  of 
his  right  to  retake  the  goDds.  Copland  v.  Bosquet,  4  Wash.  588,  s.  p.  But  in  Mills 
o.  HaUock,  2  £dw.  Ch.  652,  the  sale  at  auction  was  on  approved  notes,  and  the  goods 
were  delivered,  and  twenty-five  days  thereafter  the  vendee  failed  and  assigned  his 
property.  As  there  was  no  custom  proved  authorizing  such  a  delay,  the  title  was 
held  to  be  completely  vested  before  the  assignment,  and  passed  with  it.  The  rule  in 
Canada  is,  that  if  goods  be  sold  for  cash,  and  not  paid  for,  they  may  be  followed  and 
claimed  in  an  action  of  revendication,  if  brought  within  eight  days,  and  if  the  goods 
have  remained  in  the  state  in  which  they  were  delivered.  Aylwin  v.  McNally, 
Stoarf  s  Lower  Canada,  541. 

By  the  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  8194,  the  vendor  of  a  chattel  not  paid  for  has  a 


1  Conditional  SaUi.  ^  When  a  chattel 
haa  been  delivered  in  pursuance  of  what 
is  called  above  a  sale  on  condition  prece- 
dent, but  more  properly,  according  to 
Grover,  J.,  in  Ballard  o,  Burgett,  infra, 
an  executory  agreement  that  the  title 
ahall  pass  on  the  happening  of  the  stipu- 
lated event,  such  as  the  payment  of  the 
price,  the  title  of  the  vendor  is  p^ferred 
to  that  of  a  bona  fide  sub-purchaser.  Cog- 
gUl  V,  Hartford  &  N.  H.  R.  R.,  8  Gray, 
645;    Sargent  v,  Metcalf,  5  Gray,  806; 


Hirschorn  o.  Canney,  98  Mass.  149  (com- 
menting on  New  York  cases) ;  Ballard  v. 
Burgett,  40  N.  Y.  814  (exphuning  Wait 
p.  Green,  86  N.  Y.  556,  as  a  case  of  chattel 
mortgage) ;  McNeil  v.  Tenth  N.  Bank  in 
New  York,  55  Barb.  59,  68;  Hotchkiss  v. 
Hunt,  49  Me.  218 ;  Baker  v,  HaU,  15  Iowa, 
277;  Hart  v.  Carpenter,  24  Conn.  427; 
Hunter  v.  Warner,  1  Wis.  141.  See 
further.  Day  p.  Bassett,  102  Mass.  446; 
Crompton  v.  Pratt,  105  Mass.  255.  x^ 


x^  The  doctrine  of  the  note  is  further 
supported  by  Marquette,  &c.  Co.  v.  Jet- 
t&ry,  49  Mich.  288;  Benner  v.  Pufler,  114 
Mass.  876 ;  Lewis  v.  McCabe,  49  Conn. 
141;  GaUoway  v.  Week,  54  Wis.  604. 
See  also  Cnndy  v,  Lindsay,  3  A  pp.  Cas. 
459;  Taylor  v.  M'Keand.  5  C.  P.  D.  858. 
But  see  Cummings  v.  Thomas  (Pa  ,  1882), 
18  Rep.  606 ;  and  the  rule  is  changed  by 
statute  in  some  states.  Van  Duzor  v.  Allen, 
90  HI.  499;  Hervey  v.  Rhode  Island, 
ftc.  Works.  93  U.  8.  664;  Thorpe  v. 
Fowler,  67  Iowa,  641.   But  if  other  (ndida 


of  title  further  than  mere  possession  are 
given,  the  purchaser,  taking  on  the  faith 
of  such  tWrct'a,  may  get  a  good  title. 
McNeil  V.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank.  46  N.  Y.  825; 
Moore  v.  Metropolitan,  &c.  Bank,  55  N. 
Y.  41 ;  Davis  v.  Bechstein,  09  N.  Y.  440; 
Leigh  Bros.  v.  Mobile,  &c.  Ry.  Co.,  58 
Ala.  165, 178;  Wood's  App.,92  Penn.  St. 
879.  So,  where  goods  were  sold  and  left 
with  the  seller  to  use  in  carrying  on  his 
business.  National  Mercantile  Bank  v. 
Hampson,  5  Q.  B.  D.  177.  See  Holt  v. 
Holt,  58  N.  H.  276. 

[781] 


*  498  OP  PBBflOKAL  FBOPESTT.  [PABT  T. 

trine,  and  one  established  by  the  later  cases,  that  a  written 
agreement  to  deliver  by  a  certain  time  goods  sold,  cannot  be 
enlarged  as  to  the  time  by  a  subsequent  parol  i^eement,  for  that 
would  contravene  the  statute  of  frauds,  by  making  the  right  of 
action  or  the  agreement  to  rest  partly  in  writing  and  partly  by 
parol  only,  (b) 

(4.)  Bide  of  the  Civil  Law.  —  By  the  civil  law,  the  right  of 
property  was  not  vested  in  the  purchaser  vrithout  delivery  ;  nor 
even  by  delivery,  without  payment  of  the  price,  unless  the  goods 
were  sold  on  a  credit,  (js)  The  risk  of  the  goods  was,  neverthe- 
less, thrown  on  the  buyer,  before  delivery,  and  as  soon  as  the 
contract  of  sale  was  completed,  even  though  the  title  was  still  in 
the  vendor.  Periculum  rei  venditse,  nondum  traditss,  est  empto- 
ris.  (<f)  Pothier  endeavors  to  vindicate  this  principle  of  the  dvil 
law,  in  answer  to  the  objections  of  Puffendorf,  Barbeyrac,  and 
others,  who  insisted  that  the  civil  law  in  this  respect  was  not 
founded  on  principles  of  natural  justice,  (e)    We  think  the  oom- 

preferenoe  for  the  price  over  other  creditors  of  tbe  sendee,  wlietfaer  the  sale  «m 
made  on  credit  or  without,  if  the  proper^  remiUiit  in  tlie  poMeeuon  of  tlie  purcheaer, 
and  the  privilege  ezisU,  though  the  vendor  has  taken  a  note  from  the  buyer.  This 
privilege  is  extinguished  hy  the  destruction  of  the  thing  told ;  but  it  is  held  that  if 
the  vendee  sells  the  goods  before  he  has  paid  for  them,  the  money  doe  bj  the  second 
vendee  will  represent  the  goods,  and  the  flnt  vendor's  privilege  will  attach  thereon. 
Bfartin,  J.»  in  Thayer  v.  Qoodale,  4  La.  222. 

(6)  Gose  V.  Lord  Nugent,  6  B.  &  Ad.  68;  BtoweH  v.  Robhison,  S  Biog.  N.  C  W; 
Harvey  v.  Grabharo,  6  Ad.  &  Kl.  61. 

(c)  Inst  2. 1.  41 ;  ib.  a  94.  8;  Code,  lib.  2,  Ut.  3. 1.  SO;  Dig.  IS.  1.  19;  Bynk. 
Qusst  Jur.  Priv.  lib.  S,  c.  16;  Potbier.  Tmittf  du  Gontrat  de  Veate,  n.  822;  ib. 
Traits  de  la  Propri^t^,  part  prem.  c.  2,  art.  838,  24^ ;  Domat,  b.  4,  tit.  6.  eec  2»  art.  a 
This  is  also  the  rule  hi  the  Scots  Uw.  Belfs  Principles  of  the  Laws  of  Scotland,  8d 
ed.  28.    Before  delivery,  the  vendee  has  only  the  jus  ad  rem,  and  not  the  j«s  m  ». 

(d)  Inst.  3.  24.  8 ;  but  the  seller  was  nevertheless  bound  to  protect  tlie  property 
until  the  delivery.  lb.  3.  24.  8;  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Vente,  ptst  2.  c.  1. 
sec.  1,  art.  8. 

(«)  Heineccius,  in  Ms  excellent  treatise  on  the  law  of  nature,  says  that  tbe  risk  of 
the  thing  purchased,  after  the  bargain  Is  completed,  though  without  delivery,  ought 
to  fkll  on  the  buyer,  in  cases  free  from  fault  or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  selkr,  71M1 
emptor  jure  natunB  eine  traditione  $it  domima,  Jur.  Nat  et  Gentium,  h>  1,  c.  18^  sec.  36%. 
The  Code  Napoleon,  n.  1688,  has  dropped  tbe  rule  of  the  civil,  and  followed  that  of 
the  English  common  law;  and  it  holds  that  the  property  passes  to  the  buyer  as  soon 
as  the  sale  is  perfected,  without  either  delivery  or  payment  Tbe  Civil  Oode  of 
Louisiaiui,  art.  2481,  ibllows  the  words  of  tlie  Code  Napoleon.  In  the  case  of  Meade 
o.  Smith,  16  Conn.  860-866,  Mr.  Justice  Stonrs  has  given  a  snocioct,  correct^  and 
learned  view  of  the  common  and  civil  law  on  the  subject  of  the  deliveiy  or  nos* 
deliveiy  of  tlie  article  sold,  or  the  efficacy  of  the  contract  of  sale. 

The  contract  of  sale,  as  regulated  by  the  civil  law,  is  examined  and  discussed  at 
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mon  law  very  reasonably  fixes  the  risk  where  the  title 
resides;  and  when  the  bargain  *is  made  and  rendered  bind-  *  499 
ing  by  giving  earnest,  or  by  part  payment,  or  paii;  delivery, 
or  by  a  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
the  property,  and  with  it  the  risk,  attach  to  the  purchaser.  But 
though  the  seller  has  parted  with  the  title,  he  may  retain  posses- 
Bion  until  payment ;  and  he  has  even  the  equitable  right  of  stop- 
page in  tnmsitiiy  in  the  case  of  the  insolvency  of  the  purchaser  ; 
and  that  right  assumes  that  the  vendor  has  devested  himself  of 
the  legal  title,  and  that  the  property  has  passed  to  the  vendee» 
while  the  actual  possession  is  in  some  third  person  in  its  transit 
to  the  vendee. 

(5.)  Delivery  to  Agent.  —  Delivery  of  goods  to  a  servant  or 
agent  of  the  purchaser,  (a)  or  to  a  carrier  or  master  of  a  vessel, 
when  they  are  to  be  sent  by  a  carrier  or  by  water,  is  equivalent 
to  delivery  to  the  purchaser ;  and  the  property,  with  the  oorre- 
apondent  risk,  immediately  vests  in  the  purchaser,  subject  to  the 
Tender's  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  (S)  ^  A  delivery  by  the 
consignor  of  goods  on  board  of  a  ship,  chartered  by  the  consignee, 
is  a  delivery  to  the  consignee  ;  (<?)  and  the  rule  is  the  same,  if 
they  were  put  on  board  a  general  ship  for  the  consignee,  ((f)  The 
effect  of  a  consignment  of  goods  by  a  bill  of  lading  is  to  vest  the 
property  in  the  consignee.  A  delivery  to  any  general  carrier, 
where  there  are  no  specific  directions  out  of  the  ordinary  usage, 
is  a  constructive  delivery  to  the  vendee  ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same 
whether  the  goods  be  sent  from  one  inland  place  to  another,  or 

Urge,  wiUi  sound  Judgment  and  extentiTe  and  accurate  learning,  in  the  American 
Jurist,  No.  26,  for  April,  1886,  [zili.  249].  Pothier's  elaborate  and  excellent  treatise 
on  the  contract  of  sale  (Traitd  du  Contrat  de  Vente),  is  founded  on  tlie  civil  la i^  as 
illostrated  by  the  French  civilians,  and  adopted  and  regulated  hj  the  French  law. 
ToulUer  hat  also  written  largely  on  the  law  of  contracts  (Droit  Civil,  vi.  and  vii.)  as 
ezistiog  under  the  new  civil  code;  and  these  two  distinguished  civilians  are  equally 
admirable  for  their  logic  and  simplicity. 

(a)  Leeds  v.  Wright,  3  Bos.  &  P.  820 ;  Dixon  v.  Baldwin,  6  East,  175. 

(6)  Evans  v.  Mariett,  1  Ld.  Baym.  271 ;  Dutton  v.  Solomonson,  3  Bos.  &  P.  582 ; 
Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T.  B.  880;  Ludlows  v.  Bowne  &  Bddy,  1  Johns.  15;  Summeril  v. 
Elder,.  1  Binney,  106;  Qrifilth  v.  Ingledew,  6  Serg.  &  B.  429;  King  v.  Meredith, 
2  Campb.  639;  Copeland  v.  Lewis,  2  Stark.  33. 

(c)  Inglis  V,  Usherwood,.!  ^ast,  515;  Fowler  v.  MTaggart,  cited  in  7  T.  B.  442; 
BobtUogk  V.  Inglis,  8  East,  895. 

{d)  Coxe  0.  Harden,  4  East,  211;  Brown  o.  Hodgson,  2  Campb.  86;  Qroning  v. 
Mendham,  5  Maule  &  S.  189. 

1  Pott,  545,  n.  1 ;  ante,  492,  n.  1,  (a). 
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beyond  sea.     But  if  there  be  no  particular  mode  of  carriage 
specified,  and  no  particular  course  of  dealing  between  the  par- 
ties, the  property  and  the  risk  remain  with  the  vendor 

*  500    while  in  the  hands  of  the  common  carrier,  (e)     *  The 

delivery  to  the  agent  must  be  so  perfect  as  to  create  a  re- 
sponsibility on  the  part  of  the  agent  to'  the  buyer ;  (a)  and  if  the 
goods  be  forwarded  by  water,  the  vendor  ought  to  cause  them  to 
be  insured,  if  such  has  been  the  usage  ;  (b)  and  he  ought,  in  all 
cases,  to  inform  the  buyer,  with  due  diligence,  of  the  consignment 
and  delivery.  (<;)  Until  the  party,  receiving  a  consignment  or 
remittance  made  on  account  of  the  consignor,  has  done  some  act 
recognizing  the  appropriation  of  it  to  a  particular  specified  pur- 
pose, and  the  party  claiming  under  the  appropriation  has  signified 
his  acceptance  of  it,  so  as  to  create  a  privity,  the  property  and  its 
proceeds  remain  at  the  risk  and  on  the  account  of  the  remitter 
or  owner,  (ci) 

(6.)  Symholical  Delivery.  —  Symbolical  delivery  will,  in  many 
cases,  be  sufficient  and  equivalent,  in  its  legal  effects,  to  actual 
delivery.  The  delivery  of  the  key  of  the  warehouse  in  which 
goods  sold  are  deposited,  or  transferring  them  on  the  warehouse- 
man's or  wharfinger's  book  to  the  name  of  the  buyer,  is  a  delivery 
sufficient  to  transfer  the  property,  (e)  So  the  delivery  of  the 
receipt  of  the  storekeeper  for  the  goods,  being  the  documentary 
evidence  of  the  title,  has  been  held  to  be  a  constructive  delivery 
of  the  goods.  (/)  There  may  be  a  symbolical  delivery  when  the 
thing  does  not  admit  of  actual  delivery.  The  delivery  must  be 
such  as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits,  (jg)    We  have  a  striking 


(e)  Coatee  v.  Chaplin,  2  Gale  &  Dav.  562. 

(a)  Buckman  v.  Levi,  8  Campb.  414.  If  the  yendor  takes  upon  himaelf  actually 
to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  vendee,  he  stands  to  the  risk ;  but  if  the  vendee  orders 
a  particalar  mode  of  convejance,  the  vendor  is  excosed.  Lord  Manafleld,  in  Vale 
V,  Bayle,  Covrp.  294 ;  Goodwyn  v,  Douglas,  1  Clieves,  Law  4  £q.  (S.  C.)  174. 

(6)  Cothay  v.  Tute,  8  Campb.  129. 

(c)  Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844,  p.  89. 

(d)  Tieman  v.  Jackson,  6  Peters,  680 ;  WiUiams  v.  Everett.  14  East,  682;  Grant 
r.  Austen,  8  Price,  68,  s.  p.  ;  [Fleet  v.  Perrins,  L.  R  8  Q.  B.  686,  642;  L.  B.  4  Q.  B. 
600,  612.] 

(e)  Lord  Hardwicke,  1  Atk.  171 ;  Lord  Kenyon,  7  T.  R.  171 ;  1  East,  194 ;  Har- 
man  v,  Anderson,  2  Campb.  248 ;  Pothier,  Traits  da  Droit  de  Fropri^t^,  n.  199;  Dig. 
41. 1.  9.  6. 

(/)  Wilkes  &  Fontaine  o.  Ferris,  6  Johns.  886. 
(g)  Lord  Kenyon,  1  East,  194. 
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instance  of  this  in  the  Pandects,  (A)  where  the  delivery  of  wine 
is  held  to  be  made  by  the  delivery  of  the  keys  of  the  wine  cellar ; 
and  the  consent  of  the  party  upon  the  spot  is  sufficient  possession 
of  a  column  of  granite,  which,  by  its  weight  and  magnitude,  was 
not  susceptible  of  any  other  delivery ;  and  possession 
*  was  taken  by  the  eyes  and  the  declared  intention.  In  *  601 
the  sale  of  a  ship,  or  goods  at  sea,  the  delivery  must  be 
symbolical,  by  the  delivery  of  the  documentary  proofs  of  the 
title  ;  and  the  delivery  of  the  grand  bill  of  sale  is  a  delivery  of 
the  ship  itself,  (a)  A  bill  of  sale  of  timber,  and  materials  of 
great  bulk  lying  on  the  banks  of  a  canal,  or  marking  the  timber, 
has  been  held  to  be  a  delivery  sufficient  to  make  the  possession 
follow  the  right.  It  was  as  complete  a  delivery  and  possession 
as  the  subject-matter  reasonably  admitted.  (()  Taking  a  bill  of 
parcels  and  an  order  from  the  vendor  on  the  storekeeper  for  the 
goods,  and  going  and  marking  them  with  the  initials  of  one's 
name,  has  been  held  a  delivery,  (c)  Taking  a  bill  of  parcels,  and 
the  order  on  the  warehouseman,  and  paying  the  price  has  been 
held  to  be  a  complete  and  executed  contract,  so  as  to  pass  the 
property  and  the  risk  of  the  articles  sold,  (rf)  The  mere  commu- 
nication of  the  vendor's  order  on  a  wharfinger  or  warehouseman 
for  delivery,  and  assented  to  by  him,  passes  the  property  to  the 
vendee,  (e)  Even  the  change  of  mark  on  bales  of  goods  in 
a  warehouse,  by  direction  of  the  parties,  has  been  held  to  operate 
as  an  actual  delivery  of  the  goods.  (/)     A  delivery  of  part  of  a 

(h)  Dig.  41.  2. 1.  21. 

(a)  Atkinson  v.  MaUng,  2  T.  R.  462.     [See  492,  n.  1,  (a).] 

(6)  Manton  v.  Moore,  7  T.  R.  67 ;  Storeld  v.  Hughes,  14  East,  SOS.  Videri  trabes 
traditas  quas  emptor  signasset.  Dig.  18.  6. 14.  1.  If  the  vendee  be  already  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  the  sale  to  Rim  by  agreement  of  the  parties  is  complete  by  the 
assent  of  the  vendor,  without  any  other  than  constructive  delivery  ;  for  he  has  pos- 
session, in  fact,  already.  Inst.  2.  1.  48 ;  Carter  v.  Willard,  19  Pick.  6,  7 ;  Shurtleff 
V.  Willard,  ib.  210 ;  and  if  the  goods  sold  be  in  the  custody  of  a  third  party  for  the 
vendor,  a  notice  to  him  by  the  parties  is  a  good  constructive  delivery.  Tuxworth  t7. 
Moore,  9  Pick.  347  ;  Carter  v.  Willard,  19  id.  1. 

(e)  Hollingsworth  v,  Napier,  8  Caines,  182.  A  mere  delivery  of  a  bill  of  parcels* 
without  more,  is  not  a  sufficient  delivery  of  the  goods  to  prevent  the  attachment  of 
them  At  the  instance  of  a  creditor  of  vendor.  Lanfear  v.  Sumner,  17  Mass.  110 ; 
Carter  v.  Willard,  19  Pick.  1. 

Id)  Pleasants  i;.  Pendleton,  6  Rand.  478. 

(e)  Lucas  c,  Dorrien,  7  Taunt.  278 ;  Searle  v.  Reeves,  2  Esp.  G98 ;  Bentall  v.  Bum, 
8  B.  &  C.  428. 

(/)  Lord  Ellenborough,  14  East,  812.  The  selecting  and  marking  of  sheep,  in 
the  possession  of  B.,  who  is  desired  to  retain  possession  of  them  for  the  vendee,  was 
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parcel  of  articles  Belected  and  purchased  without  any  objectaon 
at  the  tiroe  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  reudue,  takes  the  case  oat 
of  the  statute  of  frauds  as  to  the  whole  of  the  goods  so  pur- 
chased.  (^)  The  case  would  be  different  if  the  purchaser  paid 
for  the  articles  deliyered,  and  left  the  residue  undelivered  wai 
wholly  unpaid  for.  (A)  If  the  vendor  takes  the  vendee  within 
sight  of  ponderous  articles,  such  as  logs  lying  within  a  boom,  and 
shows  them  to  him,  it  amounts  to  a  delivery,  though  the  vendee 
should  suffer  them  to  lie  within  the  boom,  as  is  usual  with 

*  502   such  property,  *  until  he  have  occasion  to  use  them,  (a) 

Delivery  of  a  sample  has  been  sufficient  to  transfier  the 
property,  when  the  goods  could  not  be  actually  delivered  until 
the  seller  had  paid  the  duties ;  that  fisu^t  being  known  and  under- 
stood at  the  time,  and  when  the  buyer  accepted  of  the  sample  as 
part  of  the  quantity  purchased,  (i)  The  delivery  must  always  be 
according  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  delivery,  and  the  property 
must  be  placed  under  the  control  and  power  of  the  vendee,  (c) 

Cutting  off  the  spills  of  wine  casks,  and  marking  the  initiala  of 
the  purchaser's  name  on  them,  has  been  held  an  incipient  deliv- 
ery, sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  {d)  So  if  the 
purchaser  deal  with  the  conunodity  as  if  it  were  in  his  actual 
possession,  this  has  been  held  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  proof 
of  actual  delivery,  (e)  Where  a  purchaser  at  the  merchant's 
shop  marked  the  goods  which  he  approved  of,  and  laid  them  aside 

held  to  be  A  sufficient  deliveiy  to  complete  the  sale  and  pass  the  properly.  Barney 
V.  Brown»  2  Vt.  874 ;  1  Bell,  Comm.  176 ;  Campbell  v.  Barry,  ib.  The  Vermoot  and 
the  Scotch  decisions  were  founded  on  tise  same  circumstances. 

(ff)  Slubey  v.  Heyward,  2  H.  Bl.  609 ;  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  A  C.  87 ;  KUiott  r. 
Thomas,  8  M.  &  W.  170 ;  Mills  v.  Hunt,  20  Wend.  481.  Delivery  of  p«ri  of  goods, 
sold  for  the  whole,  applies  to  alt  the  goods  embraoMJf  by  the  oontract  of  sale*  althooc^ 
they  happen  to  be  scattered  in  different  and  distant  plaeaa.  Bhnrtleif  n.  WiUaid,  19 
nek.  202.  210,  211. 

(A)  Walworth,  Ch.,  in  Mills  v.  Hunt,  20  Wend.  484. 

(a)  Jewett  v.  Warren,  12  Mass.  800,  s.  p.  ;  Sblndler  n.  Hontton,  1  Denies  49;  [re- 
Yersed  1  Comst.  261 ;  ante,  492,  n.  1,  (a),  aJjlMm,] 

(6)  Hinde  v.  Whitehonse,  7  Bast,  658.  Bat  generally,  as  a  snbstitota  for  aetnal  or 
constnictlTe  delivery,  the  taking  of  samples  has  no  effect  Hill  «w  Bacfaanan,  dted 
in  a  note  to  1  Bell,  Comm.  182. 

(c)  2  N.  H.  318.  Incorporeal  rights  are  not  susceptible  of  actual  deUteiy,  and  a 
quasi  possession  is  taken,  when  the  use  commences,  as  a  right  of  way.  So  the 
delivery  of  a  debt  or  chose  in  action  consists  in  the  assignment  of  it^  with  notioe. 
Pothier,  Traits  du  Droit  de  Fropri^t^,  nos.  214,  215. 

(<f)  Anderson  p.  Scott,  1  Campb.  286^  n. 

(«)  Chaplin  v.  Rogers*  1  East,  192 ;  Btonklntop  v.  Clayton,  1  Moore^  888. 
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on  the  counter,  and  went  for  a  porter  to  remove  them,  without 
receiving  a  bill  of  parcels,  or  stipulating  a  time  of  payment,  or 
tendering  the  merchant's  note,  which  he  was  to  offer  in  payment, 
it  has  been  held,  that  the  property  in  the  goods  was  not  changed 
by  that  transaction.  (/)  Since  that  decision,  a  more  relaxed 
rule  has,  at  times,  been  adopted;  and  it  has  been  held,  that 
on  the  purchase  of  a  horse,  without  memorandum  payment 
•  or  actual  delivery,  the  verbal  request  of  the  buyer  that  *  608 
the  vendor  keep  the  horse  in  his  possession  for  a  special 
purpose,  and  the  consent  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  amounted  to 
a  constructive  delivery,  sufficient  to  take  the  sale  out  of  the  stat- 
ute, (a)  That  case  has  since  been  questioned,  as  carrying  the 
doctrine  of  constructive  delivery  to  the  utmost  verge  of  safety ; 
and  the  latter  cases  seem  to  have  resumed  a  stricter  doctrine,  and 
qualified  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  acts  of  the  buyer.^ 
The  presumption  of  a  delivery  is  not  readily  allowed,  when  there 
has  been  none  in  fact ;  for  it  goes  to  deprive  the  seller  of  the  pos- 
session and  of  his  lien,  without  payment.  (()  The  purchase  of  a 
part  of  a  heap  of  grain,  or  of  other  goods  in  bulk,  if  the  same  be 
not  measured  off  and  separated  at  the  time,  is  not  valid,  even 
though  the  seller  afterwards  measured  it  off  and  set  it  apart  for 
the  vendee,  (e?)  On  the  other  hand,  probity  in  dealing,  the  inter- 
ests of  commerce,  and  the  variety,  extent,  and  rapidity  of  circu- 
lation of  property,  which  it  has  introduced,  require  that  delivery 
should  frequently  be  presumed  from  circumstances ;  and  a  des- 
tination of  the  goods  by  the  vendor  to  the  use  of  the  vendee,  the 
marking  them,  or  making  them  up  to  be  delivered,  or  the  re- 
moving them  for  the  purpose  of  being  delivered,  may  all  entitle 
the  vendee  to  act  as  owner,  (rf)  But  the  presumption  fails  when 
positive  evidence  contradicts  it,  as  in  the  case  of  a  refusal  on  the 

(/)  Dntilb  V.  Ritchie,  1  DalL  171.  So,  aUo,  to  the  same  point,  Baldej  v.  Parker, 
2  B.  &  C.  87;  [s.  c.  3  Dow.  &  Ry.  220.] 

(a)  Elmore  v.  Stone,  1  Taunt.  468. 

ib)  Tempest  v,  Fitzgerald,  3  B.  &  Aid.  680;  Carter  v.  Tonssaint,  5  id.  855;  Dole 
r.  Stimpson,  21  Pick.  384. 

(c)  Howe  V,  Palmer,  S  B.  &  Aid.  321 ;  Salter  i;.  Knox,  1  Bell,  Comm.  181,  n.,  a.  p. ; 
Eagle  9.  Eichelberger,  6  Watto,  29.    See  supra,  496,  s.  p. 

(d)  Lord  Loughboroagh,  1  H.  Bl.  363;  1  Campb.  233;  Parker  v.  Donaldson, 
2  Watts  &  S.  1. 

>  But  see  492,  n.  1,  (a);  Elmore  v.  cases.  See  also Edan v. Dndfleld,  1 Q. B. 
Stone  is  approved  by  the  later  English    302,  807. 
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part  of  the  vendor  to  part  with  the  goods  until  payment ;  (i) 
and  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  take  the  goods  when  in- 
*  504  spected ;  (/)  *  or  the  delivery  be  of  a  sample  which  is  not 
part  of  the  bulk  of  the  commodity  sold,  llie  good  sense  of 
the  doctrine  on  the  subject  would  seem  to  be,  that»  in  aider  to 
satisfy  the  statute,  there  must  be  a  delivery  of  the  goods  by  the 
vendor,  with  an  intention  of  vesting  the  right  of  possession  in  the 
vendee,  and  an  actual  acceptance  by  the  vendee,  with  an  intention 
of  taking  possession  as  owner,  (a) 

If  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  does  not  exist  in  rerwn 
nmturoy  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but  remained  to  be  thereafter 
fabricated  out  of  raw  materials,  or  materials  not  put  together,  it 
is  consequently  incapable  of  deliveiy,  and  not  within  the  statute 
of  frauds  ;  and  the  contract  is  valid  without  a  compliance  with 
its  requisitions,  (i)  The  case  rests  entirely  on  contract,  and  no 
property  passes,  until  the  article  is  finished  and  delivered,  (c)  ^ 

(e)  OoodaU  v.  Skelton.  2  H.  BL  816. 

( f)  Kent  i;.  Huskinson,  8  Bos.  &  P.  288.  The  delWery  to  the  carrier  will  not  con- 
elude  the  vendee,  and  he  construed  into  an  actual  acceptance  of  the  goods,  so  long  ss 
the  vendee  retains  the  right  of  inspection  upon  the  ultimate  deUveiy,  and  to  dgect 
to  either  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  goods.  Astey  o.  Emery,  ^  Hanle  Ik  8.  M; 
Hanson  v.  Armitage,  6  B.  &  Aid.  660. 

(a)  Phillips  V.  BistoU,  2  B.  &  C.  611. 

(6)  Towers  v.  Osborne,  Str.  606 ;  Groves  v.  Buck,  8  Maule  a  8.  178 ;  LMedale, 
J.,  in  Smith  v,  Surman,  0  B.  ft  C.  661 ;  ICixer  v.  Howarth,  21  Piok.  206.  See  also 
m^  611,  n.  (c). 

(c)  Mucklow  V.  Mangles,  1  Taunt  818;  Atkinson  v.  BeU,  8  B.  ft  C.  277.  In  Oe 
8cot6h  law,  if  goods  be  purchased  from  a  manufacturer,  before  some  neeessuy 

1  What  AgreBmmU  an  within  the  StcUyU,  hat  dene  work  and  labor  which  ends  la 

—  It  is  now  settled  that  a  contract  for  the  nothing  that  can  become  the  subject  of  a 

sale  of  goods  is  not  without  the  statute  sale,  the  party  cannot  sue  for  goods  sold 

because  it  is  executory.    611,  n.  (d) ;  Pit-  and  delivered.    Lee  v,  Griffln,  1  Best  ft 

kin  i;.  Noyes,  48  N.  H.  294;  Edwards  v.  8.  272,  explaining  Clay  v.  Tatea,  1  H.  ft 

Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.,  48  Me.  879.    Win-  N.  78.    See  also  HardeU  v.  Moauie,  1 

ship  V.  Buzzard,  9  Rich.  (S.  C)  108,  may  Chandler  (Wis.),  271.   NevertheleM  there 

perhaps  be  supported  on  the  principles  are   other  cases  approving  the   eariier 

stated  below  in  this  note.    In  a  case  of  adopted  test,  whether  the  work  and  labor 

later  date  than  the  text,  the  judges  say  that  are  of  the  essence  of  the  contract.    In 

the  test  whether  a  contract  is  for  the  sale  New  Hampshire  it  Is  said  to  be  a  mixed 

of  goods,  or  for  work  and  labor,  is  whether  question  of  law  and  fkct  for  the  jmy, 

it  be  such  that  when  carried  out  it  wiU  whether  the  contract  was  essenfially  for 

result  in  the  sale  of  a  chattel.    In  that  the  work  and  labor,  ftc,  of  the  party,  so 

case  the  party  cannot  sue  for  work  and  thai  he  was  bound  himself  to  prepare  the 

labor.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  party  article,  or  whether  it  was  aabstantiallly 
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If  the  buyer  unreasonably  refuses  to  accept  of  the  article  sold, 
the  seller  is  not  obliged  to  let  it  perish  on  his  hands,  and  run  the 
risk  of  the  solvency  of  the  buyer.  The  usage  on  the  neglect  or 
refusal  of  the  buyer  to  come  in  a  reasonable  tune,  after  notice, 
and  pay  for  and  take  the  goods,  is  for  the  vendor  to  sell  the  same 
at  auction,  and  to  hold  the  buyer  responsible  for  the  deficiency  in 
the  amount  of  sales,  ((f) 

operation  of  his  art  be  completed,  as  if  one  bnjs  a  ship  on  the  stocks,  or  a  rase  in 
the  hands  of  a  goldsmith,  nnflnished,  or  cotton  goods  npon  the  loom,  in  a  state  of 
preparation,  and  the  prioe  to  be  paid,  there  is  held,  in  these  cases,  to  be  a  construo- 
tiye  delirery  snfflcient  to  pass  the  property ;  and  this  was  the  doctrine  of  the  ciyQ 
law.  1  BeU,  Comm.  176, 178.  This  may  be  very  reasonable  doctrine ;  but  the  Eng- 
lish role,  according  to  the  case  in  Taunton,  is  more  strict,  and  it  requires  the  chattel 
to  be  finished,  and  in  a  state  for  deliyery,  and  to  be  dellyered,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  case,  to  change  the  property.  In  Woods  v,  Russel,  6  B.  &  Aid.  942, 
C.  J.  Abbott  laid  down  the  principle,  that  where  n  ship  is  built  upon  special  contract, 
and  portions  of  the  price  were  to  be  paid  according  to  tlie  progress  of  the  work, 
those  payments  appropriate  specifically  to  the  purchaser  the  vessel  so  in  progress, 
and  vest  the  property  as  between  him  and  the  builder,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  insist 
on  the  completion  of  that  very  vessel.  The  same  principle  is  declared  in  the  Scots 
law.  Simpson  v.  Dnncanson,  cited  in  Bell  on  the  Contract  of  Sale,  Edin.  1844,  p.  17. 
But  the  court  of  K.  B.,  in  Clark  v,  Spence,  4  Ad.  4b  £1.  448,  admitted  with  reluctance 
the  authority  for  this  new  principle,  and  said  that  the  general  and  prior  rule  of  law 
was,  that,  under  a  contract  for  building  a  vessel,  or  anything  not  existing  in  specie 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  no  property  vested  in  the  purchaser  during  the  progress 
of  the  work,  even  though  the  precise  mode  and  time  of  payment  were  fixed,  nor 
until  the  thing  was  delivered,  or  ready  for  delivery,  and  approved  of  by  the  pur* 
chaser;  and  that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  deliver  the  identical  article,  if 
another  answered  the  specification  in  the  contract.  The  court,  nevertheless,  fol- 
lowed the  authority  of  Woods  v.  Russell.  [See  further,  M'Bain  v.  Wallace,  6  App. 
Cas.  588 ;  CUrkson  v.  Stevens,  106  U.  S.  605.]  In  Lunn  v.  Thornton,  1  Man.,  Qr.  &  Sc. 
370,  it  was  adjudged  that  personal  property,  not  belonging  to  the  grantor  or  vendor 
at  the  time  of  the  grant  or  bill  of  sale,  would  not  pass  by  it,  as  if  a  bill  of  sale  be 
executed  of  goods  in  a  shop,  and  other  goods  be  afterwards  added  to  them  by  the 
vendor  to  give  effect  to  the  grant ;  the  grantor  must  ratify  it  by  some  act  done  by 
him  after  he  has  acquired  the  property.  The  14th  rule  in  Lord  Bacon's  Maxims  is 
to  the  same  effect. 

(d)  Sands  v.  Taylor,  5  Johns.  395 ;  Adams  v.  Minick,  cited  in  6  Serg.  &  R.  82 ; 
Girard  t;.  Taggart,  ib.  19 ;  M'Combs  v.  M'Kennan,  2  Watte  &  S.  216 ;  [Hayden  v. 
Demets,  53  N.  T.  426.]  Where  the  purchaser  refused  to  pay  for  a  thing  sold  by  the 
sheriff  at  a  public  sale,  and  the  sheriff  resells  the  article  at  a  lower  price,  the  rule  of 
damages  against  the  purchaser  is  the  difference  between  tlie  first  bid  and  the  second 
sale,  for  that  is  the  loss  actually  sustained.    Lamkin  v.  Crawford,  8  Ala.  158. 

for  the  sale  of  articles  which  he  might  R.  Co.,  48  Me.  379;  B.  o.  54  Me.  106; 

procure  by  purchase  or  otherwise.  Pitkin  Rentch  v.  Long,  27  Md.  \?%\  post,  511, 

V.  Noyes,  48  N.  H.  294,  804.    [See  Pres-  n.  (</). 

cott  17.  LM^e,  51  N.  H.  94 ;]  Clay  v.  Tates,  Gaius,  UL  §  147 ;  D.  19.  2.  2.  $  1- 
1  H.  &  N.  73;  Edwards  v.  Grand  Trunk 
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*  606       ♦  (T.)  Place  of  Delivery.  —  The  place  of  delivery  is  fre- 

quently a  point  of  consequence  in  the  construction  of  the 
contract  of  sale,  y^ 

If  no  place  be  designated  by  the  contract,  the  general  rule  is, 
that  the  articles  sold  are  to  be  delivered  at  the  place  where  they 
are  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The  store  of  the  merchant,  the  shop 
of  the  manufacturer  or  mechanic,  and  the  farm  or  granary  of  the 
farmer,  at  which  the  commodities  sold  are  deposited  or  kept, 
must  be  the  place  where  the  demand  and  delivery  are  to  be 
made,  when  the  contract  is  to  pay  upon  demand,  and  is  silent 

as  to  the  place.    This  appears  to  be  the  general  doctrine 

*  606    on  the  subject,  (a)     Pothier  *  distinguishes  between  con- 

(a)  Pothier,  Trmit^  det  Oblig.  n.  612;  Traits  da  Contrat  de  Vente,  nof.  45,  4I^, 
61,62;  Code  Napoleon,  n.  leOO;  TooiUer,  Droit  CiTil  Fran^aia,  Yii.  n.  90;  CitU 
Code  of  liOuitiana,  art.  2469;  Adama  v.  Mlnick  [ii6i  •npra],  cited  Id  Whanon'a  Dig. 
of  Penn.  Casei,  tit  Vendor,  n.  76;  liObdeU  v.  Hopkins,  6  Co  wen,  616;  Cbipman'i 
Eiaay  on  the  Law  of  Contracto,  29,  30 ;  Goodwin  o.  Holbrook,  4  Wend.  880. 

The  Code  Napoleon,  in  respect  to  the  contract  of  sale,  and  in  respect  to  all  other 
contracts,  seems  to  be,  in  a  great  degree,  a  concise  abridgment  or  summary  of  ibe 
writings  of  Pothier.  M.  Dnpin,  In  a  dissertation  prefixed  to  the  edition  of  the 
works  of  Pothier,  published  in  Paris  in  1827,  says,  that  three  fourths  of  the  Code 
Civil  haTe  been  literally  extracted  from  Pothier's  treatises.  The  otility  of  the 
latter,  and  their  great  merit  hi  learning,  perspicuity,  and  accuracy  of  illustratioa 
are  far  from  being  superseded  or  eclipsed  by  the  simplicity,  precision,  and  breTity 
of  the  code.  The  aid  of  the  French  dTilians  of  the  former  school  has  been  found 
as  indispensable  as  ever.  The  Code  Napoleon  and  Code  de  Commerce  deal  only 
in  general  rules  and  regulations.  They  are  not  sufficiently  minute  and  prorisional 
to  solve,  without  judicial  discussion,  the  endless  questions  that  constantly  arise  in 
the  business  of  life.  The  citation  of  adjudged  cases,  M.  Dupin  says,  is  so  yerj  com- 
mon in  the  French  courts,  that  there  seems  to  be  an  emulation  who  shall  dte  the 
most.  (Jurisprudence  des  Arrfits,  Pref.)  Between  the  years  1800  and  1827,  there 
were  upwards  of  two  hundred  original  treatises  and  compendiums,  upon  diflerent 
titles  of  the  law,  published  in  France.  M.  Toullier  has  undertaken  a  commentary 
upon  the  French  Civil  Law,  according  to  the  order  of  the  Code,  which  has  already 
extended  to  twelve  volumes,  and  in  1889,  his  Droit  Civil,  the  6th  edition,  was  pub- 
lished at  Paris  in  fifteen  volumes ;  and,  as  far  as  I  may  be  permitted  to  judge,  IVom 
a  very  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  French  law,  he  seems  to  rival  even  Pothier  him- 
self in  the  comprehensiveness  of  his  plan,  and  in  the  felicity  of  its  execution.  In 
1844,  the  Cours  de  Droit  Fran^ais  snivant  le  Code  Civil,  by  M.  Duranton,  was  pab- 
lished  at  Paris  in  twenty-two  volumes. 

yi  Delivery.  —  The  term  "delivery"  is  required  in  the  performance  of  theoon- 

unfortunately  used  in  several  different  tract  of  sale.    The  last  seems  the  most 

senses ;  €.  ^.,  as  equivalent  to  passing  of  pnper  sense  of  the  term.    See  BeiJaniiB 

title,  to  actual  receipt  under  the  statute  on  Sale,  §§  674-676.  For  the  general  rule 

of  frauds,  to  transfer  of  possession  to  de-  stated  in  the  text,  see  BeiQamin  on  Sale, 

feat  creditors,  and  to  the  acts  of  delivery  1 679  «( 9eq. 
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tracts  for  a  thing  certain,  as  for  all  the  wine  of  the  vintage 
of  the  vendor,  and  a  contract  for  anything  indeterminate,  as  a 
pair  of  gloves,  a  certain  quantity  of  corn,  wine,  &c.  In  the 
former  case,  the  delivery  is  to  be  at  the  repository  where  the 
wine  was  at  the  time  of  the  contract ;  and  this  is  reasonably  sup- 
posed to  be  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  as  the  purchaser 
would  then  be  able  to  see  that  he  had  the  whole  quantity  agree- 
ably to  the  contract.  In  the  latter  case,  the  property  is  to  be 
delivered  at  the  debtor's  place  of  residence,  unless  the  parties 
lived  near  each  other,  and  the  thing  be  portable ;  in  which  case 
the  place  of  payment  would  be  the  creditor's  residence,  (a)  The 
common  law  on  the  subject  of  the  delivery  of  specific  articles 
which  are  portable,  makes  a  distinction  between  the  contract  of 
sale,  and  the  contract  to  pay  a  debt  at  another  time  in  such  arti- 
cles. We  have  seen,  that  in  the  contract  of  sale,  the  delivery  is 
to  be  at  the  place  where  the  vendor  has  the  article ;  but  in  the 
other  case,  the  weight  of  authority  would  seem  to  be  in  favor  of 
the  rule,  that  the  property  was  to  be  delivered  at  the  creditor's 
place  of  residence,  though  the  cases  on  the  subject  are  not  easily 
reconcilable  with  each  other. 

Lord  Coke  lays  down  the  rule,  (i)  that  if  the  contract  be  to 
deliver  specific  articles,  as  wheat  or  timber,  the  obligor  is  not 
bound  to  carry  the  same  abroad,  and  seek  the  obligee  (as  in  the 
case  of  payment  of  money),  but  he  must  call  upon  the  obligee 
before  the  day,  to  know  where  he  would  receive  the  articles,  and 
they  must  be  delivered,  or  the  obligor  must  be  ready  and  able  to 
make  the  delivery,  at  the  place  designated  by  the  obligee,  (c) 
This  doctrine  was  admitted  in  the  case  of  Aldrich  v. 
Albee^  (d)  in  which  it  was  declared,  that  if  *  no  place  be    *  607 

(a)  Pothier,  Traits  des  Oblig.  noe.  612,  618 ;  Bradley  v,  Farrington,  4  Ark.  632. 
(6)  Co.  Litt.  210,  b. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  the  payment  of  money,  the  old  law  was  declared,  as  late  as  the 
case  of  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Hill  (N.  T.),  851,  that  if  no  place  of  payment  be  agreed  on, 
the  party  who  is  to  pay  most  seek  the  other,  if  within  the  State ;  and  a  tender  at  his 
residence,  in  his  absence,  is  not  good. 

(d)  1  Greenl.  120.  In  the  subsequent  case,  in  the  same  court,  of  Bixby  r.  Whit- 
ney, 5  id.  192,  it  was  declared  to  be  well  settled,  tiiat  where  no  place  is  appointed  for 
the  delivery  of  specific  articles,  the  obligor  must  go  before  the  day  of  payment  to  the 
obligee,  and  know  what  place  he  will  appoint  to  receive  them.  The  first  act  is  to  be 
done  by  the  debtor,  and  if  he  omits  to  do  it,  he  is  in  default.  See  also  Bean  t;. 
Simpeon,  16  Me.  49;  Howard  v.  Miner,  20  id.  826,  and  Mingnt  v.  Pritchet,  8  Der. 
(N.  C.)  78, 8.  p. 
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mentioned  in  the  contract,  to  deliver  specific  articles  (and 
nrhich  in  that  case  were  hay,  bark,  and  shingles),  the  creditor 
had  the  right  to  name  the  place.  It  is  evident,  however,  that 
this  rule  must  be  received  with  considerable  qualification,  and  it 
will  depend,  in  some  degree,  upon  the  nature  and  use  of  the  arti- 
cle to  be  delivered.  The  creditor  cannot  be  permitted  to  appoint 
an  unreasonable  place,  and  one  so  remote  from  the  debtor  that 
the  expense  of  the  transportation  of  the  articles  might  exceed 
the  price  of  them.  If  the  place  intended  by  the  parties  can  be 
inferred,  the  creditor  has  no  right  to  appoint  a  different  place. 
But  if  no  place  of  performance  be  designated,  and  none  can  be 
clearly  inferred  from  collateral  circumstances,  it  seems  to  have 
been  again  admitted  that  the  creditor  may  designate  a  reasonable 
place  for  the  delivery  of  the  articles,  (a)  Mr.  Chipman  (6)  states 
it  as  a  rule  of  the  common  law,  well  understood  and  settled  in 
Vermont,  that  if  a  note  be  given  for  cattle,  grain,  or  other  port- 
able articles,  and  no  place  of  payment  be  designated  in  the  note, 
the  creditor's  place  of  residence,  at  the  time  the  note  is  g^ven, 
is  the  place  of  payment.  The  same  rule  is  declared  in  New 
York,  when  the  time,  but  not  the  place,  of  the  payment  of  the 
portable  article  is  fixed.  (0)  If  the  article  be  not  portable,  but 
ponderous  and  bulky,  then  Lord  Coke's  rule  prevails,  and  the 
debtor  must  seek  the  creditor,  or  get  him  to  name  a  place  ;  and 
if  no  place,  or  an  unreasonable  one,  be  named,  the  debtor  may 
deliver  the  articles  at  a  place  which  circumstances  shaU  show  to  be 
suitable  and  convenient  for  the  purpose  intended,  and  pre- 

*  608  sumptively  in  the  contemplation  *  of  the  parties  when  the 

contract  was  made,  (a)  There  is  a  material  difference  in  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  between  a  tender  of  cumbersome  goods,  and 
those  which  are  portable ;  and  the  same  removal  from  one  place 
to  another  is  not  equally  required  in  the  two  cases.  (5)  There 
.is  another  class  of  cases,  in  which  the  position  is  assumed,  that 

(a)  Carrier  9.  Currier,  2  )k  H.  7ft. 

(6)  EfBay  on  the  Law  of  Contracto  for  the  Ftyment  of  Specific  Articloe.  25,  96. 

(e)  Goodwin  v.  Holbrook,  4  Wend.  877.  If  the  place  of  payment  of  specific  arti- 
det  be  at  the  election  of  the  payee,  it  u  a  privilege,  which,  if  not  ezerciaed  in  a 
reasonable  time,  is  waived,  and  the  debtor  may  elect  the  place,  and  there  tender  the 
articles  and  gire  notice  to  the  payee.    Adm.  of  Peck  v.  Hubbard,  11  Vt  612. 

(a)  Chlpman's  Essay  on  the  Law  of  Contracts  for  the  Payment  of  Specific  Arti- 
cles, 27 ;  Howard  v.  Miner,  20  Me.  S25. 

(6)  Stone  0.  GilUam,  1  Show.  149. 
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if  the  parties  have  not  designated  any  particular  place  of  delivery, 
it  is  to  be  at  the  debtor's  residence^  or  where  the  property  was  at 
the  time  of  the  contract;  as  in  the  case  of  a  note  payable  in  farm 
produce,  without  mentioning  time  or  place,  the  place  of  demand 
and  delivery  is  held  to  be  at  the  debtor's  farm,  (c)  It  is  likewise 
adjudged,  that  where  a  person  in  the  character  of  a  bailee  prom- 
ises to  deliver  specific  goods  on  demand,  though  the  demand  may 
be  made  wherever  he  may  be  at  the  time,  his  offer  to  deUver  at 
the  place  where  the  property  is,  or  at  his  dwelling-house  or  place 
of  business,  will  be  sufficient.  Qd) 

If  the  debtor  be  present  in  person  or  by  his  agent,  and  makes 
a  tender  of  specific  articles  at  the  proper  time  and  place,  accord- 
ing to  contract,  and  the  creditor  does  not  come  to  receive  them, 
or  refuses  to  accept  them,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  if  the  article 
be  properly  designated  and  set  apart  (and  such  designation  is 
necessary),  Qe)  the  debt  is  thereby  discharged.  (/)  If  the  debtor 
be  sued,  he  may  plead  the  tender  and  refusal,  and  he  will  be 
excused  by  the  necessity  of  the  case  from  pleading  uneore  pri$ty 
and  bringing  the  cumbersome  articles  into  court ;  (9)  and  it  is 
iu)t  like  the  case  of  a  tender  of  money,  which  the  party  is  bound 

(c)  Lobdell  i^.  Hopkins,  6  Coweo,  516.  So  also  in  Minor  0.  Micfaie,  Walker  (Miaa.), 
24,  it  was  held,  that  if  no  time  or  place  be  specified  in  the  contract  for  the  deliyery 
of  specific  articles,  the  debtor  is  not  bound  to  seek  the  creditor,  bat  the  latter,  to  en« 
title  himself  to  sue,  mast  aUege  and  prore  a  special  demand.  This  is  more  reason* 
able  than  Lord  Coke's  rule.  The  law  relatire  to  the  practical  execution  of  contracts 
for  payment  in  goods  or  specific  articles  is  well  expounded  in  Chipman  on  Contracts. 
See  also  Roberts  v.  Beatty,  2  Penn.  66;  Cowen,  J.,  20  Wend.  199;  Barr  v.  Myers, 
8  WatU  &  S.  296. 

(d)  Scott  V.  Crane,  1  Conn.  266;  6  id.  76 ;  Mason  v.  Briggs,  16  Mass.  463;  Stitt- 
gerland  v.  Morse,  8  Johns.  474. 

(«)  Wyman  v.  Winslow,  2  FWrf.  398. 

(/)  Co.  Litt  207,  a;  Peytoe's  Case,  9  Co.  79,  a;  Bro.  tft.  Touts  temps  prist.  pL 
81;  Smith  r.  LoomU,  7  Conn.  110;  Garrard  v.  Zachariah,  1  Stewart  (Ak.),  272? 
Thaxton  v,  Edwards,  ib.  624 ;  Sarary  i;.  Qoe,  8  Wash.  C.  C.  140 ;  Robinson  ».  Batch- 
rfder,  4  N.  H.  46;  Lamb  v,  Lathrop,  18  Wend.  96. 

to)  Bro.  Mntpra.  In  Johnson  v.  Baird,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  182,  in  an  action  on  a 
promise  to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  hats,  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  it  was  held  to  be 
a  good  defence,  that  the  defendant  had  the  hats  ready  for  dellyery  at  the  time  and 
place,  and  that  no  person  was  present  to  receive  them.  But  the  plea  also  contained 
the  wKort  prist,  and  the  court  said  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  plea  should  state 
where  the  articles  were,  and  that  they  were  either  left  at  the  place  properly  desig- 
nated, or  that  they  were  retained,  and  were  still  ready  for  delivery.  Dorman  v. 
BMer,  ib.  490;  Fleming  v.  Potter,  7  Watts,  380,  s.  p.  No  demand  was  held  to  be 
necessary  fai  the  hitter  case,  but  the  defendant  must  show  that  he  was  ready  at  the 
time  and  place. 
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to  keep  good,  and  on  a  plea  of  tender  to  bring  the  money 
*509    into  court.     The  creditor  *  is  entitled  to  the  money  at  ull 

events,  whatever  may  be  the  fate  of  the  plea ;  (a)  and 
there  is  equal  reason  that  he  should  be  entitled  to  the  specific 
articles  tendered.  But  in  Weld  v.  ffadley^  (i)  it  was  decided, 
after  a  very  able  discussion,  that  on  a  tender  and  refusal  of  spe- 
cific articles,  the  property  did  not  pass  to  the  creditor.  This  was 
contrary  to  the  doctrine  declared  in  other  cases ;  (c)  and  the 
weight  of  argument,  if  not  of  authority,  and  the  analogies  of  the 
law,  would  appear  to  lead  to  the  conclusion,  that  on  a  valid  ten- 
der of  specific  articles  the  debtor  is  not  only  dischai^ed  from  his 
contract,  but  the  right  of  property  in  the  articles  tendered  passes 
to  the  creditor,  ((f)  The  debtor  may  abandon  the  goods  so 
tendered ;  but  if  he  elects  to  retain  possession  of  the  goods,  it 
is  in  the  character  of  bailee  to  the  creditor,  and  at  his  risk  and 
expense,  (e) 

With  respect  to  part  performance  of  an  entire  contract  for  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  personal  property  of  a  given  quantity,  at  a 
specified  price  and  time,  or  for  the  performance  of  certain  labor 
and  service,  a  delivery  of  a  less  quantity  than  that  agreed  on,  or 
a  refusal  or  omission  to  perform  the  entire  labor  or  service,  with- 
out any  act  or  consent  of  the  other  party,  will  not  entitie  the 
party  who  has  delivered  in  part,  or  performed  in  part,  to  recover 
any  compensation  for  the  goods  which  have  been  delivered,  or  the 

la)  Le  Grew  v,  Cooke,  1  Bot.  4  P.  882. 

(6)  1  N.  H.  295. 

(c)  NichoU  V.  Whiting,  1  Root,  443 ;  Rix  v.  Strong,  ib.  66 ;  SlingerUnd  r.  Mone, 
8  Johns.  474. 

id)  Code  Napoleon,  n.  1267;  Pothier,  TraM  des  Oblig.  n.  646 ;  Smith  v.  Loomk, 
rapra;  Mitchell  i'.  Merrill,  2  BUckf.  (Ind.)  87 ;  Lamb  v.  Lathrop,  18  Wend,  96l  In 
Bailej  v.  Simonds.  6  N.  H.  169,  It  waa  held,  that  if  a  note  be  pajable  in  goods  at  a 
particular  place,  on  demand,  the  maker  mnst  hare  the  goods  always  readj  at  the 
place.    Mason  v.  Briggs,  16  Mass.  468,  a.  p. 

(e)  Mr.  Chipman,  in  the  able  essay  to  which  I  have  already  referred,  supposes 
that  the  debtor  may  sell  the  goods  which  he  so  retains,  if  they  be  perishable  articles, 
and  he  will  be  accountable  for  the  net  proceeds.  He  has  reasoned  well,  and  upon 
sound  legal  principles,  in  support  of  his  position,  that  on  the  tender  and  refusal  of 
specific  articles  the  debt  is  dUcharged  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  title  to  the  property 
transferred  to  the  creditor  on  the  other.  In  BUnois,  it  is  declared  by  sUtute,  tbst 
if  no  place  be  specified  in  the  written  contract  for  the  payment  or  delirery  of  specific 
articles,  the  obligor  may  tender  them  at  the  payee's  place  of  residence.  But  if  the 
article  be  too  ponderous,  or  the  payee  has  no  known  place  of  residence,  the  ohUgor 
may  tender  them  at  his  own  place  of  residence.  Such  tender  resU  the  propwty  in 
the  creditor.    Reyised  Laws  of  IlUnoU,  edit  1833,  pp.  484,  486. 
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senrice  which  has  been  perfonned.  The  entire  performance  is  a 
oondition  precedent  to  the  payment  of  the  price,  and  the  courts 
cannot  absolve  men  from  their  legal  engagements,  or  make  con- 
tracts for  them.  (/) 

(/)  Waddington  v.  OliTer,  6  Bos.  &  P.  61 ;  M'Millan  v.  Vanderlip,  12  Johns.  166 ; 
JenniDgs  v.  Camp,  18  Johns.  94;  Champlin  v.  Rowley,  IS  Wend.  258;  8.  o.  18 
Wend.  187 ;  Mead  v.  Degolyer,  16  id.  682 ;  Stark  v.  Parker,  2  Pick.  267 ;  Olmstead 
V.  Beale,  19  id.  628.  See  also  supra,  258,  and  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Wilkins,  8  Vt  64; 
Helm  v.  Wilson,  4  Mo.  41 ;  Wooten  v.  Reed,  2  Sm.  &  M.  586;  Givhan  v.  Dailey» 
4  Ala.  886.  The  cases  of  Ozendale  v.  Wetherell,  9  B.  &  C.  886,  and  Britton  v. 
Turner,  6  N.  H.  481,  considered  the  rule  as  rather  stem,  and  relaxed  its  scTeritj ; 
and  in  Mead  v.  Degolyer,  above  mentioned,  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  intimated  that  a 
court  of  chancery  might,  perhaps,  feel  itself  driTen  to  interfere  in  some  of  these 
bard  cases,  and  it  was  repulsive  to  Lord  Tenterden's  ideas  of  justice,  that  if  a  man 
agreed  to  deliver  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels  of  wheat  by  a  certain  day,  fell  short 
but  one  bushel,  the  vendee  should  get  the  two  hundred  forty-nine  for  nothing.  But 
in  Champlin  v,  Rowley,  18  Wend.  191,  the  chancellor  repudiated  the  doctrine  in  the 
cuae  of  Oxendale  o.  Wetherell,  with  much  severity. 

It  is  said  to  be  now  settled,  that  after  a  rescission  and  abandonment  of  a  special 
agreement,  compensation  for  partial  performance  may  be  recovered.  Porter  v. 
Woods,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.)  60.  On  this  vexed  question  of  the  right  of  a  party  to 
redress,  who  fails  to  perform  an  entire  contract,  except  in  part,  the  numerous  and 
conflicting  authorities,  both  English  and  American,  have  been  industriously  collected 
by  Mr.  Sedgwick,  in  his  very  valuable  Treatise  on  the  Measure  of  Damages.  The 
principal  ones,  besides  those  already  referred  to,  are  to  be  seen  in  that  treatise,  21&- 
283,  and  found  to  be  against  any  remedy,  in  6  T.  R.  820;  8  Taunt.  62;  2  Starkie, 
266 ;  9  B.  ft  C.  92 ;  2  Mass.  147 ;  2  Pick.  267.  882;  9  Johns.  827 ;  8  Cowen,  68 ;  18 
Wend.  187.  The  condition  precedent  precludes  the  action.  The  cases  in  relaxation 
of  the  rule,  besides  those  already  referred  to,  are  BuUer,  N.  P.  189 ;  4  Bos.  &  P.  861. 
6;  7  Pick.  181 ;  8  id.  178.  If  there  has  been  any  acquiescence  in  a  part  perform- 
ance, so  as  to^benefit  the  party  accepting,  or  the  non-performance  was  owing  to  any 
act  of  the  other  party,  or  arose  from  inevitable  necessity,  it  seems  most  reasonable, 
that  if  any  benefit  has  been  conferred,  and  no  mala  mens  mingle  with  the  default,  a 
reasonable  allowance  should  be  made  for  the  part  performed.  The  decision  of  Par- 
ker, J.,  in  Britton  r.  Turner,  in  6  N.  H.  481,  is  supported  by  veiy  impressive  remarks. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  as  to  the  rule  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  in 
personal  actions,  the  motive  or  animus  of  the  party  in  default  is  disregarded,  and  the 
damages  are  limited  to  the  pecuniary  loss  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement,  without 
reference  to  the  fraud  or  malice  of  the  party,  for  such  considerations  [belong  ?]  properly 
to  actions  «m  the  case,  or  for  deceit.  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  206-212.  Mr.  Sedgwick 
says  thai  the  rule  of  damages  in  actions  for  breach  of  contract  is  now  generally 
regulated  by  the  discretion  of  the  court,  according  to  fixed  principles,  and  the  court 
will  not  allow  an  unconscio[nable]  recovery,  and  that  Jurors  have  not  an  arbitrary 
discretion  over  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  for  this  is  cited  4  Bibb,  641 ;  8  J.  J, 
Marshall,  86;  10  Ifass.  469;  2  Brod.  A  B.  680;  Sedgwick,  214,  216.  Indeed,  as  Mr. 
Sedgwick  has  observed  in  another  pUce,  the  settied  tendency  of  our  law,  as  well  ai. 
all  sound  reasoning,  is  to  reduce  the  measure  of  damages  as  far  as  possible,  cases  of 
tort  and  wrong  excepted,  to  fixed  legal  rules.  But  the  contradictions  and  variations 
in  the  multitudinous  cases  which  are  cited  and  dispersed  throughout  his  treatise  show 
a  very  great  failure  in  the  eflbrt 
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I  have  thus  endeaTored  to  mark  the  prominent  and  most  prac- 
tical distinctions,  on  the  very  diffasive  subject  of  the  deliyeiy 
requisite  to  pass  the  title  to  goods,  or  to  take  the  case  oat  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  But  even  in  this  general 
view  of  the  subject,  it  has  been  difficult  to  select  those  leading 
principles  which  were  sufficient  to  carry  us  safely  through  the 
labyrinth  of  cases  that  overwhelm  and  oppress  this  branch  of  the 
law. 

*  510        *  8.  Of  the  Memorandna  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frands. 

—  The  statute  of  frauds,  of  29  Car.  II.  c  8,  sec.  4,  de- 
clared, that  no  action  should  be  brought  to  charge  any  executor 
or  administrator,  upon  any  special  pix)mise,  to  answer  damages 
out  of  his  own  estate ;  (a)  or  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  any 
special  promise  to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of 
another  person ;  or  to  charge  any  person,  upon  any  agreement 
made  upon  consideration  of  marriage ;  (&)  or  upon  any  agreement 
that  was  not  to  be  performed  in  one  year,  (c)  unless  there  was 

(a)  Tht  New  Tork  Berbcd  Sutalet,  ii.  118,  mc.  1,  have  imixroTed  apoii  te 
phrateoloQr  of  tba  EnglUh  ttatatM,  bj  adcUog,  or  to  pajf  the  lUbtt  of  tU  tmiakf  or 
inteitate  outof  ku  own  atate, 

(6)  This  did  not  apply  to  mataal  piomiMt  to  manry.  Cock  9.  Bakar,  Sir.  U; 
and  In  the  New  York  Rerieed  Statatee,  ii.  1S6»  sec  2,  thia  exception  ia  exptmtts 


(c)  The  itatute  only  appUea  to  agreementa  whiek  are,  by  ezpreaa  atipnlatiaii,  aif 
to  be  perfonned  within  a  year.  It  doea  not  apply  to  an  afreement  which  doea  not 
appear  from  its  terms  to  be  incapable  of  parfonnance  within  the  year,  nor  to  cases  in 
which  the  performance  of  the  agreement  depends  npon  a  ooatiagency  wliich  may  sr 
may  not  happen  within  tlie  year.  Peter  v,  Compton,  Skinner,  3(>S ;  ToUey  v.  Greene, 
2  Sandf.  Ch.  91 ;  Fenton  v.  Emblers,  8  Burr.  1278 ;  WeUs  v.  Horton,  12  B.  Moore»  177 ; 
Moore  v.  Fox,  10  Johns.  244 ;  Bi'Lees  v.  Hale,  10  Wend.  428 ;  Petera  v.  Westborongh, 
19  Pick.  984;  Lockwood  v.  Barnes,  8  HiU  (N.  Y.),  128.  An  indioate  paffoimanoe 
within  the  year,  under  a  parol  agreement,  ia  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  oat  of  the 
statute*  The  statute  excepts  agreements  only  that  are  to  be  perjbrmed,  thai  ia»  com- 
pleted within  the  year.  Boydell  v.  Drummond,  11  East,  142 ;  Birch  v.  Earl  of  liTer- 
pool,  9  B.  &  C.  892 ;  Hinckley  v,  Southgate,  11  Vt  428;  Lockwood  v.  Barnes,  8  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  128;  Herrin  v.  Butters,  20  Me.  110;  Johnson  v.  Watson,  1  Kdly,  848.  The 
statute  of  frauds  does  not  apply  to  executed  contracts,  whidi  hare  beea  conqiletely 
performed  on  both  sides.  Nor  does  the  statute  apply  to  the  case  of  gooda  sold  and 
to  be  deliyered  within  the  year,  bmt  where  the  price  was  not  to  be  paid  natU  after 
the  expiration  of  the  year.  DoneUan  v.  Reed,  3  B.  a  Ad.  899^;  Holbroek  «.  Am- 
strong,  1  Fairf.  81 ;  Johnson  ».  Watson,  1  Kelly,  848.  The  design  of  the  atatvte, 
said  Lord  Holt,  was  not  to  tmat  the  memory  of  wttnessee  beyond  one  year.  Lsid 
Raymond,  817 ;  and  it  was  adjudged,  in  BroadweH  9.  Getman,  2  Denio,  87,  that  a 
parol  agreement  which  waa  not  whoUy  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  waa  raid,  erea 
though  one  of  the  parties  had  a  longer  tiaaa  than  a  year  for  the  peribraaaaoe,  and  the 
authority  of  the  decision  in  Donellan  t*.  Reed  was  questioned  and  not  acceded  to. 
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some  memorandum  or  note  in  writing  of  the  agreement,  signed 
by  the  party  to  be  charged,  or  his  agent.  The  statute  in  respect 
to  the  memorandum  applied  also  to  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  in  cases  where  there  was  no  de- 
livery and  acceptance  of  part,  or  payment  in  part,  or  something 
in  earnest  given.  (cI)  This  statute  is  assumed  to  be  the  basis  of 
the  statute  laws  of  the  several  states  on  this  subject.  It  has 
been  frequently  reenacted  in  New  York,  and  the  last  revision  of 
the  statute  law  of  the  state  has  not  changed  its  force  or  con- 
struction, («)  and  it  applies  equally  to  the  grant  or  assignment  of 
any  existing  trust  in  goods  and  things  in  action,  as  well  as  to 
lands.  (/)  The  signing  of  the  agreement  by  one  party  only  is 
sufficient,  provided  it  be  the  party  sought  to  be  charged.  He  is 
estopped  by  his  signature  from  denying  that  the  contract  was 
validly  executed,  though  the  paper  be  not  signed  by  the  other 
party  who  sues  for  a  performance,  (g)  ^  It  is  sufficient,  like- 
wise, if  the  note  or  *  memorandum  be  made  by  a  broker  *  611 
employed  to  effect  the  purchase;  and  if  he  settles  the  bar^ 

{d)  The  statute  Applies  to  the  contract  of  sale  of  goods  to  he  made  and  delivered 
witfun  the  year.    Gardner  v,  Joy,  9  Met  177. 

(e)  New  York  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  113,  sec  1 ;  lb.  ii.  135.  sec.  2 ;  ih.  11.  186,  sec.  3; 
ib.  ii.  187,  sec.  2.  Bat  the  New  Tork  statute  uses  the  word  aubecribed,  instead  of  the 
word  siffned  in  the  statute  of  Charles  II.  The  liCassachusetts  Revised  Statutes  of 
1836,  and  the  Revised  Laws  of  Illinois  of  1883,  and  of  Indiana,  1838,  and  of  Connecti- 
cut, 1838,  and  of  New  Jersey,  1794,  followed  closely  the  words  of  the  English  stotute 
of  fhiuds.  But  in  Pennsylvania,  tlie  provision  in  the  4th  section  requiring  a  promise 
In  writing  to  be  held  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,  is  not  adopted. 
The  New  Tork  statute  contains  a  provision  which  puts  an  end  to  the  question  which 
has  much  agitated  and  divided  the  courts  of  law  in  England  and  in  this  country  (see 
mfia,  iiL  121, 122).  The  consideration  of  the  promise  need  not  be.  expressed  in  the 
writing,  but  may  be  proved  by  paroL 

(/)  It  seems  not  to  be  settled  in  England  whether  ttock  be  comprehended  under 
the  words  good$,  wares,  and  merchandise^  in  tlie  17th  section  of  the  statute.  Pickering 
9.  Appleby,  Comyn,  364;  Mussell  v.  Cooke,  Prec.  in  Cb.  533;  Colt  v.  Netterviil, 
2  P  Wms  808.  See  supra,  491,  n.  Treasury  cliecks  are  held  not  to  be  included  in 
the  words.  Been  v.  Crowell,  Dudley  (Ga.),  2&  But  in  Massachusetts  it  is  held 
that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  manufacturing  stock  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
TiMlale  v,  Harris,  20  Pick.  9. 

ig)  Allen  v.  Bennet,  8  Taunt  169 ;  Lord  Manners,  in  2  Ball  &  B.  370 ;  Sir  William 
Grant,  In  8  Ves.  &  a  192;  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  in  2  Jac.  ft  Walk.  426;  Flight  v. 
BoUand,  4  Russ.  298;  BalUrd  v.  Walker,  8  Johns.  Cas.  60;  Seton  v.  SUde,  7  Yes. 
265;  CUson  v.  Bailey,  14  Johns.  487;  Douglass  v.  Spears,  2  Nott  4  M'C.  207; 
Palmer  v.  Scott,  1  Huss.  &  My.  391 ;  Davis  v.  Shields.  26  Wend.  841. 

1  Juftloe  V.  Lang,  42  N.  T.  493;  Liverpool  Bank  p.  Eedea,  4  Horlst  &  N.  ISa 
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gain,  he  is  considered  as  agent  for  both  parties,  and  the  instrument 
is  liberally  construed  without  a  scrupulous  regard  to  forms,  (a) 
The  signature  may  be  with  a  lead  pencil,  according  to  the  prac- 
tice in  cases  of  hurried  business.  The  mark  of  one  unable  to 
write,  or  even  a  printed  name,  under  certain  circumstances,  is  a 
sufficient  signature ;  and  if  the  name  be  inserted  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  have  the  e£Eect  of  authenticating  the  instrument,  it  is 
immaterial  in  what  part  of  it  the  name  be  found.  (6)  ^  The  con- 
tract must,  however,  be  stated  with  reasonable  certainty,  so  that 
it  can  be  understood  from  the  writing  itself,  without  having 
recourse  to  parol  proof,  (c)  Unless  the  essential  terms  of  the  sale 
can  be  ascertained  from  the  writing  itself,  or  by  a  reference  con- 
tained in  it  to  something  else,  the  writing  is  not  a  compliance 
with  the  statute ;  and  if  the  agreement  be  thus  defective,  it  can- 
not be  supplied  by  parol  proof,  for  that  would  at  once  introduce 
all  the  mischiefs  which  the  statute  of  frauds  and  perjuries  wss 
intended  to  prevent  (d) 

(a)  Goom  V.  AfUlo,  6  B.  &  C.  117.  The  agent  under  the  statute  must  be  a  tliird 
person,  and  not  one  of  the  principals,  and  his  authority  may  be  by  parol.  Faxe- 
brother  o.  Simmons,  6  B.  &  Aid.  SSS. 

(6)  Stokes  V.  Moore,  1  Cox,  219 ;  Selby  v.  Selby,  8  HeriT.  2 ;  OgiWie  v.  FoQambe, 
ib.  68;  Knight  r.  Crockford,  1  Esp.  190;  Saunderson  v.  Jackson,  2  Bos.  &  P.  238; 
Schneider  v.  Norris,  2  Maule  &  8.  286 ;  Clason  o.  Bailey,  14  Johns.  484;  Tboratoii 
9.  Kempster,  6  Taunt  788 ;  Fenniman  v.  HarUhorn,  18  Mass.  87. 

(c)  Bailey  v.  Ogdens,  8  Johns.  899;  Champion  v,  Plummer,  4  Bos.  &  P.  262; 
Elmore  v.  Kingscote,  6  B.  &  C.  688.  If  a  bill  of  parcels  be  delivered  to  and  accepted 
by  the  purchaser,  with  his  name  in  it,  ftt>m  the  commission  merchant,  it  is  a  sufficient 
memorandum  of  the  sale  of  the  goods  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Battun  v. 
Sellers,  6  Harr.  &  J.  117.  But  a  written  a^^reement  may  be  waived,  and  the  terms  of 
it  varied  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement,  for  thai  becomes  a  new  subsequent  con- 
tract. Thomas  o.  Currie,  Brevard's  MSS.  Rep.  cited  in  Rice's  Dig.  tit.  Agreement^ 
sec.  117;  Neil  v.  Cheves,  1  Bailey  (S.  C),  687.  In  Langford  v.  Cummings.  4  Ala. 
(ir.  8.)  49,  it  was  declared  that  either  the  time  or  the  plaoe  of  performance  fixed  m  a 
written  contract  may  be  changed  or  modified  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement.  A 
mutual  promise  by  parol  may  be  waived,  and  the  party  discharged  by  paroU  before 
any  breach.    King  v.  Gillett,  7  M.  &  W.  66;  Medomak  Bank  v.  Curtis,  24  Me.  86. 

(d)  Parkhurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt,  1  Johns.  Ch.  280,  281;  Abeel  v.  Radcliff.  IS 
Johns.  297 ;  vide  supra,  498.  It  was  held,  in  the  cases  of  Towers  v.  Osborne,  Str. 
606,  and  Clayton  v.  Andrews,  4  Burr.  2101,  that  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  to 
be  thereafter  produced  by  work  and  labor,  was  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  which 
only  related  to  sales  where  the  delivery  was  to  be  immediate,  and  the  buyer 


'  The  signature  must  govern  every  relate  and  refer  to,  every  part  of  the  in- 

part  of  the  instrument,  and  be  so  placed  strument.    Caton  o.  Caton,  L.  R.  2  H.  L. 

as  to  show  that  it  was  intended  to  relate  127,  143;  Dnrrell  v,  Evans,  1  Hurlst.  & 

and  refer  to,  and  that  hi  fact  it  does  C.  174. 
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*9.    Of  Sales  of  Goods,  as  affected  by  Fraud.^  —  Though   *  512 
there  be  a  judgment  against  the  vendor,  and  the  purchaser 
has  notice  of  it,  that  fact  will  not,  of  itself,  affect  the 
validity  of  the  sale  of  personal  property.     But  if  the  *  pur-  •  518 
chaser,  knowing  of  the  judgment,  purchases  with  the  view 
and  purpose  to  defeat  the  creditor's  execution,  it  is  iniquitous 
and  fraudulent,  notwithstanding  he  may  have  given  a  full  price, 
for  it  is  assisting  the  debtor  to  injure  the  creditor.     The  question 
of  fraud  depends  upon  the  motive.     The  purchase  must  be  bona 
fide^  as  well  as  upon   a  valuable  consideration.     The  rule  has 

,  diately  answerable.  In  the  one  case,  the  coach  was  to  be  afterwards  made,  and  in 
the  olher,  the  wheat  was  to  be  threshed ;  and  as  the  article  contracted  to  be  sold  was 
to  be  first  manufactured,  or  labor  bestowed  upon  it,  the  contract  might  be  deemed  to 
be  one  for  work  or  labor  in  making  or  preparing  an  article  for  deliTery.  These 
cases  have  been  since  somewhat  questioned,  and  the  latter  went  quite  far  with  its 
distinction.  It  seems  now  to  be  settled  that  the  statute  of  frauds  extends  to  execu- 
torj  as  well  as  to  executed  contracts ;  and  that  if  the  article  sold  existed  at  the  time 
til  soUdo,  and  was  capable  of  deliyery,  the  contract  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds ; 
bat  if  the  article  is  to  be  afterwards  manufactured,  or  pftpared  by  work  and  labor 
for  delivery,  the  contract  is  not  within  the  statute.  Rondeau  v.  Wyatt,  2  H.  Bl.  68  ; 
Cooper  V,  Elston,  7  T.  R.  14 ;  Smith  v.  Surman,  9  B.  &  C.  561 ;  Gadsden  v.  Lance, 
1  M'Mull.  (S.  C.)  Eq.  87 ;  Hight  v,  Ripley,  19  Me.  187 ;  Bennett  v.  Hull,  10  Johns.  864 ; 
Crookshank  p.  Burrell,  18  id.  58 ;  Sewall  v.  Fitch,  8  Cowen,  215 ;  Jackson  v.  Covert, 
6  Wend.  139.  These  latter  cases  admit  the  distinction  above  stated  to  be  well  set- 
tled, and  that  it  goes  to  sustain  the  correctness  of  the  decisions  in  Strange,  if  not  in 
Burrow,  though  not  entirely  upon  the  ground  assumed  in  them.  And  yet,  in  Garbutt 
V,  Watson,  6  B.  &  Ad.  613,  the  decision  of  Clayton  v.  Andrews  is  strongly  and  justly 
shaken,  as  having  pushed  the  distinction  to  an  extreme  of  refinement ;  and  though, 
in  the  Ust  case,  the  sacks  of  flour  sold  were  not  then  prepared,  but  were  to  be  got 
ready  for  delivery  in  a  few  weeks,  yet  the  sale  was  held  to  be  within  the  statute,  and 
that  though  the  flour  was  not  ground  at  the  time,  it  was  still  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  goods,  and  not  for  work  and  labor  and  materials  found.  This  seems  to  be  the 
most  reasonable  construction  of  such  a  contract.  See  also  to  the  s.  p.  Downs  v.  Ross, 
28  Wend.  270 ;  and  see,  in  Scott  v.  Eastern  Co.  R.  Co.,  12  M.  &  W.  33,  where  part  of 
the  goods  are  made  and  delivered,  and  the  residue  are  to  be  manufactured  according 
to  order,  the  whole  forms  one  entire  contract,  and  the  acceptance  of  part  applies  to 
the  whole,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  in  Maryland,  in  Eichelberger  v.  M'Cauley,  5  Harr.  &  J. 
218,  followed,  with  some  reluctance,  the  case  of  Qayton  v.  Andrews,  and  declared 
that  it  was  not  to  be  extended  to  cases  where  the  work  and  labor  to  be  done  might 
be,  of  themselves,  considered  parts  of  the  contract.  The  English  statute  of  9  Geo. 
IV.  c.  14,  entitled,  "  An  act  for  rendering  a  written  memorandum  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  certain  promises  and  engagements,"  has  provided  for  this  case,  by  declar- 
ing that  the  statute  of  frauds  of  29  Car.  II.  c.  8,  shall  extend  to  all  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  goods  of  the  value  of  ten  pounds  and  upwards,  notwithstanding  the  goods 
may  be  intended  to  be  delivered  at  some  future  time,  or  oiay  not^  at  the  time  of  the 

1  AiA€,  482,  n.  1. 
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been  repeatedly  declared  and  eatablished.  (a)  y^  Whether  it  would 
be  an  act  of  fraud  sufBcient  to  vacate  the  contract,  if  the  pur* 
chaser,  knowing  of  his  own  insolvency  and  utter  incapacity  to 
make  payment,  but  without  using  any  device  or  contrivance  to 
deceive  the  vendor,  purchases  goods  of  another,  who  is  igno- 
rant of  his  insolvency,  and  sells  them  under  the  belief  of  the  sol- 
vency as  well  as  good  faith  of  the  buyer,  is  a  question  which 

*  514   *  was  raised,  but  left  undecided,  in  Conyer%  v.  Ennu.  (a) 

It  has  been  since  decided  in  another  case,  (i)  that  the 
mere  insolvency  of  the  vendee,  and  the  liability  of  the  goods  to 
immediate  attachment  by  his  creditors,  though  well  known  to 
himself,  and  not  disclosed  to  the  vendor,  would  not,  of  itself,* 
avoid  the  sale.  In  that  case  there  was  no  false  assertion,  or 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  or  deceit  practised,  or  concert,  or 
secret  agreement,  with  any  other  person,  and  there  was  no  direct 

contract,  be  actiutlly  made,  procured,  or  prorided,  or  fit,  or  readj  for  delivery,  or 
tome  act  may  be  reqaisite  for  the  making  or  completing  thereof,  or  rendering  the 
Mme  fit  for  deliveiy.  It  was  laid,  in  the  last  century,  at  Westminster  Hall,  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  of  20  Car.  II.  had  not  been  explained  at  a  less  expense  than  one 
hundred  thousand  pounds  sterling.  I  should  suppose,  from  the  numerous  questions 
snd  decisions  which  have  since  arisen  upon  It,  that  we  might  put  down  the  sum  at  a 
million  and  upwards.  How  haxardous  it  would  now  teem  to  be  to  attempt  to  recast 
tiie  statute  in  new  language,  or  to  disturb  the  order  and  stjle  of  its  composition, 
considering  how  costly  its  judicial  liquidation  has  been,  and  how  applicable  its  pro- 
Tisiotts  are  to  the  daily  contracts  and  practical  affairs  of  mankind !  It  has  been 
affirmed  in  England,  tliat  CTory  line  of  it  was  worth  a  subsidy;  and  uniform  expe^ 
rience  shows  how  difficult  it  is,  by  new  proTisions,  to  meet  every  contingency,  and 
silence  the  tone  of  sharp,  piercing  criticism,  and  the  restless  and  reckless  spirit  of 
litigation. 

(a)  Lord  Mansfield,  1  Burr.  474 ;  Cowp.  434 ;  Dallas,  C.  J.,  8  Taunt  678 ;  Beak  r. 
Guernsey,  8  Johns.  446 ;  Duncan,  J.,  7  Serg.  ft  R.  89. 

(a)  2  Mason,  286. 

(6)  Cross  V.  Peters,  1  Greenl.  876;  [Mitchell  v.  Worden,  20  Barb.  263;  Buckley 
V.  Artcher,  21  Barb.  585.  It  has  often  been  held  that  the  vendor  may  repudiate  a 
sale  of  goods  which  were  purchased  with  a  preconceired  intention  not  to  pay  for  them. 
Dow  V.  Sanborn,  3  Allen,  181 ;  Fox  v.  Webster,  46  Mo.  181 ;  Stewart  v.  Emerson, 
52  N.  H.  301 ;  contra,  Nichols  v.  Michael,  28  N.  T.  264 ;  Backentoss  o.  Spelcher, 
31  Penn.  St.  324 ;  Nichols  v.  Pinner,  18  N.  T.  295;]  IDonaldson  v.  Farwell,  93  U.  S. 
681 ;  Ex  parte  WhitUker,  10  L.  R.  Ch.  446.] 

y^  Beurmann  v.  Van  Buren,  44  Mich,  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  pordiaser 

496 ;  Carroll  v.  Hay  ward,  124  Mass.  120.  of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 

The  same  rule  applies  as  to  real  property,  seller  will  render  the  sale  voidable,  see 

Schmidt  v.  Opie,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  188;  Prewit  Dudley  v.  Danforth,  «1  N.  T.  626;  Leh- 

r.  Wilson,  103  U.  S.  22 ;  Mehlhop  v.  Pet-  nian  v.  Kelly,  68  AU.  192.    See  Ferris  r. 

tibone,  54  Wis.  652.    As  to  how  tax  mere  IroDa,  88  Penn.  8t  179. 
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evidence  that  the  vendee  knew  at  the  time  that  he  was  insolvent. 
The  decision  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  credit  was,  in 
fact,  obtained  without  any  fraudulent  intent,  and  the  validity  of 
the  sale  would  depend  upon  the  decision  of  the  question,  whether 
there  was  fraud  in  fact.  (<?) 

If  the  vendee  discovers  that  he  is  insolvent,  and  that  it  is  not 
in  his  power  to  pay  for  the  goods,  the  courts  have  allowed  him  to 
rescind  the  contract,  and  retui*n  the  goods  to  the  seller  with  his 
assent,  provided  he  did  it  before  the  contract  was  consummated 
by  an  absolute  delivery  and  acceptance,  and  provided  it  was  done 
in  good  faith,  and  not  with  the  colorable  design  of  favoring  a 
particular  creditor.  He  cannot  rescind  the  contract  after  the 
transit  has  ceased,  and  the  goods  have  been  actually  received 
into  his  possession,  and  the  rights  of  other  creditors  have  at- 
tached, (i) 

(e)  It  WM  lettled  in  the  Coart  of  Errors  in  New  York,  in  Lnpin  v.  Marie,  6  Wend. 
77,  that  where  goods  are  delivered  nnconditionally  to  the  rendee,  a  mistake  or  error 
as  to  his  solyencj  will  not  inralidate  the  contract,  or  entitle  tiie  vendor  to  relief,  for 
the  yendor  of  personal  property  has  no  lien  on  the  goods  sold  and  delivered.  But  if 
there  be  fraud,  in  fact,  on  the  part  of  the  buyer,  in  respect  to  the  purchase,  the  vendor 
may  elect  either  to  affirm  the  sale  and  sue  for  the  price,  or  to  treat  the  sale  as  void 
and  follow  the  goods  or  proceeds  even  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  who  received 
them  without  paying  any  new  consideration.  Lloyd  v.  Brewster,  4  Paige,  587; 
Cmry  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill  (N.  T.),  811;  [Kayser  v.  Sichel,  84  Barb.  84;]  George  d. 
Kimball,  24  Pick.  241.  If,  however,  the  purchaser  from  the  fraudulent  vendee  has 
actually  paid  for  the  goods,  he  will  hold  them.  See  the  last  case,  supra.  A  fraudu- 
lent purchase  of  goods  gives  no  title  as  against  the  vendor,  nor  will  such  a  puN 
chaser's  transfer  of  the  goods,  to  pay  or  secure  a  bona  fide  creditor  for  a  preexisting 
debt,  Test  a  title  in  the  creditor.  But  if  the  under  or  second  purchaser  obtains  the 
goods  bona  fide,  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  by  giving  value,  or  incurring  responsi- 
bilities on  the  strength  of  a  pledge  of  the  goods,  he  may  hold  the  goods  as  against 
the  original  vendor.  Root  v,  French,  18  Wend.  676 ;  Trott  v.  Wanen,  2  Fairf .  227 ; 
Mowrey  v.  Walsh,  8  Cowen,  288 ;  Rowley  v.  Bigelow,  12  Pick.  807.  But  these  latter 
eaaes'are  questioned  in  Ash  v.  Putnam,  1  Hill  (N.  T.),  806,  7,  and,  with  the  exception 
of  commercial  paper,  the  rule  is,  that  he  who  has  acquired  no  title  can  convey  none. 
Vide  supra,  824,  note.  In  the  jurispmdence  of  some  parts  of  continental  Europe,  it  is 
admitted  that  there  exists  a  presumption  jum  el  dejure  of  fraud,  if  the  buyer  becomes 
insolvent  within  a  few  days  (and  which,  in  some  cases,  has  been  fixed  at  three),  after. 
recelTing  the  goods.  Voet,  Com.  ad  Pand.  6. 1. 14,  cites  several  authorities  in  sup- 
port of  this  rule.  In  1786,  it  was  attempted  to  be  hitroduced  into  the  law  of  Scotland 
as  a  role,  that  the  cesnofini,  witliin  three  days  after  the  purchase,  should  be  received 
as  eridenoe  per  sect  fraud ;  bnt  such  a  strict  and  precise  test  was  finally  rejected,  in 
1788,  in  the  case  of  Allan  &  Stewart  v.  The  Creditors  of  Stein,  1  Bell's  Comm.  244-248. 

(d)  Banes  v.  Fleeland,  6  T.  R.  80;  Richardson  v.  Goss,  8  Bos.  ft  P.  110 ;  Keate 
V.  Ball,  2  East,  117;  Dixon  v,  Baldwin,  6  id.  176;  Salte  o.  Field,  6  T.  R.  211.  In 
Neate  v.  Ball,  Lord  Kenyon  said,  it  was  much  to  be  wished  that,  where  goods  con- 
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*  515       *  (1.)   Of  Sales  without  Possemon.  —  On  the  subject  of 

fraudulent  sales,  another  and  a  very  vexatious  question 
has  arisen,  as  to  the  legal  consequence  and  effect  of  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  that  possession 
was  not  to  accompanj  and  follow  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  goods. 
There  is  no  doubt  of  its  being  evidence  of  fraud ;  but  the  great 
point  has  been,  whether  the  fraud  which  was  to  be  inferred  in 
such  a  case,  was  an  inference  of  law  to  be  drawn  by  the  court, 
and  resulting  inevitably  from  the  fact,  or  whether  the  fact  wss 
only  evidence  of  fraud  to  be  drawn  by  the  jury,  and  susceptible 
of  explanation.  The  history  and  diversity  of  the  decisions  on 
this  subject  form  a  curious  and  instructive  portion  of  our 
jurisprudence. 

By  the  English  statutes  of  8  Hen.  VII.  and  18  Eliz.  c.  5,  which 
have  been  reenacted  in  New  York,  (a)  and  the  essential  provi- 
sions of  which  have  been  adopted  generally  throughout  the 
United  States,  all  conveyances  of  goods  and  chattels  not  made 
bona  fde  and  upon  good  consideration,  but  in  trust  for  the  use  of 
the  person  conveying  them,  or  made  to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud 
creditors,  are  declared  to  be  void  ;  and  it  is  everywhere  admit- 
ted (6)  that  the  statutes  of  fraud  of  13  and  27  Eliz.  were 
declaratory  of  the  principles  of  the  common  law ;  and  the  deci- 
sions of  the  English  courts  are,  therefore,  applicable  to  questions 
of  constructive  fraud  arising  in  this  country,  (c) 

Twyne's  case,  (i)  which  arose  in  the  Star  Chamber  in  the  44th 
Eliz.,  is  the  basis  of  the  decisions  on  the  question  of  fraud  aris- 
ing from  possession  being  retained  by  the  vendor. 

Among  other  indicia  of  fraud  upon   which  the  court  relied, 

tinned  in  bulk,  and  ditoernible  from  the  general  mass  of  the  trader's  property  at  the 
time  of  bankmptcj,  they  could  be  returned  to  the  original  ownere  who  had  xeceired 
no  compeniation  for  them,  but  that  It  could  not  be  done  without  breaking  in  upon 
the  whole  system  of  the  bankrupt  laws. 

(a)  Fids  fu/mi,  440. 

(6)  Lord  Mansfield,  Cowp.  484;  Marshall,  C.  J.,  1  Cnmch,  816;  Bobertoon  v. 
Ewell,  8  Munf.  1 ;  Story,  J.,  1  GaU.  423. 

(c)  By  conttnuHve  frauds  are  meant  such  contimcti  or  acta  aa,  though  not  orig- 
inating in  any  actual  eril  design  or  contrirance  to  perpetrate  a  positire  fraud  or 
injury  upon  other  persons,  are  yet,  by  their  tendency  to  deoeiTe  or  mislead  other 
persons,  or  to  Tiolate  public  or  private  confidence,  or  to  impair  or  injure  the  public 
interests,  deemed  equally  reprehensible  with  poeitive  fraud,  and  therefoie  are  pro- 
hibited by  law,  as  within  the  same  reason  and  mischief  as  contracts  and  acta  doae 
malo  animo.    Story's  Comm.  on  Equity  Jurisprudenoe,  261. 

{d)  8  Co.  87,  B.  p.;  in/ra,  682,  note. 
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*  and  adjudged  the  deed  fraudulent  in  that  case,  a  i»*om-  *  516 
inent  one  was,  that  the  vendor,  after  a  bill  of  sale  of 
chattels  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  a  creditor,  continued  in 
possession,  and  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over  the  goods. 
Afterwards,  in  St(me  v.  Chrubham^  (a)  upon  a  bill  of  sale  of 
chattels,  being  a  lease  for  years,  the  vendor  continued  in  posses- 
sion ;  but  as  the  conveyance  was  only  conditional  upon  payment 
of  money,  it  was  held  that  the  possession  did  not  avoid  the  sale, 
as  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  the  vendee  was  not  to  have  posses- 
sion until  he  had  performed  the  condition.  The  rule  was  ex- 
plicitly declared  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  in  the  time  of  James 
I.,  that  if  a  debtor  secretly  made  a  general  deed  of  his  goods  to 
one  creditor,  and  continued  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  goods 
as  his  own,  the  deed  was  fraudulent,  and  void  against  a  sub- 
sequent judgment  and  execution  creditor,  notwithstanding  the 
deed  was  made  upon  good  consideration.  (()  Again,  in  Bucknal 
V.  Boiston,  (^)  A  l>iU  of  sale  of  goods  was  given  by  way  of  secur- 
ity or  pledge  for  money  lent,  and  a  trust  in  the  vendor  to  keep 
the  goods,  and  sell  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendee,  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  deed;  and  for  that  reason  it  was  held  by  the 
lord  chancellor  not  to  be  fraudulent.  One  of  the  counsel  in  that 
case  observed,  that  it  had  been  ruled  forty  times  in  his  experi- 
ence, at  Guildhall,  that  if  a  man  sells  goods,  and  still  continues 
in  possession  as  visible  owner  of  them,  the  sale  was  fraudulent 
and  void  as  to  creditors.  The  case  of  a  mortgage  of  goods  was 
afterwards  held,  in  Rt/all  v.  Bowles^  ((2)  not  to  form  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule  recognized  in  former  cases.  It  was  declared 
by  very  strong  authority,  in  that  case,  that  a  mortgagee  of  goods, 
permitting  the  mortgagor  to  keep  possession,  had  no  specific  lien 
against  general  assignees  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  ;  and 
he  was  understood  to  confide  in  the  personal  credit  of  the 
vendor,  and  not  in  any  security.  Though  *  that  case  was  *  517 
decided  upon  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  21  James  I.,  and  not 
upon  the  statutes  of  Elizabeth,  the  reasoning  of  the  court,  relative 
to  the  distinction  between  absolute  and  conditional  sales  and 
mortgftges,  was  founded  on  general  principles  applicable  to  every 
case.    It  was  the  doctrine  of  the  case,  that  in  a  mortgage  of 

(a)  2  BnlBt  226. 

(b)  Shep.  Touchstone,  66.  (c)  Fk«c.  in  Ch.  286. 
(d)  1  Vet.  848;  1  Atk.  165. 

VOL.  II.  — 48  [T68] 


1 

i 


*  518  OF  PEBSONAL  PBOPEBTT.  [PABT  T. 

goods  the  mortgagee  takes  possession :  and  that  there  was  no 
reason,  unless  in  very  special  cases,  why  an  absolute  or  condi- 
tional vendee  of  goods  should  leave  them  with  the  vendor,  unless 
to  procure  a  collusive  credit  There  was  no  distinction,  it  was 
admitted,  under  the  18  Eliz.,  between  conditional  and  absolute 
sales  of  goods,  provided  they  were  fraudulent ;  and  continuance 
in  possession  by  the  mortgagor  was  fraudulent  at  common  law, 
and  void  by  the  statute  of  Elisabeth. 

The  doctrine  of  that  case  was  powerfully  sustained  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  Worseley  v.  De  Mattos  ^  Slader.  (a)  That  case 
arose  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  21  James  I.,  and  it  was  held  by 
the  K.  B.  that  a  mortgage  of  goods,  with  possession  retained  b}* 
the  mortgagor,  was  fraudulent  in  law,  equally  as  it  would  be 
upon  an  absolute  sale.  To  give  a  creditor  priority  by  such  a 
mortgage,  when  the  mortgi^or  is  allowed  to  appear  and  act  as 
owner,  is  enabling  him  to  impose  upon  mankind  by  false  appear- 
ances ;  for  where  possession  is  not  delivered,  goods  may  be  mort* 
gaged  a  hundred  times  over,  and  open  a  plentiful  source  of  deceit 
But  in  Cadogan  v.  Kennett^  (V)  where  household  goods,  by  settle- 
ment before  marriage,  in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  and  of 
the  wife's  marriage  portion,  were  conveyed  to  the  trustees  in  trust 
for  the  settler  for  life,  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  remainder 
to  the  sons  of  the  marriage,  it  was  held  that  those  goods  were 
protected  from  execution  in  favor  of  a  creditor  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  settlement  though  the  grantor  continued  in  posses- 
sion of  the  goods.     The  transaction  was  fair  and  honest  in  point 

of  fact,  and  it  was  part  of  the  trust  that  the  goods  should 
*518  continue  in  the  house.     *  Other  subsequent  cases  have 

established  the  rule  that  the  wife's  goods  may,  before  mar- 
rii^e,  be  conveyed  to  trustees  with  her  husband's  assent,  for  her 
use  during  coverture,  and  such  property  will  not  be  liable  to  his 
debts,  (a)  Again,  in  Edwards  v.  Harhen^  (i)  the  K.  B.  laid 
down  the  principle  emphatically,  that  if  the  vendee  took  an 
absolute  bill  of  sale,  to  take  effect  immediately  by  the  face  of  it, 
and  agreed  to  leave  the  goods  in  possession  of  the  vendor  for  a 
limited  time,  such  an  absolute  conveyance,  without  the  posses- 

(a)  1  Burp.  467.  (6)  Cowp.  iS2. 

(a)  Haselinton  v.  Gill,  24  Geo.  III. ;  3  T.  R.  620,  d.  ;  Jannan  v.  WooUoton,  3  id. 
618. 

(h)  2  T.  R.  687. 

[764] 


LBCT.   ZXXIX.]  OP  PEBSONAL  PROPBETY.  *  519 

8ion,  was  such  a  circumstance  per  %e  as  made  the  transaction 
fraudulent  in  point  of  law.  It  was  admitted,  however,  that  if 
the  want  of  immediate  possession  be  consistent  with  the  deed,  as 
it  was  in  Bueknal  v.  Routon^  and  Lard  Cadogan  v.  Kewnett^  and 
as  it  is  if  the  deed  be  conditional,  and  the  vendee  is  not  to  have 
possession  until  he  has  performed  the  condition,  the  sale  was  not 
fraudulent,  for  there  the  possession  accompanied  and  followed  the 
deed  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule. 

After  the  English  rule  on  this  subject  had  been  thus  discussed, 
declared,  and  settled,  it  was  repeatedly  held  that  an  absolute  bill 
of  sale  of  chattels,  unaccompanied  with  possession,  was  fraudulent 
in  law',  and  void  as  against  creditors,  (c)  The  change  of  posses- 
sion was  required  to  be  substantial  and  exclusive.  But,  on  the 
other  hand,  there  have  been  many  exceptions  taken,  and  many 
qualifications  annexed  to  the  general  rule  ;  and  it  has  become 
difficult  to  determine  when  the  circumstances  of  possession,  not 
accompanying  and  following  the  deed,  are  per  se  a  fraud  in  the 
English  law,  or  only  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud  resting  upon 
the  facts  to  be  disclosed  at  the  trial.  It  certainly  is  not  anything^ 
more,  if  the  purchaser  was  not  a  creditor  at  the  time,  and 
•  the  goods  were  under  execution,  and  the  transaction  was  •  619 
notorious,  and  not,  in  point  of  fact,  either  clandestine  or 
fraudulent. 

In  Kidd  V.  BawUnson^  (a)  goods  were  purchased  on  execution 
by  a  stranger,  and  left  in  possession  of  the  debtor  for  a  tempo- 
rary, and  honest,  and  humane  purpose  ;  and  as  the  parties  did  not 
stand  in  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor.  Lord  Eldon,  as  C.  J. 
of  the  C.  B.,  held  that  the  title  was  in  the  vendee.  He  admitted 
that  a  bill  of  sale  of  goods  might  be  taken  as  security  on  a  loan 
of  money,  and  the  goods  fairly  and  safely  left  with  the  debtor. 
The  decision  in  this  case  was  conformable  to  one  made  by  Lord 
Holt  under  similar  circumstances  ;  (6)  and  Lord  Eldon  many 
years  afterwards,  when  lord  chancellor,  (c)  adhered  to  the  same 
doctrine,  and  declared  that  possession  of  chattels  by  the  vendor 

(c)  Paget  V.  Perchard,  1  Esp.  206 ;  Wordall  v.  Smith,  1  Campb.  332.  In  Eastwood 
r.  Brown,  Ryan  &  Moody,  312,  Lord  Tenterden  dissented  from  the  doctrine  in  Wor- 
dall 9.  Smith,  and  he  held  non-delivery  into  potsenlon  to  be  only  prima  Jade  eyidence 
of  fraud. 

(a)  2  Bob.  &  P.  50. 

(6)  Cole  V.  Davies,  1  Ld.  Raym.  724. 

(c)  Lady  Arundel  v.  Phippt,  10  Vet.  145. 
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was  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud.  If  the  property  cannot 
be  reached  by  bankruptcy,  and  the  possession  be  according  to  the 
deed  which  creates  the  title,  and  the  title  be  publicly  created,  it 
is  not  fraudulent.  Other  cases  have  protected  the  purchaser  of 
goods  seized  on  execution  (and  whether  the  purchase  was  from 
the  sheriff  or  the  defendant  seemed  to  be  immaterial)  from  sub- 
sequent executions,  though  the  goods  were  suffered  to  continae 
in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  trans- 
action was  necessarily  notorious  to  the  whole  neighborhood,  and 
the  execution  notice  to  the  world ;  and  the  cases,  being  free  from 
fiuud  in  fact,  were,  under  those  circumstances,  free  from  the  infer- 
ence of  fraud  in  law.  (({)  The  question  of  fraud  in  such  cases 
is  declared  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  The  purchaser 
of  goods  sold  at  auction,  by  trustees,  under  an  assignment  by  an 

insolvent  debtor,  is  also  protected,  though  he  leaTc  the 
*  520  goods  in  the  possession  of  *  the  prior  owner,  provided  it  be 

a  matter  of  fact  to  be  found  by  a  jury,  that  the  assign- 
ment was  not  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent,  and  that  the  sale 
^  was  notorious,  (a) 

So,  a  person  may  lend  his  goods  for  another's  use,  and,  except 
in  cases  of  bankruptcy  under  the  statute  of  21  James  I.,  they 
will  be  protected  from  the  creditors  of  the  person  for  whose  use 
they  were  supplied.  (&)  In  Seward  v.  Latnbe^i^e)  as  late  as 
1820,  the  court  of  C.  B.  even  questioned  very  strongly  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  in  Edward%  v.  Harben^  that  actual  possession  was 
necessary  to  transfer  the  property  in  a  chattel,  and  the  authority 
of  the  case  itself  was  shaken,  (d)  The  conclusion  fix>m  the  more 
recent  English  cases  would  seem  to  be,  that  though  a  continuance 
in  possession  by  the  vendor  or  mortgagor  be  prima  facie  a  badge 
of  fraud,  if  the  chattels,  sold  or  mortgaged,  be  transferable  from 


(d)  Watkina  v.  Birch,  4  Taunt  888;  Jeieph  v.  Ingnun,  8  id.  888;  Latimer 
V.  Bataon,  4  B.  4  C.  662.  Bat  in  Imisj  v.  Magnaj,  U  M.  ft  W.  287,  where  goodi 
were  aeized  on  execution,  under  a  judgment  fraudulent  ag&inat  creditors,  and  they 
remained  lauold  in  the  handa  of  the  aheriiC  who  received  a  auhaequent  execution, 
founded  on  a  bona  fide  debt,  and  c^  notice  t/tkefiaud,  neglected  to  aell  on  the  latter 
writ,  and  returned  it  nulla  bona,  he  waa  held  liable  to  an  action  for  a  false  retain. 

{a)  Leonard  v.  Baker,  1  Maule  &  S.  261. 

(b)  Dawson  v.  Wood,  3  Taunt.  260. 

{e)  1  Brod.  ft  B.  606. 

Id)  The  case  was,  howerer,  oorroborated  in  Beed  v.  Wilmot,  7  Bing.  688,  and  bj 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  in  1  Taunt  882. 

[766] 


LBCT.   XXXIX.]  OP  PBBSONAL  PBOPBBTT.  *621 

hand  to  hand,  yet  the  presumption  of  fraud  arising  from  that  cir- 
cumstance may  be  rebutted  by  explanations  showing  the  transac- 
tion to  be  fair  and  honest,  and  giving  a  reasonable  account  of  the 
retention  of  the  possession.  The  question  of  fraud  arising  in 
such  cases  is  not  an  absolute  inference  of  law,  but  one  of  fact  for 
a  jury ; '  and  if  the  personal  chattels  savor  of  the  realty,  as,  for 
instance,  the  engines,  utensils,  and  machineiy  belonging  to  a 
manufacturing  establishment,  no  presumption  of  fraud  will  arise 
from  the  want  of  delivery,  (e)  So  a  bill  of  sale  of  goods  is  good 
as  between  the  parties,  though  no  possession  be  given  at  the 
time,  when  the  interests  of  third  persons  are  not  concerned.  (/) 

The  law  on  this  subject  is  still  more  unsettled  in  this  country 
than  it  is  in  England. 

*  In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  doc-    *  521 
trine  in  Edwards  v.  Harben  has  been  explicitly  and  fully 
adopted ;  and  it  is  declared,  that  an  absolute  bill  of  sale  is  itself 

(e)  Eastwood  v.  Brown,  Rj.  &  M.  312;  Wooderman  v,  Baldock,  8  Taunt  676; 
Jezeph  17.  Ingram,  ib.  838;  Reed  v.  Blades,  6  id.  212;  Hoffman  r.  Pitt,  6  Esp.  22; 
Armstrong  9.  Baldock,  Qow,  N.  P.  83;  Storer  0.  Hunter,  8  B.  ft  C.  868 ;  Martindale 
V.  Booth,  8  B.  &  Ad.  496.  On  the  other  hand,  where  goods  were  seized  on^.  Ja.  and 
not  sold  bj  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  but  left  under  the  control  of  the  defendant  from 
March  to  November,  the  execution  and  levy  were  deemed  fraudulent,  and  the  goods 
were  held  to  be  liable  to  a  subsequent^./!.    Lovick  v,  Crowder,  8  B.  &  C.  132. 

(/)  Warren  o.  Magdalen  College,  1  Rol.  160;  Martmdale  v.  Booth,  3  B.  &  Ad. 
605 ;  Jones  r.  Tates,  9  B.  &  C.  632 ;  Doe  dem.  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  2  B.  ft  Aid.  860. 
A  deed  constructively  fi^udulent  as  to  creditors  may  be  good  to  every  other  intent 
and  purpose,  and  stand  both  m  law  and  equity.    1  Story,  864,  865,  871. 

1  Hale  V.  Saloon  Omnibus  Co.,  4  Drew.  600 ;  Norton  v,  Doolittle,  82  Conn.  405 

492, 496 ;  28  I^  J.  w.  s.  Ch.  777, 779 ;  Benj.  Robbins  ».  Oldliam,  1  Duvall  (Ky.),  28 

Sales,  365,366;  May  on  Vol.  &  Fraud.  Enders  ».  Williams,  1  Met.  (Ky.),  846 

Conv.  106;  Alton  V.Harrison, L.R.  4  Ch.  The    Romp,  Olcott,  196;    [Dunning  r. 

622;  Macdona  v.  Swiney,  8  Ir.  C.  L.  78,  Mead,  90  111.  376;  Capron  ».  Porter,  48 

88;  Weaver  o.  Joule,  8  C.  B.  n.  8.  309;  Conn.  888;  Hull  v.  Sigsworth,  48  Conn. 

Forkner  i;.  Stuart,  6  Gratt.  197;   Curd  258;  Pkisted  ».  Holmes,  58  N.  H.  293 

r.  Miller,  7  Gratt.  185;  Peck  v.  Land,  {$embU),    The  possession  intended  is  the 

2  Kelly  (Qa.),  1,  12  ;   Collins  v.  Myers,  apparent,  not  the  legal,  possession.    Sum- 

16  Ohio,  547,  552;  Freeman  u.  Rawson,  ner  v,  Dalton,  58  N.  H.  295;  Wright  v. 

5  Ohio  St.  1 ;    [Brett  v.  Carter,  2  Low.  McCormick,  67  Mo.  426 ;    Dempsey  v. 

468;  Primrose  o.  Browning,  60  Ga.  69;  Gardner.  127  Mass.  381;  Kahn  v.  Good- 

TUson  V.  Terwilliger,  56  N.  Y.  273.]    Bat  hart,  81  Ky.  — .  As  to  what  amounto  to  a 

the  old  mid  is  Uid  down  as  to  real  prop-  change  of  possession,  see  Ross  ».  Draper, 

erty  in  Lukins  r.  AIrd,  6  Wall.  78 ;  and  55  Vt.  404 ;  s.  c.  45  Am.  R.  624  and  note ; 

at  to  personal  property  in  Bom  v.  Shaw,  Tognini  v.  Kyle,  17  Nev.  209.)    The  sub- 

29  Penn.  St.  288;  Houston  v.  Howard,  89  jeet  is  expressly  regulated  by  statute  in 

Vt.  54;  Webster  v.  Pedc,  81  Conn.  495,  some  ttotet. 
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a  fraud  in  law,  unless  possession  accompanies  and  follows  the 
deed,  (a)  This  decision,  of  course,  leaves  open  for  discussion 
the  distinction  taken  in  that  case  between  a  bill  of  sale  absolute, 
and  one  conditional  upon  its  face,  and  also  the  conclusions  in  the 
other  cases  where  the  continuance  of  possession  in  the  vendor  is 
consistent  with  the  deed.  The  principle  of  the  decision  at  Wash- 
ington has  been  adopted  in  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States, 
and  we  may  consider  it  to  be  a  settled  principle  in  federal  juris- 
prudence. In  pursuance  of  the  rule,  if  property  be  abroad,  and 
incapable  of  actual  delivery  at  the  time,  as  in  the  case  of  a  ship 
at  sea,  the  possession  must  be  assumed  as  soon  as  possible  on  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  in  port,  (i) 

In  Virginia,  the  same  principle  has  been  directly  and  repeat- 
edly adjudged  to  be  well  settled ;  and  it  is  declared,  that  an  ab- 
solute bill  of  sale  of  personal  property,  with  possession  continuing 
in  the  vendor,  is  fraudulent  per  ««  as  to  creditors,  without  other 
evidence  of  fraud,  or  being  connected  with  other  circum- 

*  622    stances,  (e)    In  *  South  Carolina,  the  same  doctrine  was 

alluded  to  as  being  founded  on  the  better  authority ;  (a) 
and  in  one  case  in  equity  (&)  it  was  decided,  that  if  possession  did 

(a)  Hamilton  v.  RiumI,  1  Cnmch,  810. 

(6)  United  Stotet «.  Conyngham,  4  Dallai,  868;  t.  o.  Wallace,  CC.  178;  Medn 
V.  Wilton,  1  Oal  419;  Bfair  v.  Glennie,  4  Maule  ft  8. 240. 

(e)  Alexander  v.  Deneale,  2  Munf.  841 ;  Robertson  v,  Ewell,  8  id.  1 ;  Land  *. 
Jeffiiet,  6  Rand.  211,  the  rule  was  somewhat  qualifled ;  and  it  was  held,  thai  when 
the  grantor  of  personal  property  remains  in  possession  after  an  absolute  conTejance. 
the  conTejance  is  prima  faeu  fraudulent ;  but  such  possession  is  not  condusiTe 
eyidence  of  fraud,  barring  every  explanation.  It  will  lay  with  the  purchaser  to 
explain  and  rebut  the  presumption  of  fraud ;  as  if  a  slare  be  purchased  and  not  taken 
away  in  several  months,  it  may  be  shown  that  he  was  too  sick  to  be  removed ;  or  if 
a  horse  be  purchased,  and  to  be  sent  for  the  next  day,  a  levy  upon  him  in  the  inter- 
mediate time  upon  execution  against  the  seller,  it  was  supposed,  would  hardly  be 
sustained.  In  Clayton  v,  Anthony,  6  Randolph,  286,  Judge  Green  elaborately  Investi- 
gates the  doctrine,  and  ably  sustains  the  rule  established  by  the  previous  authorities. 
Aprain,  in  Sydnor  r.  Gee,  4  Leigh,  535,  the  Court  of  Appeals  held,  that  in  case  of  an 
absolute  sale  and  delivery  of  chattels,  and  an  immediate  redelivery  to  the  vendor, 
upon  bailment,  for  a  limited  time,  on  valuable  consideration,  and  when  the  sale  and 
redelivery  were  fair  transactions,  the  bailment  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  sale, 
and  good  within  the  rule  of  Edwards  v.  Harben.  It  was  also  deemed  within  the 
rule,  and  good,  if,  on  an  absolute  and  fair  sale  of  chattels,  possession  be  not  imme- 
diately passed  to  tlie  vendee,  but  is  taken  before  the  righta  of  any  creditor  of  vendor 
attaches.  This  is  the  Massachusetta  doctrine  in  Bartlett  v.  Williams,  1  Pick.  28S. 
So  the  statute  of  executions  in  Virginia  authorises  the  sheriff  to  take  forthcoming 
bonds,  for  delivery,  at  the  day  and  place  of  sale,  of  property  taken  in  execution. 

(a)  Croft  V.  Arthur,  8  Desaos.  229.         (6)  De  Bardeleben  v.  Beekman,  1  id.  846. 

[758] 


LECT-   XXXIX.]  OP  PERSONAL  PROPERTY.  *622 

not  accompany  a  bill  of  sale  of  chattels  which  was  not  recorded, 
it  was  void  as  to  the  creditors,  though  there  was  no  doubt  of  the 
fiiimess  of  the  transaction.  Afterwards,  in  the  constitutional 
court,  the  doctrine  of  the  English  law,  in  JEdwards  v.  Harben^ 
was  declared  by  all  the  judges  to  be  a  settled  rule.  ((?)  In  Ten- 
nessee, also,  the  doctrine  of  the  English  law,  as  stated  in  Hdwards 
V.  Rarben,  is  clearly  asserted,  (d)  In  Kentucky,  the  same  prin- 
ciple, under  the  modifications  it  has  subsequently  undergone  in 
England,  seems  to  have  been  adopted ;  for  after  an  absolute  bill 
of  sale,  if  the  property  remains  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor, 
it  is  held  to  be  fraudulent ;  and  yet,  when  such  possession  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  sale,  the  fraud  becomes  a  matter  of  fact  for 
a  jury,  (e)  Afterwards,  in  Wash  v.  Medley,  (/)  the  milder  doc- 
trine was  declared,  that  a  transfer  of  chattels  by  deed,  without 
any  change  of  possession,  was  not  per  «e  fraud,  but  only  a  matter 
of  inference  for  a  jury,  (jg) 

(c)  Kennedy  v.  Robs,  2  Mill,  Const  (8.  C.)  125;  Hadnal  v.  Wilder,  4  M'Cord,294, 
B.  p.  But  in  Terry  r.  Belcher,  and  Howard  v.  Williami,  1  Bailey  (S.  C),  568,  575, 
and  Smith  v,  Henry,  2  id.  118,  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  South  Carolina  recurred 
to  and  adopted  the  more  modem  and  prevalent  and  less  stem  doctrine  of  the  cases, 
that  a  vendor's  or  donor's  retaining  possession  after  an  absolute  and  unconditional 
■ale  or  gift  of  chattels  was  not  oondusiye,  but  only  prima  facU  evidence  of  Araud,  for 
it  was  susceptible  of  explanation.  See  infra,  529,  note  (a).  Bat  in  Anderson  v.  Fuller, 
1  M*Mull.  £q.  27,  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Henry,  in  1  Hill  (N.  T.),  22,  was  cited  as  wai^ 
ranting  the  principle  that  if  a  debtor,  in  a  deed  of  assignment,  secures  an  advantage 
to  himself,  it  invalidates  the  deed,  and  that  leaving  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
debtor  raises  the  presumption  of  a  secret  trust  between  the  debtor  and  the  preferred 
creditor,  and  the  deed  is  void  so  far  as  the  rights  of  creditors  are  affected.  The  law 
in  such  a  case  raises  the  conclusion  of  fraud,  "incapable  of  being  rebutted  or 
explamed."  But  if  the  case  rested  only  on  constractive  and  no  actual  firaud,  tlie 
deed  would  be  permitted  to  stand  as  a  security  for  any  consideration  advanced  at 
the  time. 

{d)  Bagan  v.  Kennedy,  1  Tenn.  91.  Since  that  decision,  it  has  been  declared  in 
Callen  r.  Thompson,  8  Yerger,  475,  and  in  Maney  r.  Killough,  7  Terger,  440,  and 
again  in  Mitchell  v.  Beal,  8  id.  142,  that  possession  remaining  with  the  vendor 
after  an  absolute  sale,  or  with  the  grantor  or  mortgagor  in  deeds  of  trust  and 
mortgages,  after  the  time  of  payment,  is  prima  fttcie  evidence  of  fraud ;  but  the 
presumption  may  be  repelled  by  proofl  It  was  farther  held  that  the  retaininir 
of  possession  by  mortgagor  of  personal  property  befort  the  day  of  payment,  is  not 
prima  fade  evidence  of  fraud,  because  it  is  understood  to  be  a  tacit  or  presumed 
agreement  that  the  mortgagor  should  retain  possession.    See  also  infin,  626,  note  (a). 

(e)  Baylor  r.  Smithers,  1  littell,  112 ;  Goldsbury  v.  May,  1  Litt  266;  Hundley  v. 
Webb,  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  648. 

(/)  1  Dana  (Ky.),  269. 

(g)  Again,  in  Brammel  v,  Stockton,  8  Dana  (Ky.),  184,  and  Laughlin  o.  Ferguson, 
6  id.  117,  the  rule  is  laid  down  strictly,  that  on  an  absolute  sale  of  movable  property, 
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In  Pennsylvania,  the  English  doctrine  is  adopted  and  followed 
in  its  fullest  extent.  The  general  principle  is  explicitly  and  em- 
phatically recognized,  that  on  an  absolute  sale  or  assignment  of 
chattels,  possession  must  accompany  and  follow  the  deed,  aud 
vest  exclusively  in  the  vendee,  or  it  is  fraudulent  in  law,  though 
there  be  no  fraud  in  fact.  (A)  As  between  the  vendor  and  ven- 
dee, the  property  will  belong  to  the  vendee ;  but  the  sale  without 
delivery  is  void  as  to  creditors ;  and  if  the  vendor  sells  and  de- 
livers it  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice,  the  purchaser 
will  hold  against  the  original  vendee.  {%)  As  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  it  is  admitted  that  goods  may,  after  they  have  been 
levied  upon,  or  after  a  fair  purchase  of  them  at  a  sale 
*528  *on  execution,  be  safely  left  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant,  without  a  necessary  inference  of  fraud ;  though 
the  exception  in  the  case  of  a  levy  merely,  was  afterwards  re- 
stricted to  household  furniture,  (a)  Delivery  of  the  goods  is 
held  to  be  as  requisite  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage  of  goods,  as  of 
an  absolute  sale  of  goods  under  the  statutes  of  18  and  27  Eliz. ; 
and  merely  stating  on  the  face  of  the  deed  that  possession  was  to 
be  retained  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute, 

posteMion  roof t  go  with  the  title,  or  the  lele  will  be  per  te  void  as  to  the  ciediton 
and  subsequent  purchasers,  notwithstanding  any  agreement,  however  fair,  that  the 
seller  maj  retain  possession.  And  such  seems  to  be  the  law  in  Mtssonri.  Sibljr 
r.  Hood,  8  Mo.  290;  Foster  v.  Wallace,  2  id.  231;  and  as  kid  down  in  Georgia,  in 
Howland  v.  Dews,  R.  Bl  Charlton,  8S6.  The  mle  in  Kentucky  applies  only  to  sales 
by  private  voluntary  eontnet,  and  not  to  sales  on  execution,  where  the  simple  reteB> 
tion  of  possession  by  the  debtor  is  not  necessarily  fraudulent;  nor  to  sales  upon 
a  mortgage  condition,  provided  the  condition  be  inserted  and  the  deed  recorded. 
6  Dana,  120 ;  Vernon  o.  Morton,  8  id.  263 ;  Swigert  v.  Thomas,  7  id.  222.  The  rule, 
that  possession  must  go  with  the  deed,  does  not  apply  hi  Kentucky  to  mortgages  and 
deeds  of  trust,  which  are  required  to  be  recorded.  6  Littell,  243 ;  IJ.  J.  Marrii.  288 ; 
a  id.  868;  8  Dana.  204 ;  16  Peters,  112. 

(A)  Toung  0.  M'Clure,  2  Watu  &  8. 147. 

(i)  Dawes  v.  Cope,  4  Binney,  268;  Babb  v,  Clemson,  10  Serg.  ft  R.  419;  Shaw 
V.  Levy,  17  id.  09;  Hower  v.  Geesaman,  ib.  261 ;  Streeper  v.  Eckart,  2  Wharton, 
802;  Hoof  smith  v.  Cope,  6  Wharton,  68.  A  constructive,  symbolical,  or  temporary 
delivery  of  personal  property  is  not  sufficient  to  change  the  ownership  at  to  cndUon. 
There  must  be  aotoal  d^ivery  at  the  time,  and  a  continuing  possession.  M'Bride  v. 
M'Clelland,  6  Watts  &  S.  94.  By  statute  of  Pennsylvania  of  14th  June,  1836,  and  the 
construction  given  to  it,  an  assignee,  under  a  voluntary  deed  of  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  may  suffer  the  goods  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  assignor  for 
tliirty  days,  without  subjecting  them  to  an  execution  of  a  creditor  of  assignor.  Tins 
delay  is  to  aflbrd  time  to  comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute. 

(a)  Levy  V.  Wallis,  4  Dallas,  167;  Waters  v.  M'Clellin,  ib.  208;  Ouncdlor  «. 
PhiUips,  ib.  218;  Myers  r.  Harvey,  2  Penn.  47& 
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eYon  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage  of  goods ;  and  the  transaction  has 
been  adjudged  to  be  fraudulent  per  «e,  and  void  against  a  subse- 
quent hoTM  fde  purchaser  without  notice.  (Jti)  The  just  policy 
and  legal  solidity  of  the  rule,  that  holds  all  such  deeds  of  chattels 
fraudulent  in  law,  were  asserted  in  the  case  to  which  I  have  last 
alluded,  with  distinguished  ability  and  effect.  The  retention  of 
possession  must  not  only  be  a  part  of  the  contract,  but  it  must 
appear  to  be  for  a  purpose,  fair,  honest,  and  necessary,  or  con- 
ducive to  some  fair  object  in  view.  Appearances  must  not  only 
agree  with  the  real  state  of  things,  but  the  real  state  of  things 
must  be  honest  and  consistent  with  public  policy.  Such  were  the 
cases  of  Bueknal  v.  RoUton^  and  Cadogan  v.  KennetO  Where 
the  motive  of  the  sale  is  the  security  of  the  vendee,  and  the  ven- 
dor is  permitted  to  retain  the  visible  ownership  for  the  conven- 
ience of  the  parties,  it  is  a  fraud,  though  the  arrangement  be 
inserted  in  the  deed  or  mortgage.  The  policy  of  the  law  will 
not  permit  the  owner  of  personal  property  to  create  an  interest  in 
another,  either  by  mortgage  or  absolute  sale,  and  still  continue  to 
be  the  visible  owner.  The  law  will  not  stay  to  inquire  whether 
there  was  actual  fraud  or  not,  and  will  infer  it  at  all  events ;  for 
it  is  against  sound  policy  to  suffer  the  vendor  to  remain  in  pos- 
session, whether  an  agreement  to  that  effect  be  or  be  not  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed.  It  necessarily  creates  a  secret  incumbrance 
as  to  personal  property,  when,  to  the  world,  the  vendor 
•or  mortgagor  appears  to  be  the  owner,  and  he  gains  *624 
credit  as  such,  and  is  enabled  to  practise  deceit  upon  man- 
kind. If  the  possession  be  withheld  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  some  good  reason  for  it,  beyond  the  convenience  of 
the  parties,  must  appear;  and  the  parties  must  leave  nothing 
unperformed  within  their  power,  to  secure  third  persons  from  the 
consequences  of  the  apparent  ownership  of  the  vendor.  If  it  be 
the  sale  or  mortgage  of  articles  undergoing  a  process  of  manu- 
facture, to  be  delivered  when  finished,  or  of  various  other  goods 
and  chattels,  and  possession  can  properly  be  retained,  there  ought 
to  be  a  specific  inventory  of  the  articles,  so  as  to  apprise  creditors 
of  what  the  conveyance  covered,  and  to  prevent  the  vendor  from 
changing  and  covering  property  to  any  extent  by  dexterity  and 
fraud. 

(6)  Clow  V.  Woods,  5  Serg.  &  R.  276 ;  Welsh  v.  Hayden,  1  Penn.  57,  8.  p. 
1  Free.  Ch.  285;  Cowp.  432. 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  have  regretted,  that  even 
in  the  excepted  case  of  household  furniture,  the  goods  seized  on 
execution  may  be  left  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants.  This  was 
contrary  to  the  common  law,  which  would  not  endure  the  levying 
on  goods  only  as  a  security,  (a)  and  wisely  gave  a  subsequent 
execution  creditor  the  preference,  if  goods  levied  on  by  execution 
were  sufiFered  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  The 
exception  of  household  furniture  has  notoriously  occasioned  col- 
lusion and  fraud,  and  been  productive  of  gross  abuse.     The  levy 

was  a  very  imperfect  notice  to  third  persons,  (ft) 
*  625  *  The  same  doctrine  has  been  declared  to  be  the  law  in 
Illinois,  New  Jersey,  Connecticut,  and  Vermont.  Deliv- 
ery of  possession,  in  the  case  of  a  sale  or  mortgage  of  chattels,  is 
held  to  be  necessary  whenever  it  is  practicable ;  and  to  permit 
the  goods  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor  is  declared  to  be 
an  extraordinary  exception  to  the  usual  coarse  of  dealing,  and 
requires  a  satisfactory  explanation.  There  must  be  an  actual  and 
not  a  colorable  change  of  possession.  The  leading  decisions,  in 
England  and  in  this  country,  in  favor  of  the  legal  inference  of 
fraud  in  such  cases,  are  referred  to,  and  the  conclusion  adopted, 
that  on  a  sale  or  mortgage  of  goods,  an  agreement  either  in  or 

(a)  Bradley  ».  Wyndhani,  1  ^ilt.  44. 

(6)  Cowden  v.  Brady,  8  Serg.  &  R.  610;  Dean  v.  Patton,  13  id.  846.  In  Baroei  9. 
BillingtoD,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  38,  Judge  Washington  held,  that  household  fhmituie  did 
not  properly  form  an  exception  to  the  general  rule ;  that  if  the  goods  be  leried  on 
nnder  a  Ji.fa.,  and  left  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  for  any  length  of  time,  no 
lien  attached  by  the  lery,  as  against  subsequent  executions  or  purchasers.  The  rule, 
as  it  was  afterwards  declared  in  Berry  o.  Smith,  8  id.  60,  does  not  require  the  officer  to 
remoTe  the  goods  or  sell  them  immediatdy,  provided  he  does  it  in  a  reasonable  time, 
and  does  not  leave  the  debtor  in  the  mean  time  with  the  power  to  deal  with  the  prop- 
erty as  owner.  So  in  Wood  v.  Vanarsdale,  8  Rawie,  401,  it  was  held  that  the  sheritT 
was  only  bound  to  take  possession  of  goods  levied  on  execution,  within  a  reasonable 
time ;  but  if  on  a  levy  he  be  directed  by  the  plaintiff  to  stay  further  proceedings 
until  farther  order,  and  the  object  be  security  for  the  debt,  the  lien  created  by  the 
levy  is  discharged.  Commonwealth  v.  Stremback,  2  Rawle,  841.  In  North  Carolina 
the  same  general  doctrine  prevails ;  and  the  sheriff  who  seixes  goods  and  chattels  on 
execution  must  take  possession,  or  by  some  notorious  act  devest  the  debtor's  posses- 
sion and  use  of  them,  or  he  will  lose  his  preference  over  a  subsequent  seizure,  unless 
the  leaving  the  goods  in  the  debtor's  possession  be  accounted  for,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
growing  crop,  or  an  article  in  the  course  of  being  manufactured,  or  the  like.  Roberto 
V.  Scales,  1  Battle,  88 ;  b.  a  1  Iredell,  88.  In  South  Carolina  the  courts  do  not  follow 
the  rule  in  most  of  the  other  states,  that  a  senior  execution  creditor  will  lose  his  lien 
as  against  a  junior  creditor,  by  inactivity.  Local  considerations  have  led  to  this 
policy.    Adair  v.  M'Daniel,  1  Bailey,  158. 
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out  of  the  deed,  that  the  vendor  may  keep  possession,  is,  except 
in  special  cases,  fraudulent  and  void,  equally  against  creditors 
and  bona  fide  purchasers,  (a) 

(a)  Thornton  v.  Davenport,  1  Scam.  296.  In  tliis  lUinoiB  case  the  true  doctrine 
is  laid  down  with  precision.  All  conveyances,  it  is  held,  of  goods  and  chattels,  where 
the  possession  is  permitted  to  remain  with  the  donor  or  vendor,  are  fraudulent  per 
$e,  and  void  as  to  creditors  and  purchasers,  unless  the  retaining  of  possession  be 
consistent  with  the  deed;  where  the  transaction  is  bona  fide,  and  from  tiie  nature 
and  provisions  of  the  deed  the  possession  is  to  remain  with  the  vendor,  that  pos- 
session, being  consistent  with  the  deed,  does  not  avoid  it ;  and  therefore  mortgages,  ■ 
marriage  settlements,  and  limitations  over  of  chattels,  are  valid  without  transfer  of 
possession,  if  the  transfer  be  bona  fide,  and  the  possession  remain  with  the  person 
according  to  the  deed.  But  an  absolute  sale  of  personal  property,  and  the  possession 
remaining  with  the  vendor,  is  void  as  to  creditors  and  purchasers,  eoen  though  author- 
iaed  by  the  terms  of  the  biil  of  aate.  The  opinion  of  one  of  the  judges  in  that  case  went 
to  the  whole  length  of  the  salutary  doctrine,  tliat  the  mortgagee  or  vendee  takmg  a 
bill  of  sale  for  security,  must  take  possession,  even  though  the  arrangement  in  the 
deed  or  mortgage  be  different,  because  the  policy  of  the  law  will  not  permit  the 
owner  of  personal  property  to  create  an  interest  in  another,  either  by  mortgage  or 
absolute  sale,  and  still  continue  to  be  the  visible  owner.  Chumar  v.  Wood,  1  Halst. 
155;  Patten  v.  Smith,  5  Conn.  196;  Swift  v.  Thompson,  9  id.  63;  Toby  v.  Heed, 
9  id.  216;  Mills  v.  Camp,  14  id.  219;  Osborne  v,  TuUer,  ib.  529.  But  in  New  Jer- 
sey, the  subject  has  been  since  fUIly  discussed,  and  a  rule  of  a  more  qualified 
character  declared.  In  Sterling  v.  Van  Cleve,  7  Halst.  285,  it  was  held,  after  an 
elaborate  view  of  the  subject,  that  a  mere  agreement  by  the  creditor  to  delay  the  sale 
of  a  debtor's  goods,  levied  on  by  execution,  was  not,  of  itself,  evidence  of  fraud. 
There  must  be  some  proof  of  actual  fraud  to  subject  a  prior  execution  to  postpone- 
ment. If  the  plaintiff  suffers  the  goods  levied  on  by  execution  to  remain  with 
the  debtor  for  a  specific  time,  on  his  agreeing  to  pay  a  rent  therefor,  equivalent  to 
keeping  the  goods  of  the  same  value  and  in  good  order,  it  is  not  a  fraud  upon  a  sub- 
sequent execution  creditor,  and  will  not  postpone  the  prior  execution.  See  also,  in 
Bank  of  New  Brunswick  v.  Hassert,  Saxton,  Ch.  (N.  J.)  1 ;  Cumberland  Bank  v. 
Hann,  4  Harr.  (N.  J.)  166,  a  more  relaxed  indulgence  in  leaving  goods  seized  on  exe- 
cution with  the  defendant,  if  done  in  good  faith.  In  Vermont,  it  was  held,  that  in 
ordinary  cases  of  sales  of  personal  property,  if  the  vendor  retains  possession,  the  sale 
is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  creditors.  Bona  fide  sales  by  sherifls  were  an  exception. 
Boardman  v.  Keeler,  1  Aiken  (Vt).  158;  Mott  v.  McNiel,  1  id.  162.  In  Weeks  v 
Wead,  2  id.  64,  the  same  conclusion  was  adopted,  after  a  full  review  of  the  author- 
ities on  each  side  of  the  question ;  and  it  was  declared,  that  in  the  sale  of  chattels,  if 
the  conveyance  be  absolute,  the  want  of  a  change  of  possession  was  not  merely 
prima  faeit  evidence  of  fraud,  but  a  circumstance  per  §e  which  rendered  the  transac- 
tion fraudulent  and  void ;  and  no  stipulation  in  the  contract,  that  the  vendor  should 
retain  possession,  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  rule,  if,  yrom  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion, the  sale  was  absolute,  and  possession  would  accompany  it.  So,  again,  in  Fletcher 
V.  Howard,  2  Aiken  (Vt),  115,  it  was  decided  to  be  essential  to  a  pledge,  as  well  as 
to  ft  sale  of  personal  chattels,  that  it  be  accompanied  with  delivery  of  possession  as 
against  third  persons ;  and  that  if  the  pawnee  takes  a  delivery,  and  yet  immediately 
re-delivers  the  thing  pledged  to  the  former  owner,  or  permits  it  to  go  back  into  his 
possession,  the  special  property  created  by  the  bailment  is  determined  and  gone. 
The  same  doctrine  was  foUowed  out  in  Seattle  v.  Robhi,  2  Vt  181 ;   and  it  was 
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*  526       *  In  these  American  decisions,  the  stem  concIusioDs  of 

the  doctrine,  that  fraud  in  the  given  case  is  an  inference 
of  law,  are  asserted  not  only  in  a  tone  equally  explicit  and  decided 
as  in  the  English  cases  in  the  age  of  Mansfield  and  BuUer,  but 
with  much  greater  precision  and  more  powerful  and  convincing 
argument.  There  is  another  series  of  decisions,  however,  which 
have,  under  sanction,  established  a  more  lax  and  popular  doctrine. 
In  North  Carolina,  it  is  held,  that  whether  a  deed  be  fraudu- 
lent or  otherwise,  from  the  want  of  possession  in  the  vendee,  or 
within  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  IS  -Eliz.  c.  5,  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  not  of  law.  (a)  The  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state,  in  a  more  recent  case,  (£)  carried  the  relaxation  of  the 
English  rule  to  a  great  extent.  A  bill  of  sale  of  a  horse  was 
absolute  on  its  face,  but  taken  as  a  security  for  a  debt,  and  pos- 
session was  left  with  the  vendor.  The  property,  after  being  kept 
by  the  debtor  for  six  years,  was  seized  on  execution  by  another 
creditor ;  and  the  court  decided  that  such  a  transaction  was  only 
presumptive  evidence  of  fraud  for  a  jury ;  and  as  they  had  found 
no  fraud  in  the  fact,  the  verdict  was  sustained,  (c) 

declared,  that  unlew  a  purchMO  be  followed  by  a  visible  dumge  of  poeseiaioii,  the 
property  will  oontlnae  liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  vendor.  Judd  v,  Langdon,  5  Vt 
281 ;  Baylies,  J.,  ib.  681,  8.  p.  In  Famsworth  o.  Shepard,  6  Vt  621,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Vermont  adhered  to  their  former  decisioos  with  great  resolution,  tad 
declared  that  a  sale  of  personal  property,  unaccompanied  with  a  change  of  posses- 
sion, was  per  se  fraudulent  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor.  '*  Tliis  still 
remains,"  said  Mattock,  J.,  "  the  settled  law  of  the  land ;  and  although  some  learned 
gentlemen  of  the  law  have  supposed  that  the  court  would  eventually  retrace  tbeii 
steps,  as  the  courts  in  some  of  tbe  neighboring  states  have  done,  that  is,  leave  that 
as  a  badge  of  fhiud  to  a  jury,  yet  we  arc  not  disposed  to  recede  a  Jot,  nor  to  adranoe 
a  whit,  but  to  remain  stationary  upon  this,  in  other  governments,  vexed  question,  so 
as  to  give  this  branch  of  the  law,  at  least,  the  quality  of  uniformity."  I  think  this 
decision  reflects  the  highest  honor  upon  the  firmness  of  the  court,  and  it  is  a  coosot- 
ing  example  of  tlie  triumph  of  the  conservative  pruiciple  in  our  jurisprudence.  How 
long  tbe  court  will  be  able  to  stand  on  that  ground  is  another  question.  WUson  o. 
Hooper,  12  Vt.  658,  s.  p. 

(a)  Vick  V.  Kegs,  2  Haywood,  126  j  Falkner  v.  Perkins,  U>.  224;  Smith  v.  Kh^ 
1  Hawk.  841 ;  Trotter  v.  Howard,  Ib.  320. 

{b)  Howell  V.  Elliott,  1826, 1  Dev.  70. 

(c)  In  1830,  provision  was  made  by  Uw,  in  North  Carolina,  for  the  regiatiy  of 
deeds  of  trust  or  mortgages  of  chattels ;  and  they  were  not  to  be  valid  in  law,  as 
against  creditors  or  purohasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  such  registiy. 
This  will  prevent  the  inconvenience  of  the  antecedent  doctrine.  There  were  ako 
stotutes  in  1784, 1801,  and  1820,  providing  for  the  registry  of  bUls  of  sale  of  chattels. 
In  Gregory  v.  Perkins,  4  Dev.  (N.  C.)  60,  it  was  decided  that  a  deed  abM>late  on  iti 
face,  but  executed  upon  a  parol  agreement  for  redemption,  is,  ui  law,  fraudulent  and 
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In  New  York,  the  cuneot  language  of  the  court  originally 
was,  ((2)  that  the  non-delivery  of  goods  at  the  time  of  the  sale  o> 
mortgage  was  only  prima  facie  evidenoe  of  fraud,  and  a  circum> 
stance  which  admitted  of  explanation.  But  in  Sturtevant 
V.  Ballard,  (e)  the  subject  received  a  more  *  full  and  *  627 
deliberate  consideration,  and  the  English  and  Ameiican 
authorities  were  extensively  reviewed ;  and  it  was  decided,  that 
on  a  bill  of  sale  of  goods,  partly  for  cash  and  partly  to  satisfy  a 
debt,  with  an  agreement  in  the  instrument  that  the  vendor  was  to 
retain  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  goods  for  the  term  of  three 
months,  the  goods  were  liable  to  the  intervening  execution  of  a 
judgment  creditor.  It  was  considered  to  be  a  settled  principle 
of  law,  that  if  the  vendor  be  permitted  to  retain  possession  in  the 

Toid,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor ;  and  the  registry  of  it  under  the  statute 
did  not  add  to  its  validity.  The  object  of  the  Registry  Act  was  to  give  notice  of  the 
existence  and  extent  of  incumbrances,  as  mcrt^agei,  deeds,  or  conv^fonees  in  truM, 
and  the  true  character  of  the  deed  must  appear  on  the  record,  to  give  it  protection. 
In  that  case,  Ch.  J.  Ruffin  observed  that  fraud  was  matter  of  law,  and  a  question  for 
the  court,  but  the  actual  intent  was  generally  concealed,  and  was  within  the  province 
of  a  jury,  and  in  that  sense  fraud  is  a  mixed  question.  But  when  the  fSscts  are 
ascertained,  the  conclusion  is  exclusively  matter  of  law.  The  English  rule  for  some 
time  prevailed  in  North  Carolina,  that  possession  retained  by  the  vendor  was  per  ss 
fraudulent  But  it  admitted  of  so  many  exceptions  proper  for  the  jury,  as  to  the 
intents,  that  the  rule  itself  hardly  remained ;  and  tlie  court  finally  resorted,  as  has 
been  done  in  New  York,  to  the  plain  rule  of  leaving  to  the  jury  the  possession,  as  a 
fact  and  ground  of  presumption,  under  all  the  circumstances,  whether  or  not  there 
was  a  secret  trust  and  a  fraudulent  intent,  without,  however,  intending  to  leave  it  to 
the  jury  to  follow  their  own  uncertain  judgment,  when  the  ascertained  facts  would, 
in  judgment  of  law,  amount  to  a  fraudulent  intent.  Decisions  so  guardedly  and 
firmly  expressed  are  exceedingly  consoling  and  valuable.  The  case  of  Leadman  p. 
Harris,  3  Dev.  146,  contained  the  same  sound  doctrine.  So  in  Wilson  v.  Hensley, 
4  Ired.  (N.  C.)  66,  where  a  levy  had  been  made  on  execution  of  personal  property,  and 
possession  immediately  restored  to  the  defendant,  a  levy  by  another  officer  on  a  sub- 
sequent execution  was  preferred.  The  doctrine  in  Tennessee  and  Alabama  is,  that 
on  a  sale  of  goods  by  deed,  absolute  on  its  face,  without  possession  accompanying 
the  deed,  it  ia  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  fraud,  and  not  fraudulent  per  ae.  Callen 
r.  Thompson,  3  Yerg.  475;  Darwin  v.  Handley,  lb.  502.  See  also  the  case  of  Maney 
V.  Killough,  supra,  522,  n.  {d) ;  Blocker  v  Bumess,  2  Ala.  n.  s.  354.  This  seems  also 
to  be  the  rule  in  Bfississippi.  Carter  v.  Graves,  6  Howard,  1.  And  in  Kentucky  the 
courts  go  so  fiu*  as  to  hold  that  possession  of  goods  by  a  mortgagor  is  not  only  not 
fraudulent  per  se,  but  in  many,  and  perhaps  in  most  cases,  not  even  evidence  of  fraud 
in  fact  2  Dana  (Ky.),  204.  In  Missouri,  on  the  other  band,  the  principle  which 
•eems  to  be  declared  in  the  case  of  King  v.  Bailey,  6  Mo.  575,  is  that  possession  of 
peraonal  property  by  the  vendor,  after  a  sale,  either  absolute  or  conditional,  la  frftud- 
olent  and  void  in  law,  as  against  creditors,  prior  or  subsequent 

((f)  Barrow  v,  Paxton,  5  Johns.  258;  Beala  v.  Gaeroacgr,  8  id.  462. 

(<)  9  Johns.  887. 
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case  of  an  absolute  bill  of  sale  of  chattels,  it  was  an  act  of  fraud 
in  law  as  against  creditors  ;  and  that  though  the  agreement  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  deed,  it  would  be  equally  so,  unless  some 
good  motive  was  at  the  same  time  shown.  The  rule  applied 
equally  to  conditional  as  well  as  absolute  sales,  unless  the  intent 
of  the  parties  in  creating  the  condition  was  sound  and  legal 
Fraud  was  the  judgment  of  law  on  facts  and  intents,  and  it  was 
a  question  of  law  when  there  was  no  dispute  about  the  facts,  (a) 
The  result  of  the  investigation  was,  that  a  voluntary  sale  of  chat- 
tels, with  an  agreement,  in  or  out  of  the  deed,  that  the  Tender 
may  keep  possession,  is,  except  in  special  cases  and  for  special 
reasons,  to  be  shown  to  and  approved  of  by  the  court,  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors. 

This  decision  was  supposed  to  have  established,  on  sound  foun- 
dations, the  rule  of  law  in  New  York,  so  far  as  that  rule  depended 
upon  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court.  But  though  the  de- 
cision has  been  cited  and  approved  of  in  other  states,  (6)  it  was 
doomed  to  have  a  very  transient  influence  on  its  own  tribunal. 
In  Ludlow  V.  Hurdy  (e)  the  chief  justice  left  it  as  a  debatable 
point,  whether  the  retaining  possession  of  chattels  by  the  vendor, 
after  an  absolute  sale  of  them,  was  if  %o  facto  fraudulent,  or  only 
a  badge  of  fraud  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury ;  and  in 
*  628  Bissell  v.  Bopkinn^  ((f)  *  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Sturte- 
vant  V.  Ballard  was  entirely  subverted,  and  it  was  adjudged 
that  possession  continuing  in  the  vendor  was  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  fraud,  and  might  be  explaimed.  But  in  Divver  v. 
M  ^LavghKuy  (a)  it  was  held  that  a  mortgage  of  goods,  in  a  case  in 
which  the  mortgagor  was  suffered  to  continue  in  possession,  and 
to  act  as  owner  for  two  years  and  a  half  after  the  mortgage  had 
become  absolute,  was  fraudulent  in  law,  and  void  as  to  creditors, 
however  honest  the  intention  of  the  parties  might  have  been. 
This  was,  in  some  degree,  reinstating  the  earlier  doctrine,  and  a 
recognition  of  the  principle  declared  in  Sturtevant  v.  Bal- 
*529  lard;  *  and  the  decision  is  deemed  to  be  sound  and  salu- 
tary, (a) 

(a)  Fraad  b  a  question  of  law  on  fkcta  and  intents.    Lord  Coke,  2  Bnltt  29S; 
Lord  Mansfield,  1  Burr.  474 ;  Boiler,  J.,  2  T.  R.  606 ;  Lord  EUenborongh,  9  Eaat^  6i 
(6)  6  Serg.  &  R.  285;  6  Conn.  200;  1  Aiken,  168, 162;  2  Der.  64;  6  Yt.  621. 
(c)  19  Johns.  221.  {d)  8  Cowen,  lOS. 

(a)  2  Wend.  606;  Collins  v.  Brush,  0  Wend.  196,  b.  p. 
(a)  The  New  York  Revised  Statutes  have  put  this  yezatious  ^piestion  at  rest  in 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  has,  in  several  cases,  (() 
laid  down  and  established  the  doctrit^e,  that  possession  of  chattels 

this  state,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  non-delivery  of  goods  on  sale  or  assignment,  by  way 
of  mortgage,  or  upon  condition,  by  declaring  that  unless  the  sale  or  assignment  be 
accompanied  by  an  immediate  delivery,  and  be  followed  by  an  actual  and  continued 
change  of  possession,  it  shall  be  presumed  to  be  Jraudulent  and  void  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  vendor,  or  person  making  the  assignment,  and  against  subsequent 
purchasers  in  good  faith ;  and  shall  be  condunve  evidence  of  fraud,  unless  it  shall  be 
made  to  appear,  on  the  part  of  the  persons  claiming  under  such  sale  or  assignment, 
that  the  same  was  made  in  good  faith  and  without  any  intent  to  defraud.  All  persona 
who  shall  be  creditors,  while  the  goods  remain  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control 
of  the  vendor  or  assignor,  are  embraced  in  the  provision ;  but  it  does  not  apply  to 
contracts  of  bottomry  or  respondentia,  nor  to  assignments  or  hypothecations  of  ves- 
sels or  goods  at  sea,  or  in  foreign  ports.  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  ii.  186,  sec  6,  6,  7. 
It  is  further  declared,  that  the  question  of  firaudulent  intent,  in  all  cases  of  fraudu- 
lent conveyances  and  contracts  relative  to  real  and  personal  property,  shall  be  deemed 
2L  question  of  fruA  and  not  of  law;  and  no  conveyance  or  charge  is  to  be  adjudged 
fraudulent,  as  against  creditors  or  purchasers,  soUly  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
founded  on  a  valuable  consideration.  The  title  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion is  not  to  be  affected  or  impaired  by  any  of  the  provisions,  unless  he  had  previous 
notice  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the  grantor,  or  of  the  fraud  rendering  void  tlie 
title  of  such  grantor.  lb.  187,  sec.  4,  5.  Though  fVaud  in  those  cases  is  declared 
to  be  a  question  of  fact,  and  a  court  of  equity  is  competent  to  pronounce  upon  it,  yet, 
if  the  case  be  brought  to  hearing  upon  bill  and  answer,  and  the  latter  denies  the 
fraudulent  intent,  the  court  will  require  such  facts  as  are  per  se  conclusive  evidence  of 
fraud.  It  will  overlook  the  mere  indicia  of  fraud,  for  the  complainant  should  have 
put  the  cause  at  issue,  and  have  given  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  explain  by 
proof  the  suspicious  circumstances.  Cunningham  v.  Freeborn,  11  Wend.  240.  The 
doctrine  now  established  is  evidently  as  high-toned  as  any  that  the  courts  of  Justice 
in  this  country  can,  by  a  permanent  practice,  sustain ;  and  it  contains  this  inherent 
and  redeeming  energy,  that  the  fact  of  withholding  possession  raises  the  presumption 
of  fraud,  and  the  burden  of  destroying  that  presumption  is  thrown  on  the  vendee  or 
mortgagee,  who  suffers  the  possession  to  remain  unchanged. 

The  courts  of  New  York  have  since  given  increased  energy  to  the  statute  provi- 
sions against  fraudulent  sales.  Thus,  in  Doane  v.  Eddy,  16  Wend.  628,  and  Randall 
V.  Cook,  17  id.  68,  it  was  considered  that,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  distinction 
between  an  absolute  sale  and  a  mortgage  of  goods  was  abolished,  and  that  on  a  sale  or 
mortgage  of  goods,  actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  was  indispensable, 
unless  the  contrary  be  satisfactorily  explained  by  some  good  and  sufficient  reason, 
even  though  the  conveyance  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  without  any  intent  to 
defi-aud.  So,  in  Butler  v.  Stoddard,  7  Paige,  168,  the  chancellor  held,  that  if  an 
insolvent  debtor  assigns  his  property  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  without 
any  actual  change  of  possession,  and  the  assignee  leaves  the  goods  In  store,  in  the 
possession  of  the  assignor  as  his  agent,  to  be  sold  in  the  ordinary  course  by  retail. 
Instead  of  disposing  of  them  at  once'  without  any  unreasonable  delay,  and  fairly,  by 

(fr)  Brooks  V.  Powers,  16  Mass.  244;  Bartlett  v.  Williams,  1  Pick.  288 ;  Holmes  v. 
Crane,  2  id.  607 ;  Wheeler  i>.  Train,  8  id.  256 ;  Ward  v.  Sumner,  6  id.  69 ;  Shum way 
p.  Ruttor,  7  id.  66 ;  8  id.  443,  8.  o. ;  Adams  v.  Wlieeler,  10  id.  199 ;  Marden  v.  Babcock, 
2  Met.  99;  Briggs  v.  Parkman,  ib.  268;  [Ingalls  v.  Herrick,  108  Mass.  861.] 
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by  the  vendor  or  mortgagor,  after  a  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  same, 
ia  not,  as  it  regards  creditors,  fraud  per  $6^  but  only  prima 

ftaetion»  And  dbtribntiiig  th«  prooeedt,  th«  atiigniii«iit  beoomet  frmndnlent  and  Toid 
as  to  creditors.  The  assignment  ought  to  be  accompanied  with  an  actual  and  con- 
tlnoed  clutnge  of  possession,  and  not  merely  a  nominal  and  constnictiTe  change,  for 
the  latter  is  not  a  diange  within  tlie  meaning  of  tiie  statute  on  the  subject  This 
decree  was  affirmed  on  appeal,  20  Wend.  607.  So  again,  in  Stevens  r.  Fisher,  19 
Wend.  181,  the  Supreme  Court  set  aside  a  Terdict,  and  awarded  a  new  trial,  wlieo 
the  jurj  disregarded  the  charge  of  the  Judge,  and  supported  a  sale  of  goods  vnMj> 
companied  hy  an  immediate  deliTCfy,  and  not  followed  by  any  actual  and  continued 
change  of  possession,  and  when  no  tatis/aelmy  explanatiom  was  given  wAy  tkt  rtqwrt- 
maiiM  of  the  ataiMU  wen  tut  eomplUd  wiUL  It  was  held  to  be  a  Terdict  against  both  the 
law  and  the  fact.  These  were  infallible  and  legal  indicia  of  fraud  on  the  face  of  the 
transaction.  It  was  nakedly  fraudulent,  and  the  court  very  properly  held,  tluit  thef 
oould  not  permit  the  law  to  be  so  disregarded.  But  see  Smith  v.  Acker,  23  Wend. 
658,  a  great  rebucation  of  the  preceding  doctrine ;  and  it  was  held  by  a  migority  of 
the  Court  of  Errors,  in  accordance  with  the  received  doctrine  in  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  N.  T.;  that  a  mortgage  of  chattels,  unaccompanied  by  immediate  delivery,  and  not 
followed  by  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  possession,  was  not  void,  provided  it 
was  made  to  appear  affirmatively  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor  that  the  same  wss 
made  in  good  faith,  and  without  any  intent  to  defraud  purchasers  or  creditors,  — 
and  that  the  question  of  intent  was  a  matter  of  fact  for  a  jury. 

In  White  v.  Cole,  24  Wend.  110,  tliis  very  vexatious  subject  of  the  sale  or  mort- 
gage of  chattels  without  delivery  was  again  extensively  discussed,  and  the  most  con- 
•ervative  and  wholesome  princi|deB  of  law  applicable  to  the  case  enforced  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Cowen.  A  vessel  on  Lake  Ontario 
was  mortgaged  for  a  precedent  debt,  while  absent  on  a  voyage  up  the  lakes.  When 
she  returned  into  port,  possession  was  not  forthwith  taken,  as  it  might  have  been,  by 
the  mortgagee ;  and  after  her  return,  and  before  delivery,  an  execution  was  levied 
npon  the  vessel,  under  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  third  party.  The  court  held,  tbst» 
as  against  the  purchaser  under  the  execution,  the  mortgage  was  void,  within  the 
fifth  section  of  the  statute  mentioned  in  the  beginning  of  this  note.  The  absence  of 
the  vessel  excused  the  non-delivery  in  the  first  instance,  and  until  her  return  in  port, 
and  no  longer.  The  exceptions  in  the  7th  section  of  the  statute,  reUtive  to  bottomy 
and  respondentia,  contracts  and  hypothecations  of  vessels  or  goods  at  sea,  or  in 
foreign  poru,  were  of  a  nautical  character,  and  did  not  apply  to  mortgages  of  per- 
sonal property,  in  their  ordinary  sense,  as  applicable  to  commerce  on  land  or  on  the 
lakes.  Though  the  purchaser,  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  knew  of  the  mortgage,  it  was  no 
objection  to  his  title.  Though  the  debt  was  fair,  the  mortgage  bonajide,  and  the  mort- 
gagor kept  possession  with  the  mortgagee's  consent,  and  to  facilitate  his  business,  it 
did  not  help  the  case.  It  was  a  case  tending  to  fraud  and  deceit ;  and  the  mortgagee, 
in  order  to  preserve  his  preference,  was  bound  to  take  possession  of  the  vessel  as 
soon  as  possible  after  her  arrival  in  port  The  rule  requiring  a  change  of  poeset- 
sion  would  be  impaired  and  frustrated  by  multiplying  exceptions  and  evasive  excuses. 
No  excuse  is  valid  not  founded  on  real  necessity.  There  is  no  question  for  a  jury 
when  no  satisfactory  explanation  is  offered  in  proof  why  delivery  was  not  made. 
The  evidence  as  to  the  bonajides  of  the  case  must  be  pertinent,  or  the  oonrt  is  bound 
to  reject  it,  as  it  is  bound  to  reject  all  irrelevant  testimony.-  Bvidence  of  geneial 
moral  character  of  the  parties  would  not  be  relevant  A  good  oonsideratioB,  or  par- 
ticular convenience,  is  no  excuse.  Cbari^,  domestic  affection,  busfaiess  or  raltgioai 
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fadt  eyidence  of  fraad,  and  which  *  may  be  explained  by    ♦  630 
proof.    A  debtor  may  mortgage  or  make  an  absolute  sale 

purposes,  are  not  pertinent  or  legal  proof  to  overtarn  the  presumption  of  fraud,  when 
poMestton  is  retained.  This  decision,  I  should  think,  was  well  calculated,  in  its  dif- 
fusible influences,  to  protect  the  rights  of  creditors  from  a  thousand  machinations 
and  schemes  to  corer  property  from  lawful  executions.  The  doctrine  of  this  case  is 
in  harmony  with  the  principles  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Sturtevant  v.  Ballard, 
in  1812.  But,  alas,  how  fluctuating  and  precarious  have  been  the  decisions  on  this 
Texed  question  1  The  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  Butler  r.  Van  Wyck,  1  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  438,  decided,  that  if  a  mortgage  of  chattels  was  given  for  a  true  debt,  the 
question  of  fraud,  as  to  creditors,  arising  from  continued  possession  in  the  mortgagor, 
most  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  whether  such  possession  bo  satisfactorily  explained  or 
not.  The  rule  was  deemed  to  be  the  same  where  a  like  question  is  raised  upon  a  bill 
of  sale,  absolute  on  its  face.  The  court,  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice 
Cowen,  abandoned  all  the  former  adjudged  doctrines  on  the  subject,  on  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Acker,  decided  in  the  Court  of  Errors.  Judge  Bronson  dis- 
sented from  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and  sustained  the  former  doctrines  of  the 
court,  and  was  for  confining  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Acker  to  the  parties  in  that 
case ;  and  held  that  it  was  not  to  be  followed  as  a  precedent  in  the  destruction  of  the 
statate  and  common  law  of  the  land,  as  declared  and  settled  for  centuries  past.  And 
as  the  senator  who  gave  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Smith  v.  Acker  admitted  that 
his  vote  "  would  directly  conflict  with  the  whole  course  of  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  upon  the  principal  question,"  Judge  Bronson  did  not  consider  it  as  entitled  to 
any  weight  as  a  precedent.  In  Prentiss  v.  Slack,  1  Hill  (N.  T.),  467,  the  court  went 
even  further,  and  held  that  the  jury  might ''  allow  almost  any  excuse  for  the  vendor 
continuing  in  possession,"  and  the  court  had  no  power  to  set  aside  the  verdict, 
because  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  excuse.  And  lastly,  in  Cole  r.  White,  26  Wend. 
611,  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  White  v.  Cole,  was  reversed  in  the 
Court  of  Errors,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Smith  r.  Acker  reinstated.  Mr. 
Verplanck,  as  a  member  of  the  Court  of  Errors,  gave  a  learned  and  powerful  opinion 
in  support  of  the  directions  in  the  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes  on  this  subject.  So  again, 
in  Hanford  v.  Artclier,  4  Hili  (N.  Y.),  271,  the  same  question  was  elaborately  and 
animatedly  discussed  in  the  New  York  Court  of  Errors,  and  the  decision  in  Smith 
V.  Acker  reestablished ;,  and  it  may  now  be  considered  as  finally  settled  in  the  juris- 
prudence of  New  York,  and  as  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  that  leaving 
the  possession  of  chattels  on  sale,  or  mortgage,  or  assignment,  in  the  hands  of  the 
vendor,  or  mortgagor,  or  assignor,  is  only  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud  \  and  it 
rests  with  the  defendant  to  rebut  that  presumption  as  a  matter  of  fact,  by  showing 
proof  of  good  faith,  and  an  honest  debt,  and  an  absence  of  an  intent  to  defraud. 
The  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  was,  that  there  must  appear  to  have  been  good 
and  sufficient  reasons,  or  some  satisfactory  excuse,  for  non-delivery  at  the  time,  and* 
that  the  presumption  of  fraud  cannot  be  rebutted  merely  by  proving  good  fiiith  and 
absence  of  a  fraudulent  intent  The  old  doctrine  was,  that  non-delivery,  except  in 
•pedal  cases,  was  fraudulent,  and  an  inference  of  Uw  for  the  court.  The  doctrine 
now  finally  settled  in  the  senate  is,  that  the  whole  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury. 
The  Chancellor  (Walworth)  and  the  Supreme  Court  have  struggled  nobly  to  main- 
tain what  I  believe  to  be  the  only  safe  and  salutary  principle  requisite  to  protect 
creditors  and  bar  fraud.  The  senate  have  established,  upon  the  letter  of  tlie  Revised 
Statutes,  the  more  lax  and  latitudinary  doctrine,  which  places  the  most  common  and 
moat  complex  dispositions  ot  property,  as  between  debtor  and  creditor,  at  the  variable 
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pf  goods  bona  fide^  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  but  under 
an  agreement  to  retain  possession  for  a  given  time ;  and  it  would 
only  be  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud  susceptible  of  explanation, 
and  good,  except  as  against  an  intervening  attachment  or  sale 
before  any  actual  delivery  takes  place.  The  Supreme  Court  of 
New  Hampshire  has  also  established  the  same  rules  of  law  on  this 
subject  as  those  recently  declared  in  Massachusetts  and  New  York, 
and  has  vindicated  its  opinion  in  an  able  manner,  (a)  It  insists 
that  the  principal  cases  in  England  and  this  country,  on  the  other 
side,  are  borne  down  by  the  current  of  opposite  authority.  The 
position  that  devolves  the  question  of  fraud  upon  the  court  re- 
quires the  opinion  to  be  formed  on  a  single  circumstance,  and 
admits  no  explanation.  The  other  position  which  refers  the 
question  of  fraud  to  a  jury,  looks  to  the  whole  transaction,  and 
admits  of  every  honest  apology  and  explanation.  If  the  vendor 
or  mortgagor  retains  possession,  no  person  suffers,  unless  a  new 
credit  be  given,  or  an  old  one  be  extended,  under  the  mistaken 
belief  tliat  the  property  remained  unsold.  The  few  cases  of  that 
kind  which  may  happen  ought  not  to  introduce  so  stem  a  nile 
as  to  make  such  conveyances  void  against  every  description  of 
creditors.  In  Cohum  v.  Pickering^  (6)  and  which  is  held  to  be  a 
leading  case  in  New  Hampshire,  the  subject  was  again  thoroughly 
discussed  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  if  the  vendor  of  chattels  retained 
possession  after  an  absolute  sale,  it  was  always  prima  faeUy  and 
if  unexplained  by  the  vendee,  conclusive  evidence  of  a  secret  trust, 
which  was  fraudulent  in  respect  to  creditors.  Whether  there  was 
such  a  trust  was  deemed  a  question  of  fact ;  but  if  admitted  or 
proved,  the  fraud  was  an  inference  of  law.  This  was  recurring 
back,  in  a  great  degree,  to  the  simplicity  and  energy  of  the  old 
rule,  requiring  delivery  of  possession  in  cases  of  sales  of  goods  and 
mortgages  of  goods,  as  the  natural  order  of  dealing  in  such 
♦  631    cases,  and  the  only  *  effectual  security  against  secret  and 

disposition  of  a  jury.  It  lias  been  since  decided,  in  Vance  v.  Phillips,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.), 
438,  tliat  tlie  question  of  fraud,  liowever  clear,  must  be  snbmitted  to  the  jnrj ;  jeC 
if  the  jury  find  against  the  evidence,  the  oonrt  wiU  set  aside  the  Terdict  and  giant  a 
new  trial,  as  in  other  cases. 

(a)  Haven  v.  Low,  2  N.  H.  18. 

(h)  3  N.  H.  415.    But  in  Ash  i*.  Savage,  6  N.  H.  646,  it  was  adjudged  that  posaes- 
sion  was  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  morltfage  of  goods,  and  that  retaining 
possession  by  the  mortgagor  was  not,  of  itself,  evidence  of  fraud.    In  Clark  v.  MccBe, 
10  N.  H.  289,  the  court  adhered  to  the  rule  established  in  Cobnm  v.  Pickering. 
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fraudulent  trusts,  (a)    In  the  State  of  Maine,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  Massachusetts  doctrine  is  adopted  and  followed.  (5) 

(a)  In  1882,  the  legislatures  of  Massacbusettt  and  New  Hampshire  passed  acts 
dedaring  that  no  mortgage  of  personal  propert}'  thereafter  made  should  be  yalld, 
except  as  to  the  parties,  unless  possession  be  delivered  to,  and  retained  by,  the 
mortgagee,  or  unless  the  mortgage  be  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  town  where 
the  mortgagor  resides.  See  also  Massachusetts  Revised  Statutes,  part  2,  tit.  6,  c.  74, 
sec.  5;  and  Smith  v.  Moore,  11  N.  H.  55;  ib.  285.  It  is  held  that  the  recording  of 
the  mortgage  is  equivalent  to  an  actual  delivery  of  the  property.  Forbes  v.  Parker, 
16  Pick.  462 ;  Bullock  o.  Williams,  ib.  83.  See  also  supra,  494,  8.  p.  The  contin- 
uance of  the  mortgagor's  possession,  even  after  the  mortgage  has  become  absolute, 
18  not  per  J6  a  fraud,  and  only  evidence  of  it.  Shurtleff  v.  Willard,  19  Pick.  202.  In 
New  York,  also,  in  188S  (Laws  N.  Y.  Sess.  66,  c  279),  prorision  was  made  by  law  for 
filing  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  as  matter  of  public  record,  mortgages  of  chattels ;  and 
CTery  such  mortgage,  unless  the  same  or  a  true  copy  thereof  be  filed,  or  be  accom- 
panied by  immediate  delivery,  and  followed  by  an  actual  and  continued  change  of 
possession,  was  declared  to  be  void  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees 
in  good  faith.  In  Lee  v,  Huntoon,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  448,  the  assistant  vice-chancellor  was 
of  opinion  that,  under  the  New  York  act  of  1833,  c.  279,  if  a  mortgage  of  personal 
property  be  duly  recorded,  a  change  of  possession  need  not  be  made.  But  if  the 
mortgage  be  not  filed,  there  must  be  an  actual  change  of  possession.  Camp  v.  Camp, 
2  Hill,  628.  There  was  a  statute  of  a  general  assembly  of  the  colony  of  New  York, 
of  April  8,  1775,  requiring  the  like  registry  of  bills  of  sales  of  chattels,  not  exceeding 
in  value  £100,  and  given  by  way  of  mortgage ;  and  it  is  a  little  singular  that  such  an 
ordinary  and  pacific  provision  should  have  been  one  of  the  last  acts  ever  passed  by 
the  colonial  legislature  of  New  York.  It  was  passed  in  the  midst  of  the  tumult  of 
arms,  for  the  general  assembly  adjourned  on  that  same  third  day  of  April,  never  to  meet 
again,  as  the  Revolution  had  then  commenced.  In  Kentucky,  by  statute,  December 
13, 1820,  Feb.  22,  1837,  and  Feb.  1, 1839,  no  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  of  real  or 
personal  estate  is  good  against  a  purchaser,  for  valuable  consideration,  or  against  a 
creditor,  unless  it  be  duly  deposited  for  recording  in  the  county  clerk's  office.  In 
Georgia,  Tennessee,  Indiana,  and  Virginia,  mortgages  of  personal  property  are  to  be 
proved  and  recorded  like  mortgages  of  land,  in  order  to  make  them  secure  against 
bonajide  creditors  and  purchasers.  Statutes  of  (reorgia,  December  26, 1827 ;  Statutes 
of  Virginia,  December,  1792,  and  February,  1819;  and  of  Indiana,  Revised  Statutes, 
1838,  p.  70;  Statutes  of  Tennessee,  1831.  The  statute  of  Tennessee  applies  to  all 
bills  of  sale  as  well  as  mortgages  and  deeds  of  trust  of  real  and  personal  property ; 
all  deeds  of  gift ;  all  powers  of  attorney  conceniing  the  conveyance  of  real  or  per- 
sonal property ;  all  marriage  contracts,  and  all  agreements  for  the  conveyance  of  real 
or  personal  property.  In  Mississippi,  by  statute  in  1822,  deeds  respecting  the  title  to 
personal  property  are  to  be  recorded  in  the  county  where  the  property  is  ;  and  if  it 
be  removed  to  a  different  county,  to  be  recorded  within  twelve  months  ;  and  if  not 
recorded,  they  are  void  as  to  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice, 
and  as  to  creditors.    1  Sm.  &  M.  112.    So,  in  Alabama,  deeds  of  trust,  including 


(h)  Beed  v.  Jewett,  5  Greenl.  96 ;  Holbrook  t*.  Baker,  5  id.  309 ;  Brinley  v.  Spring, 
7  id.  241 ;  Ulmer  v.  Hills,  8  id.  826.  In  Cutter  v.  Copeland,  18  Me.  127,  the  courU 
go  still  Airther,  and  hold  that  the  mortgagor  may,  by  an  arrangement  with  the 
mortgagee,  become  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee,  and  retain  the  possession,  without 
affording  eren  a  prima  fade  evidence  of  fraud.    [Veazie  v.  Holmes,  40  Me.  60.] 
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It  is  greatly  to  be  regretted  that  the  rules  of  law  on  so  material 
a  point,  and  one  of  such  constant  application,  are  so  various  and 
so  fluctuating  in  this  country*  Since  the  remedy  against  the 
property  of  the  debtor  is  now  almost  entirely  deprived  of  the 
auxiliary  coercion  intended  by  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  his 
person,  the  creditor's  naked  claim  against  the  property  ought  to 
receive  the  most  effective  support,  and  every  rule  calculated  to 
prevent  the  debtor  from  secreting  or  masking  property,  to  be  sus- 
tained with  fortitude  and  vigor.  There  is  the  same  reason  for  the 
inflexible  stability  of  the  rule  of  law,  that  a  vendor  of  chattels 
should  not,  at  the  expense  of  his  creditors,  sell  them,  and  yet  re- 
tain the  use  of  them,  as  there  is  for  that  greatly  admired  rule  of 
equity,  that  a  trustee  shall  not  be  permitted  to  buy  or  speculate  in 
the  trust  fund  on  his  own  account ;  or  for  that  other  salutary  and 
flxed  principle,  that  the  voluntary  settlement  of  property  shall  be 
void  against  existing  creditors.  Such  rules  are  made  to  destroy 
the  very  temptation  to  fraud,  in  cases  and  modes  that  are  calcu- 
lated to  invite  it,  and  because  such  transactions  may  be  grossly 
fraudulent,  and  the  aggrieved  party  not  able  to  show  it  from  the 
character  of  private  agreements,  and  the  infirmity  of  human  testi- 
mony. However  innocent  such  transactions  may  be  in  the  given 
case,  they  are  dangerous  as  precedents,  and  poisonous  in  their 
consequences  ;  and  the  wise  policy  of  the  law  connects  disability 

mortgage  of  pertonal  property,  are  to  be  recorded  within  thirty  days,  otherwise 
they  are  void  as  against  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice.  But 
the  statute  does  not  apply  to  cho&tM  in  adum.  Aiken's  Dig.  208,  p.  6 ;  4  Ala.  263, 4fi9> 
In  Connecticut,  there  may  be  a  mortgage  of  manufacturing  machinery,  without  the 
real  estate  to  which  it  is  attached ;  and  the  mortgage  is  of  course  eftectual,  though 
the  mortgagor  retain  possession  of  the  machinery.  Such  machinery  may  also  be 
attached,  without  being  remored,  and  sold  on  execution.  Statutes  of  Connecticut, 
1838,  pp.  72,  78.  The  Vermont  statute  is  more  stringent  and  wholesome,  for  it 
declares  that  no  mortgage  of  any  machinery,  used  in  a  factory,  shop,  or  mill,  is  good 
except  between  the  parties,  unless  possession  be  dellrered  to  and  retained  by  the 
mortgagee.    Revised  Statutes  of  Vermont,  1839,  p.  817. 

In  the  case  of  Watson  v.  Williams,  4  Black.  (Ind.)  20,  the  court,  after  a  clear  and 
succinct  review  of  the  conflicting  decisions  in  England  and  America,  came  to  the 
conclusion,  now  so  generally  prevalent,  that  the  mortgagor's  possession  of  goods  was 
not  conclusive  evidence  of  fhiud  as  to  creditors,  though  the  mortgage  was  silent  as  to 
the  point  of  possession.  His  possession  may  be  explained  by  parol  proof,  and  shown 
to  be  fliir  and  consistent  with  the  contract  The  subsequent  decision  in  that  court, 
in  Case  v.  Winship,  lb.  426,  rather  controls  the  other,  for  it  declared  that  the  mort- 
gagee of  goods  was  entitled  to  immediate  possession,  when  there  was  nothing  in  the 
instrument  to  gainsay  it,  and  that  the  silence  of  the  mortgage  on  that  point  ooald  not 
be  supplied  by  parol  proof. 
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with  the  temptation,  and  thus  endeavors  to  prevent  impositions, 
which  might  be  inaccessible  to  the  eye  of  the  court.  If  a  debtor 
can  sell  his  personal  property,  and  yet,  by  agreement  with  the 
vendee,  continue  to  enjoy  it  for  six  years,  as  in  one  state,  or  for 
sixteen  months,  as  in  another,  in  defiance  of  his  creditors, 
who  can  set  bounds  to  the  term  of  *  enjoyment,  or  know  •  532 
when  and  where  to  bestow  credit,  or  how  he  is  to  make  out 
a  case  of  actual  fraud  ?  Fraud,  in  fact,  is  reluctantly  drawn  by 
a  jury,  and  their  sympathies  must  be  overcome  by  strong  and 
positive  proof,  before  they  will  readily  assent  to  the  existence  of  a 
fraudulent  intent,  which  is  so  di£Bcult  to  ascertain,  and  frequently 
80  painful  to  infer,  (a) 

(2.)  Of  Voluntary  A$9igninefUs.  —  The  validity  of  voluntary 
assignments  of  their  property  by  insolvent  traders  and  others  has 
been  another  and  a  fruitful  topic  of  discussion.  Under  a  code  of 
bankrupt  law,  such  assignments  giving  preferences  are  held  to  be 
fraudulent,  for  they  interfere  with  its  regulations  and  policy.  (6) 
But  where  there  is  no  bankrupt  system,  these  assignments  are  a 
substitute  for  a  commission  in  bankruptcy,  and  become,  like  that, 
of  the  nature  of  an  execution  for  the  creditors.  A  conveyance  in 
trust  to  pay  debts  is  valid,  and  founded  on  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, (c)     A  debtor,  pending  a  suit,  may  assign  to  trustees 

(a)  In  1  Peters,  S86,  440.  the  Supreme  Coart  of  the  United  States  waive  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  want  of  possession  of  the  thing  sold  constitutes  per  sea,  badge  of 
fraud,  or  is  only  prima  facie  a  presumptum  of  fraud ;  but  in  the  ease  of  Phettiplaoe  v. 
Sayles,  4  Mason,  821, 822,  the  general  doctrine  that  non-delivery  in  the  sale  of  chattels, 
and  a  continuation  of  possession  in  tlie  seller,  renders  the  sale  Toid,  is  explicitly 
asserted,  as  having  its  foundations  in  a  great  public  policy.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
lias  been  declared  by  the  same  court,  in  D'Wolf  v,  Harris,  4  Mason,  616,  that  a  bill 
of  sale  of  a  ship  and  cargo  in  port  is  valid,  though  possession  be  not  taken,  provided 
it  appear  to  have  been  given  by  way  of  mortgage.  The  notes  added  to  Twyne's 
case,  in  Smith's  Selection  of  Leading  Cases  in  the  American  edition  of  the  Law 
Library,  k.  s.  xxvii.,  contain  a  full  view  of  the  decisions,  and  especially  of  tlie  Ameri- 
can cases  in  the  federal  and  state  courts,  on  the  great  doctrines  in  Twyne'scase,  which 
is,  perhaps,  the  most  celebrated  case  in  the  English  law,  and  has  given  rise  to  the  most 
protracted  and  animated  discussions.  I  have  endeavored,  io  the  preceding  pages,  from 
p.  615,  to  give  as  full  a  note  of  the  progress  of  these  discussions  as  the  plan  of  this 
work  would  allow. 

(6)  As  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  since  the  4th  edition  of  these  Commen- 
taries, enacted  a  bankrupt  law,  a  wide  field  of  inquiry  was  opened,  as  to  the  question 
of  conveyances  fraudulent  under  that  new  system.  The  subject  is  well  discussed, 
on  the  basis  of  English  authorities,  in  the  American  Jurist  for  January,  1848.  But 
the  subject  ceases  to  be  important,  inasmuch  as  the  Bankrupt  Act  was  repealed 
March  3,  1843. 

(c)  Stephenson  v.  Ebtyward,  Free  in  Ch.  310;  Dey  v.  Dunham,  2  Johns.  188; 
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all  his  effects  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors,  and  deliver  pos- 
session, and  it  will  be  valid,  (d)  A  debtor  in  failing  circumstances, 
by  assignment  of  his  estate  in  trust,  and  made  in  good  faith,  may 
prefer  one  creditor  to  another,  when  no  bankrupt  or  other  law 
prohibiting  such  preference,  and  no  legal  lien  binding  on  the 
property  assigned,  exist.  This  is  a  well  settled  principle  in  the 
English  and  American  law,  and  admitted  by  numerous  authori- 
ties. (^)     The  assent  of  the  creditors  to  be  benefited   by  the 

Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Russell  v.  Woodward,  10  Pick.  413;  State  of  Maryland  r.  Bank  oi 
Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  205.  In  making  asiignments  of  property,  the  owner  cannot 
assign  pari  only  of  one  entire  debt,  without  the  consent  of  the  debtor ;  for  that 
would  subject  him  to  distinct  demands  on  one  single  contract.  Gibson  v.  Cooke,  20 
Pick.  16.  Nor  does  the  assignee  of  a  voluntary  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, stand  in  a  better  situation  than  the  assignor.  Neither  he  nor  the  crediton 
whom  he  represents  are  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  as 
against  prior  equitable  liens.  Haggerty  v.  Palmer.  0  Johns.  Cb.  437 ;  Knowles  r. 
Lord,  4  Wharton,  600.  As  between  different  assignees  of  a  chose  in  action,  the  one 
prior  in  point  of  time  is  preferred,  though  no  notice  be  given  either  to  the  subsequent 
assignee  or  the  debtor;  but  notice  is  requisite  to  the  debtor,  as  between  him  and  the 
first  assignee,  in  order  to  protect  the  latter  from  payment  by  the  debtor.  Muir  r. 
Schenck,  8  Hill,  228 ;  Wood  v.  Partridge,  11  Mass.  488.  Notice  is,  however,  requi- 
site under  tlie  Scotch  law  (which  is  there  termed  an  intimation),  to  the  debtor,  in  order 
to  render  the  assignment  a  complete  preference  as  against  a  subsequent  assignee. 
Redfearn  v.  Ferrier,  1  Dow,  60.  So,  in  Connecticut,  an  assignment  of  debts  orchoses 
in  action  is  not  valid  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  and  attaching  creditors,  with- 
out notice  of  such  assignment  given  to  the  debtor  within  a  reasonable  time.  Tlie 
rule  in  New  York  is  different,  and  an  assignment  made  in  New  York  of  a  debt  due 
in  Connecticut  will  be  held  valid  without  such  notice,  on  the  principle  of  the  kxloci, 
14  Conn.  141,  683. 

((/)  Pickstock  V.  Lyster,  3  Maule  &  S.  371.  So  a  conveyance  or  transfer  of  goods, 
if  made  by  a  party  in  insolvent  circumstances,  to  a  creditor,  in  pursuance  of  a  6oiia 
Jide  demand  by  the  creditor,  is  not  voluntary  within  the  English  Insolvent  Act  of 
7  Geo.  IV.    Mogg  v.  Baker,  4  M.  ft  W.  348. 

(«)  Pickstock  V.  Lyster,  3  Maule  &  8.  871 ;  The  King  v.  Watson,  8  Price,  6 ;  Wilt 
V.  Franklin,  1  Binney,  602 ;  Hendricks  v.  Robinson.  2  Jolms.  Ch.  807,  308 ;  Stevens 
V.  Bell,  6  Mass.  839;  Niooll  v.  Mumford,  4  Jolms.  Ch.  629;  Brown  v.  Mintum, 
2  Gal.  667 ;  Moore  r.  Collins,  8  Dev.  (N.  C.)  126 ;  Moffatt  r.  M'Dowall,  1  M'Cord.  Cb. 
434 ;  Buffbm  v.  Green,  6  N.  H.  71 ;  Haven  v.  Richardson,  ib.  118 ;  &farbury  v. 
Brooks,  7  Wheaton,  660 ;  Brashear  v.  West,  7  Peters,  808;  Sutherland,  J.,  in  Grover 
r.  Wakeman,  11  Wend.  194, 196 ;  State  of  Maryland  v.  Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  & 
J.  206 ;  Marshall  v.  Hutchison,  6  B.  Mon.  306.  The  directors  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration may,  equally  with  individuals,  give  preferences  by  assignment  of  tbeir 
effects.  Catlin  v.  Eagle  Bank,  6  Conn.  238 ;  State  of  Maryland  v.  Bank  of  Maryland, 
6  Gill  &  J.  206,  8.  p. ;  Conway,  Ex  parte,  4  Ark.  302.  See  also  supra,  816.  Tlie  law 
in  New  Jersey  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  the  text.  It  is  made  essential  there,  \jj 
statute  (Elmer's  Dig.  10),  to  the  validity  of  an  insolvent's  assignment,  that  it  create 
no  preferences,  and  that  it  be  for  the  equal  benefit  of  the  creditors.  An  assignment 
of  real  and  personal  property  in  trust,  to  pay  a  favored  creditor,  and  then  to  divide 
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assignment  has  been  held,  under  the  New  England  attachment 
and  trustee  process,  to  be  essential  to  its  yalidity,  so  far  as  that 
the  intervening  attachment  of  another  creditor  who  is  no 
party  to  the  assignment,  issued  before  *  such  assent  be  *  538 
given,  has  been  preferred,  (a)     But,  subject  to  this  quali- 

the  residue  ratably  among  the  other  creditors,  and  the  surplas,  if  any,  to  return, 
though  good  in  New  York,  where  it  was  made,  was  consequently  adjudged  Toid  as 
to  property,  personal  as  well  as  real,  in  New  Jersey.  Yamum  v.  Camp,  1  Green 
(N.  J.),  826.  So  in  Georgia,  by  statute  of  19th  December,  181S,  all  assignments  and 
transfers  of  property  by  insolvent  debtors,  giving  preferences,  are  declared  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void.  Prince's  Dig.  164.  The  Insolvent  Act  of  Massachusetts,  of 
1S38»  c.  168,  establishes  the  principle,  that  when  a  debtor  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts, 
his  property  is  to  be  equally  divided  among  his  creditors ;  and  that  if  the  insolvent 
debtor  has  not  been  guilty  of  fraud  or  gross  misconduct,  he  is  to  be  discharged  from 
liability,  upon  surrendering  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The  dis- 
charge goes  to  all  debts  actually  proved  against  his  estate,  and  to  all  debts  founded 
on  contracts  made  after  the  statute.  If  made  within  the  state,  and  to  be  performed 
therein,  and  provable  under  the  act,  or  dne  to  persons  resident  within  the  state  at 
the  first  publication  of  notice  of  the  proceeding  by  warrant,  and  to  all  demands  for 
goods  wrongfully  obtained,  taken,  or  withheld  by  the  debtor.  The  statute  destroys 
all  voluntary  piyments,  assignments,  and  preferences  made  in  contemplation  of  in- 
solvency. It  is  a  simple  and  well-digested  system  of  bankrupt  law.  The  proceed- 
ings under  this  law  may  be  commenced  on  the  voluntary  application  of  the  debtor 
himself;  or,  if  he  omits  to  do  it,  then  on  the  application,  under  certain  circumstances, 
of  a  portion  of  the  creditors,  to  compel  an  assignment  of  his  property  for  the  general 
benefit  of  the  creditors. 

The  statute  of  Ohio,  of  1888,  prohibits  assignments  in  trust,  in  contemplation  of 
insolvency,  with  the  design  to  prefer  one  creditor  to  another ;  and  snch  assignments 
are  made  to  enure  ratably  to  all.  So,  the  Connecticut  act  of  1828  declares  all 
assignments  of  lands,  chattels,  or  choses  in  action,  with  a  view  to  insolvency,  to  any 
person  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  or  any  of  them,  to  be  void  as  to  creditors,  unless 
made  in  writing  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  in  proportion  to  their  claims,  and 
be  lodged  for  record  in  the  probate  office  of  the  district ;  and  the  duty  of  such  trus- 
tee is  specially  regulated.  Statutes  of  Connecticut,  1838,  p.  800.  In  Pennsylvania, 
by  statute  of  24th  March.  1818,  voluntary  assignments,  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
must  be  recorded  within  thirty  days,  or  they  are  void  as  against  any  of  the  creditors 
of  the  assignor,  without  as  well  as  within  the  assignment.  It  is  settled  in  New  York, 
that  a  voluntary  assignment  by  an  insolvent  debtor  must  declare  the  uses  and  settle 
the  rights  of  creditors  under  the  assignment,  and  not  leave  it  to  the  assignees,  or  re- 
serve to  himself  the  right  of  subsequently  doing  it.  That  would  be  arbitrary,  and 
liable  to  uncertainty  and  abuse,  and  such  an  assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void.  The 
debtor  must,  in  the  assignment,  declare  preferences,  if  any,  among  his  creditors,  and 
he  cannot  transfer  that  power  to  his  assignee.  Wakeman  v.  Grover,  4  Paige,  41 ; 
Bamum  v.  Hempstead.  7  id.  668 ;  Boardman  v.  Halliday,  10  id.  228.  The  right  of 
allowing  preferences  to  be  given  at  all  by  the  insolvent  debtor  has  been  strongly 
condemned  by  judges  in  various  parts  of  the  United  States  as  inequitable  and  unjust 
10  Paige,  229. 

(a)  Widgery  v.  Haskell,  5  Mass.  144;  Stevens  v.  Bell,  6  id.  830;  Ward  v.  Lam- 
son,  6  Pick.  868;  Jewett  v.  Barnard,  6  GrcenL  881.    In  Boyden  v.  Moore,  11  Pick. 
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fication,  the  assent  of  the  creditors  need  not  be  given  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment;  and  a  subsequent  assent  in  terms,  or  by 
actually  receiving  the  benefit  of  Uie  assignment,  will  be  suffi- 
cient. (6)  The  assignment  has  been  held  to  be  good  against  a 
subsequent  attachment,  if  the  creditors  had  assented  to  the 
assignment  prior  to  the  attachment ;  (c)  and  the  assignment  has 
been  supposed  to  be  valid,  even  without  such  intervening  assent, 
hi  the  case  of  an  assignment  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
preferred  creditors.  The  legal  estate  passes  and  vests  in  the 
trustees;  and  a  court  of  equity  vrill  compel  the  execution  of 
the  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  though  they  be  not,  at 
the  time,  assenting,  and  parties  to  the  conveyance,  (d)    The  assent 

S62,  it  was  h^ld,  that  an  assignment  in  trust,  to  pay  the  assignee  and  other  creditDn 
who  were  parties,  and  assenting,  was  yalid.  But  if  not  parties,  and  assenting,  an 
Intervening  attachment  prior  to  the  assent  will  have  preference.  So,  a  rolontaxy 
assignment,  in  contemplation  of  insolrenc^,  and  giving  preferences,  made  In  Penn- 
sylvania, Is  not  good  In  Delaware  against  a  subsequent  attachment,  bj  a  dtizen 
there,  of  the  insolvent's  effects  in  Delaware.    Maberrj  v.  Shisler,  1  Harring.  849. 

(fr)  Marburj  v.  Brooks,  7  Wheaton,  566;  Brooks  v.  Marbury,  11  id.  78 ;  Brashear 
V.  West,  7  Peters,.  SOS;  Ellison  v.  ElUson,  6  Ves.  666;  Cunningham  v.  IVeebain, 

1  Edw.  Ch.  262. 

(c)  Brown  v.  Mintum,  2  Gal.  667 ;  Halsey  v.  VIThitney,  4  Mason,  217 ;  Hastings  v. 
Baldwin,  17  Mass.  662. 

(d)  Small  p.  Oadley,  2  P.  Wms.  427 ;  Nicoll  v.  Mamford,  4  Johns.  Ch.  629 ; 
Brooks  V.  Marbury,  11  Wheaton,  97;  Gray  v.  HiU,  10  Serg.  ft  R.  486;  Halsey  v. 
Whitney,  4  Mason,  206;  Ward  o.  Lewis,  4  Pick.  61&  This  rule  in  the  English 
chancery  seems  to  have  been  made  subject  to  some  embarrassing  qualifications.  If 
the  creditors  are  not  parties  or  privies  to  a  conveyance  by  a  debtor  to  trustees,  to 
pay  scheduled  creditors,  and  do  not  conform  to  its  provisions,  and  the  trustee  have 
not  dealt  with  the  creditors,  in  pursuaoce  of  the  deed,  they  cannot  in  chancery  oi- 
force  performance,  and  have  no  lien  on  the  property  conveyed.  The  deed  is  re- 
garded as  a  mere  disposition  between  the  debtor  and  his  trustees  for  his  own 
accommodation ;  and  the  property  is  not  deemed  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  debtor^s 
absolute  control.  If,  however,  there  can  be  an  actual  aeitlemaU  made  for  vesting  an 
estate  or  stock  in  trustees  for  volunteers,  the  case  is  different,  and  the  trustees,  hav- 
ing the  legal  estate,  become  such  for  the  volunteers,  who,  as  cettui  que  trutts^  msy 
claim  against  the  trustees  in  the  deed.  Ellison  o.  ElUson,  6  Ves.  662 ;  Wallwyn  s. 
Coutts,  S  Meriv.  707 ;  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale,  8  Simon,  1  ;  Acton  v.  Woodgate, 

2  My.  &  Keen,  492.  In  Marston  v.  Cobum,  17  BCass.  464,  a  conveyance  to  trustees 
for  Uie  benefit  of  creditors  was  said  to  be  void  without  the  assent  of  the  creditor, 
though  assented  to  by  the  trustees ;  but  in  that  case  the  deed  was  held  to  be  Inoom- 
plete,  according  to  tlM  intention  of  the  parties,  when  an  attadiment  intervened  and 
prevailed.  Though  assignments  of  possibilities,  contingent  interest,  and  of  rights 
or  choue  in  action,  may  not  be  valid  at  law  unless  the  creditor  assents,  yet  no  diflleulQr 
of  this  kind  exists  in  equity,  where  the  assignment  is  considered  as  amounting  to  a 
declaration  of  trust  See  the  numerous  cases  refened  to  in  the  notes  to  2  Stoiy's 
Equity  Jurisprudence,  806. 
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of  absent  peisons  to  an  assignment  will  be  presumed,  unless  their 
dissent  be  expressed,  If  it  be  made  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
and  be  beneficial  to  them,  (e) 

It  is  admitted  in  some  of  the  cases  that  the  debtor  may  indi^ 
rectly  exert  a  coercion  over  the  creditors  through  the  influence  of 
hope  and  fear,  by  the  insertion  of  a  condition  to  the  assignment, 
that  the  creditors  shall  not  be  entitled  to  their  order  of  preference, 
unless,  within  a  given  and  reasonable  time  (for  if  no  time,  or  an 
unreasonable  time,  be  prescribed,  the  deed  is  fraudu- 
lent), (/)  they  execute  a  release  of  their  debts,  by  *  be-  *  584 
coming  parties  to  the  instrument  of  assignment,  containing 
such  a  release,  or  by  the  execution  of  a  separate  deed  to  that 
effect,  (a)  In  Jackson  v*  Lomas^  (5)  there  was  a  proviso  to  the 
assignment,  that  in  case  any  creditor  should  not  execute  the  trust 

(e)  North  v.  Turner,  9  Serg.  &  R.  244;  De  Forest  v.  Bacon,  2  Conn.  688.  If  the 
assignment  be  directly  to  the  creditors,  their  assent  must  be  shown ;  but  if  to  trustees, 
for  their  benefit,  the  legal  title  passes  to  the  trustees  without  their  assent,  but  it  must 
be  made  with  the  knowledge  and  privity  of  the  trustees  or  the  creditors.  The  assent 
of  the  trustees  is  presumed,  until  the  contrary  be  shown ;  and  if  the  assignment  be 
made  without  their  knowledge,  they  may,  when  it  comes  to  their  knowledge,  affirm 
it,  and  it  will  be  binding.  Gait  v.  Dibrell,  10  Y&cg,  140 ;  Nicoll  n.  Mnmford,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  529;  Brown  v,  Mintum,  2  Gall.  557 ;  Small  i;.  Marwood,  9  B.  &  C.  800;  Smith 
V.  Wheeler,  1  Vent.  128 ;  Marbury  v.  Brooks,  7  Wheat  566 ;  Weston  v.  Barker,  12 
Johns.  276.  Under  the  New  York  Rerised  Statutes,  such  an  assignment  to  trustees 
operates  as  a  grant,  and  does  not  require  any  express  consideration ;  nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  its  validity  that  a  creditor  should  be  a  party  to  the  conveyance,  or  signify 
his  assent  thereto.  Cunningham  v.  Freeborn,  11  Wend.  240.  But  equity  may  re- 
quire the  creditors  to  come  in  within  a  reasonable  time  and  signify  their  assent,  or  be 
excluded  from  all  benefit  of  the  trust.  Dunch  v.  Kent,  1  Vem.  260, 310.  The  assent 
of  trustees  would  seem  to  be  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the  assignment ;  for  it  is 
assumed  to  be  so  in  Gordon  r.  Coolidge,  1  Sumner,  537,  where  it  was  held,  that  if 
the  assignment  in  trust  for  creditors  be  made  to  two  persons,  and  one  of  them  accepts 
the  trust,  and  the  other  repudiates  it,  the  assignment  is  operative  as  to  tlie  assenting 
trustee,  unless  it  contains  some  condition  rendering  the  assent  of  both  requisite.  The 
assent  of  both  was,  however,  to  be  presumed,  unless  one  of  them,  upon  notice,  refuses 
to  accept  the  trust,  and  notifies  his  refusal  to  the  debtor.  See  also  the  cases  supra, 
in  this  note,  and  Neilson  v.  Blight,  1  Johns.  Cas.  205 ;  Moses  v.  Murgatroyd,  1  Johns. 
129. 

(/)  Wharton's  Dig.  tit  Deed,  n.  70,  [Debtor  &  Creditor] ;  Pearpont  v.  Graham, 
4  Wash.  282.  In  Halsey  v.  Whitney,  4  Mason,  206,  six  months  was  held  not  to  be 
an  unreasonable  time.  The  reasonableness  of  the  period  of  limitations  for  the  cred- 
itors to  come  in,  will  depend  on  circumstances. 

(a)  The  King  u.  WaUon,  3  Price,  6 ;  Lippincott  v.  Barker,  2  Binney,  174;  Cheever 
p.  Clark,  7  Serg.  &  R.  610;  Scott  v.  Morris,  0  id.  128 ;  Wilson  r.  Kneppley,  10  id.  489; 
Halsey  v,  Whitney,  4  Mason,  206 ;  De  Caters  r.  Le  Ray  De  Chanmont,  2  Paige,  492 ; 
The  Canal  Bank  v.  Cox,  6  Qreenl.  895. 

(6)  4  T.  R.  166. 
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deed,  which  contained,  among  other  things,  a  release  of  the  debts 
by  a  given  day,  he  should  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
trust  deed,  a7hd  his  share  was  to  be  paid  back  to  the  debtor.  It 
seems  to  have  been  assumed  throughout  that  case  that  such  a 
provision  would  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  assignment.  What- 
ever might  have  been  the  understanding  in  that  case,  such  a  con- 
clusion is  not  well  warranted  by  the  language  of  many  of  the 
American  cases ;  and  a  deed  with  such  a  reservation  would,  under 
them,  be  invalid.  The  debtor  may  deprive  the  creditor,  who 
refuses  to  accede  to  his  terms,  of  his  preference,  and  postpone 
him  to  all  other  creditors ;  but  then  he  will  be  entitled  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  residue  of  the  property,  if  there  should  be  any,  after 
all  the  other  creditors  who  released  and  complied  with  the  con- 
dition of  the  assignment  are  satisfied.  If  the  condition  of  the 
assignment  be,  that  the  share  which  would  otherwise  belong  to 
the  creditor  who  should  come  in  and  accede  to  the  terms  and 
release,  shall,  on  his  refusal  or  default,  be  paid  back  to  the 
debtor,  or  placed  at  his  disposal  by  the  trustees,  it  is  deemed  to 
be  oppressive  and  fraudulent,  and  destroys  the  validity  of  the 
assignment,  at  least  against  the  dissenting  creditors,  (c) 

(c)  M'Allister  r.  Marshall,  6  Binney,  888;  Hyslop  v,  Clarke,  14  Johns.  458;  Seav- 
iDg  V,  Brinkerhoff,  6  Johns.  Ch.  829;  Austin  v.  Bell,  20  Johns.  442;  Borden  p.  Sam- 
ner,  4  Pick.  266 ;  Ingraham  v.  Wheeler,  6  Conn.  277 ;  Atkinson  t;.  Jordan,  6  Ham. 
(Ohio)  294;  Lentilhon  t-.  Moffat,  1  Edw.  Ch.  461;  Ames  r.  Blunt,  5  Paige,  16,  18; 
Graves  v.  Roy,  13  La.  467 ;  The  Brig  Watchman,  in  the  District  Court  of  Maine, 
Ware,  232.  In  Brashear  v.  West,  7  Peters,  60S,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
Sutes  were  far  from  being  satisfied  that  a  deed  of  assignment  of  all  a  debtor's  prop- 
erty, and  excluding  from  the  benefit  of  its  provisions  those  creditors  who  should  not. 
within  a  given  time,  execute  a  release  of  their  demands,  ought  to  be  sustained.  At 
any  rate,  a  court  of  chancery,  after  the  preferred  creditors  were  satisfied,  would  decree 
the  surplus  (if  any)  to  those  creditors  who  had  not  acceded  to  the  deed.  In  Brown 
V.  Knox,  6  Mo.  802  (1840),  the  Supreme  Court,  after  an  able  review  of  the  American 
authorities,  considered  the  point  not  to  be  authoritatively  settled ;  and  they  decided 
that  an  assignment  by  a  debtor,  of  all  his  property  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  sudi 
creditors  as  should,  within  a  given  time,  execute  a  rdease,  was  void.  But  in  Andrews 
V.  Ludlow.  6  Pick.  28,  such  a  reserration  was  held  not  to  render  the  assignment 
fraudulent,  because  it  did  not  appear,  in  point  of  fact,  to  have  been  inserted  with  an 
intention  to  make  a  provision  for  the  debtor.  And  in  Halsey  o.  Whitney,  4  Mason, 
206,  the  learned  judge,  under  the  influence  of  some  of  the  American  authorities,  gave 
effect  to  the  condition  annexed  to  the  assignment  requiring  a  release,  though  the 
assignment  did  not  purport  to  convey  all  the  debtor's  property ;  but  his  own  judgment 
was  not  satisfied  with  the  authorities  under  which  he  acted,  and  partial  assignments 
with  such  a  condition  ought  not  to  be  tolerated.  In  the  case  of  the  Watchman, 
Ware,  232,  the  court  carries  out  the  general  principle,  so  forcibly  illustrated  in  Haliey 
V.  Whitney,  and  in  opposition  to  what  may  be  considered,  after  the  decision  in  Bordeo 
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*  Nor  can  the  debtor  in  such  an  assignment  make  a  reser-  *  535 
vation,  at  the  expense  of  his  creditors,  of  any  part  of  his 
property  or  income,  for  his  own  benefit.  It  has  been  supposed 
that  such  a  reservation,  if  not  made  intentionally  to  delay,  hinder, 
and  defraud  creditors,  would  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  residue, 
or  main  purpose  of  the  assignment ;  and  that  if  the  part  of  the 
estate  assigned  to  the  creditors  should  prove  insuflBcient,  they 
might  resort  to  the  fund  so  reserved  by  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity.  The  case  of  Ustwick  v.  Caillaud^  (a)  and  the  language 
of  other  cases,  were  in  favor  of  this  opinion.  (6)  But  later  au- 
thorities have  given  to  such  reservations  the  more  decided  effect 
of  rendering  fraudulent  and  void  the  whole  assignment;  and 
no  favored  creditor  or  grantee  caii  be  permitted  to  avail  himself 
of  any  advantage  over  other  creditors,  under  an  assignment, 
which,  by  means  of  such  a  reservation,  is  fraudulent  on  its 
face,  (c)  These  latter  decisions  contain  a  just  and  salutary  check 
of  the  abuse  of  the  debtor's  power  of  assignment  and  distribution  ; 
for,  as  was  observed  in  the  case  of  Rigg%  v.  Murray ^  (d)  *'  if  an 
insolvent  debtor  may  make  sweeping  dispositions  of  his 
property  to  select  and  favorite  creditors,  yet  loaded  *  with  *  536 
durable  and  beneficial  provisions  for  the  debtor  himself, 
and  incumbered  with  onerous  and  arbitrary  conditions  and  penal- 
ly. Sumner,  4  Pick.  265,  as  quite  a  doubt  Ail  point,  under  the  local  usages  of  Massa- 
chusetts. In  Johnson  t;.  Whitwell,  7  Pick.  71,  it  was  heldj  that  if  a  debtor  made  a 
partial  assignment  to  select  creditors,  even  for  a  valuable  consideration,  it  was  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  if  made  with  a  view  to  prevent  an  attachment  by  other  creditora.  The 
case  of  Haven  v.  Richardson,  6  N.  H.  118,  is  on  the  lax  side  of  the  question ;  for  where 
an  insolvent  assigned  all  his  property  to  pay  the  debts  of  one  or  more  specified  cred- 
itors, neither  the  want  of  a  schedule,  or  of  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  property 
assigned,  nor  a  stipulation  in  the  assignment  for  a  release  of  the  debts  of  those  who 
became  parties,  nor  a  reservation  of  the  surplus  after  payment  of  the  debts  of  those 
who  assent  to  the  assignment,  was  considered  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud. 
The  reservation  would  now  generally,  and  it  ought  to  be  everywhere,  fatal  to  the 
instrument. 

(a)  6  T.  R.  420. 

(b)  Riggs  ».  Murray,  2  Johns.  Ch.  580;  s.  c.  Murray  v.  Riggs,  16  Johns.  671; 
Austin  V.  Bell,  20  Johns.  442;  SutherUnd,  J.,  and  Woodworth,  J.,  6  Cowen, 
547. 

(c)  Mackie  v.  Cairns,  1  Hopkins,  878;  6  Cowen,  647;  Harris  v,  Sumner,  2  Pick. 
129 ;  Cbartres  v.  Cairns,  decided  in  Louisiana,  1826,  and  cited  in  5  Cowen,  678,  n. ; 
Fassmore  ».  Eldridge,  12  Serg.  &  R.  198;  Gait  v.  Dibrell,  10  Yerg.  146.  The  act  of 
Pennsylvania  of  1818  requires  voluntary  assignments  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to 
be  raoorded  within  thirty  days. 

(d)  2  Johns.  Ch.  582. 

[779] 


*586  OP  PEBSONAL  PBOPEBTT.  [PABT  Y. 

ties,  it  would  be  impoaeible  for  courts  of  justice  to  uphold  credit, 
or  to  exact  the  punctual  performance  of  contracts.*'  (a) 

(a)  In  th«  cue  of  Murray  v,  Riggs*  15  Johns.  671,  the  New  York  Court  of  Erron 
held  a  debtor's  assignment  to  be  ralid,  though  it  in  thefint  place  merved  tothetueo/tJ^ 
granton,  until  one  jfear  after  they  $kould  be  dlaeharged  by  law  from  their  deUs^  two  thoumnd 
dollare  a  year,  and  then  gave  preferences  and  a  power  in  the  assignees  to  settle  with 
the  creditors  on  certain  terms;  and  that  the  creditors  who  did  not  accept  the  condi- 
tions in  one  year,  or  thould  knowingly  embarrass  the  objects  of  the  deed,  shonld  be  forever 
debarred  from  any  share  under  the  assignment  Such  a  deed  was  field  good,  and  the 
decree  in  chanoery  setting  it  aside  was  reversed.  The  Court  of  Chancery  afterwards, 
in  Mackle  o.  Cairns,  1  Hopkins,  373,  rery  properly  lield  a  deed  much  less  obnozioos 
than  that  in  Murray  v.  Riggs,  absolutely  and  in  tolo  fraudulent  and  void.  The  last 
decision  appears  to  have  been  guided  by  sound  policy  and  enlightened  jnstioe. 
6  Cowen,  684,  a.  o.  See  also  Mead  v.  Phillips.  1  Sandf.  Ch.  83,  a  reservation  in  a 
Toluntary  assignment  giving  preference!,  and  providing  previously  for  the  payment 
of  all  coets  and  expenses  necessarily  inaarred  by  him  in  defending  suits,  was  held  to  be 
fraudulent.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  Murray  v.  Riggs,  may  be  con- 
sidered as  Justly  exploded. 

But  the  case  of  Grorer  v.  Wakeman  (U  Wend.  187 ;  4  Paige,  28,  a.  c).  on  appeal 
from  chancery,  goes  still  father.  The  case  was  ably  and  elaborately  discoased  in 
the  New  York  Court  of  Errors,  and  it  was  held,  in  afBrmance  of  the  decree  in  chan- 
oery, that  a  debtor  in  failing  circumstances  might,  by  assignment  of  his  property  in 
trust,  prefer  one  creditor  or  set  of  creditors  to  another,  provided  he  deroted  the  whole 
of  his  property  assigned  to  the  payment  of  his  just  debts,  and  tlie  assignment  be 
absolute  and  unconditional,  without  any  reservation  or  condition  for  his  benefit, 
and  without  extorting  from  the  fears  or  apprehension  of  his  creditors,  or  any  of 
them,  an  absolute  discharge  as  a  consideration  for  a  partial  diyidend.  or  makiBg  the 
preferences,  or  any  of  them,  to  depend  upon  tite  execution  of  a  release,  by  such  pre- 
ferred creditors,  to  him  of  all  claims  against  him.  An  assignment  giving  prefereoeea 
upon  such  a  condition  is  Toid ;  and  the  assignment,  being  Toid  in  part  as  against 
creditors  and  the  provision  of  the  statute,  is  void  m  toto,  though  there  be  no  fraud  ia 
fact  intended.  This  appears  to  be  tlie  most  stem  decision  that  ezisU,  either  in  Eng- 
land or  this  country,  on  this  subject  See  Ames  v.  Blunt,  6  Paige,  22,  and  Goodrich 
».  Downs,  6  Hill  (N.  Y.),  438,  to  •.  p.  The  weight  of  general  authority,  both 
English  and  American  is,  that  an  assignment  by  a  debtor  of  all  his  property  for  Uie 
payment  of  his  debto,  snd  at  the  same  time  giving  preferences,  and  requiring  an 
absolute  release  from  each  creditor  who  accedes,  is  not  per  se  fraudulent  and  void. 
The  circumstances  of  the  debtor  assigning  over  to  trustees  all  his  property,  withont 
sny  reservation  to  himself,  and  giving  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  those  creditors,  if  any, 
who  do  not  come  in  and  agree  to  release,  on  taking  their  preferred  share,  is  deemed 
to  disarm  the  transaction  of  all  illegality  and  unfairness.  See  the  cases  collected  in 
Mr.  Angeirs  Laws  of  Assignmento  in  Trusts  for  Creditors.  Boston,  1885,  pp.  96-108. 
which  is  a  neat  and  valuable  little  manual  of  the  law  of  voluntaiy  assignments  by 
insolvent  debtors.  A  provision  in  the  assignment,  that  the  surplus  after  all  debu  are 
jMid  should  revert  to  the  debtor,  is  not  improper,  for  such  a  resulting  trust  would 
follow  of  course  without  any  stipuUtion.  In  Pennsylvania,  the  judicial  dedsiooa 
were  for  a  time  quite  lax  in  favor  of  voluntary  assignments,  but  their  influence  waa 
counteracted  by  statute  provisions  requiring  the  assignee  to  give  securiQr,  and 
Riving  to  the  court  power  to  remove  him,  and  substitute  another,  and  requiring  hioi 
to  file  an  inventory.  The  debtor  may  sUll  give  preferences,  and  requre  the  cred- 
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10.  Of  8alM  at  Auotton.  —  An  auctioneer  has  not  only  posses- 
sion of  the  goods  which  he  is  employed  to  sell,  but  he  has  an 
interest  coupled  with  that  possession.  He  has  a  special  prop- 
erty in  the  goods,  and  a  lien  upon  them  for  the  charges  of  the 
sale,  and  his  commission,  and  the  auction  duty.  He  may  sue 
the  buyer  for  the  purchase-money  ;  and  if  he  gives  credit  to  the 
vendee,  and  makes  delivery  without  payment,  it  is  at  his  own 
risk.  (5)  If  the  auctioneer  has  notice  that  the  property  he  is 
about  to  sell  does  not  belong  to  his  principal,  and  he  sells  not- 
withstanding the  notice,  he  will  be  held  responsible  to  the  owner 
for  the  amount  of  the  sale.  («)  So,  if  the  auctioneer  does  not 
disclose  the  name  of  his  principal  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the 
purchaser  is  entitled  to  look  to  him  peraonally  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract,  and  for  dami^es  on  its  non-perform- 
ance, (d) 

*  In  the  sale  of  real  property  at  auction,  care  should  be   *  587 
taken  that  the  description  of  it  be  accurate,  or  the  pur- 
chaser will  not  be  held  to  a  performance  of  the  contract.     But  if 

iton  who  accede  to  ezecate  a  general  release.  The  commissioners,  in  their  Report 
on  the  Ciril  Code  of  Pennsjlyania,  in  January,  1835,  suggest  that  this  ttTpulation 
for  a  release  be  placed  under  some  restrictions.  Report,  60-52.  But  since  that 
report,  and  in  June,  1886,  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania  regulated  the  roluntary 
assignments  by  debtors  of  their  estates,  real  or  personal,  or  of  any  part  thereof ,  in  trust 
for  their  creditors,  or  some  of  them,  and  so  far  hare  given  those  assignments  sanction. 
Pnrdon's  Digest,  74.  In  the  case  of  Thomas  r.  Jepks,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania,  in  March,  1885,  the  court  held  the  whole  assignment  fraudulent  and 
Toid,  it  being  an  assignment  by  a  partnership  firm  of  a  part  of  their  property  for  the 
benefit  of  their  creditors,  with  a  stipulation  for  a  release  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
assignment.  It  was  such  an  exercise  of  the  right  of  preference  as  to  impose  upon 
the  creditors,  indirectly,  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  a  part  of  the  debtor's  property 
in  exclusion  of  the  rest  So,  in  M'Culloch  v,  Hutchinson,  7  Watts,  434,  a  voluntary 
assignment  by  an  insolvent  debtor,  absolute  on  its  face,  to  a  particular  creditor,  to 
pay  him  and  return  the  surplus  to  the  debtor,  was  held  to  be  fraudulent  and  void. 
The  trust  was  secret,  and  the  deed  deceptive*  The  Judicial  decisions  on  this  subject 
seem  at  last  to  have  taken  a  firm  and  vigorous  stand  in  favor  of  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors and  the  claims  of  justice.  The  case  of  Van  Nest  v.  Toe,  before  the  assistant 
y.  Ch.  in  New  York  (1  Sandf.  Ch.  4),  contains  a  stringent  and  sound  application  of 
principles  against  the  delay  of  creditors,  by  a  voluntary  assignment  of  his  property 
by  a  debtor,  to  retain  and  hinder  the  operation  of  executions  at  law.  Though  the  law 
aUows  of  voluntary  assignments,  and  permits  the  insolvent  debtor  to  select  his  own 
assignees,  yet  where  he  selected  his  own  relatives  of  very  apparent  incapacity  for  the 
trust,  it  was  held  to  be  evidence  of  fraud,  and  the  assignment  was  set  aside.  Cram 
V.  Mitchell,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  251,  a.  p. 

(6)  Williams  v.  MiUington,  1  H.  Bl.  81. 

(e)  Hardacre  v.  Stewart,  5  £sp.  103. 

id)  Hanson  v,  Roberdeau,  Peake,  Cas.  120. 

[781] 


*  688  OP  PERSONAL  PBOPERTT.  [PART  Y. 

the  description  be  sabstantially  true,  and  be  defective  or  inac- 
curate in  a  slight  degree  only,  the  purchaser  will  be  required  to 
perform  the  contract  if  the  sale  be  fair  and  the  title  good.  Some 
care  and  diligence  must  be  exacted  of  the  porchaser.  If  every 
nice  and  critical  objection  be  admissible,  and  sufficient  to  defeat 
the  sale,  it  would  greatly  impair  the  efficacy  and  value  of  public 
judicial  sales  ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  purchaser  gets  substantially 
the  thing  for  which  he  bargained,  he  may  generally  be  held  to 
abide  by  the  purchase,  with  the  allowance  of  some  deduction 
from  the  price,  by  way  of  compensation  for  any  small  deficiency 
in  the  value  by  reason  of  the  variation,  (a) 

A  bidding  at  an  auction  may  be  retracted  before  the  hammer  is 
down.  Every  bidding  is  nothing  more  than  an  offer  on  one  side, 
which  is  not  binding  on  either  side  until  it  is  assented  to,  and 
that  assent  is  signified  on  the  part  of  the  seller  by  knocking  down 
the  hammer,  (i) 

If  the  owner  employs  puffers  to  bid  for  him  at  an  auction,  it 
has  been  held  to  be  a  fraud  upon  the  real  bidders.  He  mast  not 
enhance  the  price  by  a  person  privately  employed  by  him  for  that 
purpose.  It  would  be  contrary  to  good  faith,  as  persons  resort  to 
an  auction  under  a  confidence  that  the  articles  set  up  for  sale  will 
be  disposed  of  to  the  highest  real  bidder.  A  secret  puffer  em- 
ployed by  the  owner  is  not  fair  bidding,  and  is  a  fraud  upon  the 
public ;  nor  can  the  owner  privately  bid  upon  his  own  goods. 
All  secret  dealing  on  the  part  of  the  seller  is  deemed  fraudulent. 
If  he  be  unwilling  that  his  goods  shall  be  sold  at  an  under  price, 
he  may  order  them  to  be  set  up  at  his  own  price,  and  not  lower, 
or  he  may  previously  declare,  as  a  condition  of  the  sale, 

*  638    that  he  reserves  a  bid  for  himself.  *  This  was  the  doctrine 

declared  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Bexwell  v.  Christie^  (a)  and 
again,  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Howard  v.  Casthy  (6)  and  in  each  case 
with  the  approbation  of  the  court  of  K.  B.  The  governing  prin- 
ciple was,  that  the  buyer  should  not  be  deceived  by  any  secret 
manoeuvre  of  the  seller.  But  the  doctrine  of  those  cases  has 
since  been  considered  as  laid  down  rather  too  broadly.  Lord 
Rosslyn  and  Sir  William  Grant  have  each  questioned  the  sound- 

(a)  Oalcraft  v.  Roebuck,  1  Ves.  221;  Dyer  o.  HargraTe,  10  Yes.  606;  King  v. 
Bardeau,  6  Johns.  Ch.  8S. 

(6)  Payne  r.  Care,  8  T.  R.  148.  (a)  Cowp.  895. 

(6)  6  T.  R.  642 ;  Thornett  v.  Hainet,  Ezch.  1S40,  a.  p.  [15  M.  &  W.  867.] 
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ness  of  the  doctrine,  (e)  The  latter  seemed  to  thinks  that  if  bid- 
ders were  employed  by  the  owner  merely  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
advantage  of  the  eagerness  of  them  to  screw  up  and  enhance  the 
price,  it  would  be  a  fraud ;  but  that  he  might  lawfully,  even  with- 
out making  the  fact  publicly  known,  employ  a  person  to  bid  for 
defensive  precaution  and  with  a  view  to  prevent  a  sale  at  an  under 
value.  This  relaxation  of  the  former  rule  was  also  approved  of 
in  Steele  v.  Ellmdker  ;  (d)  and  the  chief  justice,  in  that  case,  sug- 
gested that  the  tone  of  Lord  Mansfield's  morality  was,  perhaps, 
too  lofty  for  the  common  transactions  of  business.  He  held  that 
the  owner  might  lawfully  instruct  the  auctioneer  to  bid  in  the 
goods  for  him  at  a  limited  price,  to  prevent  a  sacrifice.  In  Bram- 
ley  V.  Alt^  (e)  it  was  held  that  a  sale  was  not  fraudulent  because 
a  puffer  had  been  employed,  if  there  were  real  bidders  who  bid 
after  the  puffers  had  ceased ;  and  in  Smith  v.  Clarke  a  specific 
performance  was  decreed  against  a  vendee,  though  the  person  who 
bid  immediately  before  him  was  employed  to  bid,  under  the  pri- 
yate  direction  of  the  vendor,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  sale 
under  a  specified  sum.  (/) 

It  would  seem  to  be  the  conclusion,  from  the  latter  cases, 
that  the  employment  of  a  bidder  by  the  owner  would  or 
*  would  not  be  a  fraud,  according  to  circumstances  tend-  *  639 
ing  to  show  innocence  of  intention,  or  a  fraudulent  design. 
If  he  was  employed  bona  fide  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of  the  property 
under  a  given  price,  it  would  be  a  lawful  transaction,  and  would 
not  vitiate  the  sale.  But  if  a  number  of  bidders  were  employed 
by  the  owner  to  enhance  the  price  by  a  pretended  competition, 
and  the  bidding  by  them  was  not  real  and  sincere,  but  a  mere 
artifice,  in  combination  with  the  owner,  to  mislead  the  judgment 
and  inflame  the  zeal  of  others,  it  would  be  a  fraudulent  and  void 
sale,  (a)     So  it  will  be  a  void  sale  if  the  purchaser  prevails  on 

(c)  ConoUy  v.  Pftnons,  8  Yes.  625,  n. ;  Smith  r.  aarke,  12  id.  477. 

(</)  11  Serg.  &  R.  86.  (e)  8  Yes.  620. 

(/)  Woodward  ».  Miller,  2  Coll.  279,  a.  p. 

(a)  Hazul  v.  Dunham,  N.  Y.  Mayor's  Court,  July,  1819,  [1  Hall,  655] ;  Morehead 
V,  Hunt,  1  DeT.  Eq.  (N.  C.)  85;  Woods  ».  HaU,  ib.  411 ;  Wolfe  v.  Luyster,  1  Hall 
(N.  Y.),  146.  An  association  of  bidders,  with  a  design  to  stifle  competition,  is  a  fhind 
upon  tiie  vendor.  Smith  v.  Greenlee,  2  Der.  (N.  C.)  126.  The  case  of  Phippen  v 
Stickney,  3  Mete.  884,  seems  to  place  the  validity  of  private  agreements,  between 
bidders  at  auction  sales,  on  tlie  quo  animo,  and  to  be  good  or  void  according  to 
the  purpose  with  which  they  are  made.  [Curtis  v,  Aspinwall,  114  Mass.  187 ;  Guem- 
soy  V.  Cook,  120  Mass.  oOl.l 
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the  persons  attending  the  sale  to  desist  firom  bidding,  by  reason 
of  suggestions,  by  way  of  appeal,  to  the  sympathies  of  the  com- 
pany. (6) 

The  original  doctrine  of  the  K.  B.  is  the  more  jnst  and  salutary 
doctrine.  In  sound  policy,  no  person  ought,  in  any  case,  to  be 
employed  secretly  to  bid  for  the  owner  against  the  bona  fide  bidder 
at  a  public  auction.  It  is  a  fraud  in  law  on  the  very  face  of  the 
transaction ;  and  the  owner's  interference  and  right  to  bid,  in 
order  to  be  admissible,  oi^ht  to  be  intimated  in  the  conditions  of 
sale ;  and  such  a  doctrine  has  been  recently  declared  at  West- 
minster Hall,  (c)  * 

It  has  been  made  a  question,  how  far  auction  sales  were  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  it  is  now  understood 
to  be  settled  that  they  are  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  auction- 
eer is  the  agent  of  both  parties,  and  lawfully  authorised  by  the 
purchaser,  either  of  lands  or  goods,  to  sign  the  contract  of  sale 
for  him  as  the  highest  bidder,  (d)  The  writing  his  name  as  the 
highest  bidder  in  the  mem^andum  of  the  sale  by  the  auctioneer, 
immediately  on  receiving  his  bid,  and  knocking  down  the 

*  640    hammer,  *  is  a  sufficient  signing  of  the  contract  within  the 

statute  of  frauds,  so  as  to  bind  the  purchaser.  Entering 
the  name  of  the  buyer  by  the  auctioneer,  in  his  book,  is  just  the 
same  thing  as  if  the  buyer  had  written  his  own  name.  The 
purchaser  who  bids,  and  announces  his  bid  to  the  auctioneer, 
gives  the  auctioneer  authority  to  write  down  his  name,  and  the 

(6)  FuUer  v.  Abrahams,  6  Moore»  816 ;  8  Brod.  &  B.  116,  a.  c.  Mr.  Jostioe  Stoiy, 
in  Veazie  r.  WilUami,  3  Storj,  623,  approrea  of  the  conclosion  I  hare  drawn  inni 
the  cases. 

(c)  Crowder  v,  Aostln,  8  Bing.  868.  The  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Louisiana  is  strongly  in  fkror  of  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Mansfield.  Bahan  p.  Bach,  13 
La.  287.  Mr.  Justice  Ware,  in  his  dissenting  and  very  learned  opinion  in  the  shore 
case  of  Veazie  v.  Williams,  687,  638,  approres  of  the  original  doctrine  of  the  K.  B. 

(d)  Whether  the  auctioneer  be  the  agent  of  both  parties,  depends  upon  the  fiicts 
of  the  particular  case,  and  he  is  not  so,  as  of  course,  in  aU  cases.  Bartlett  r.  Punoell, 
4  Ad.  &  £L  792. 

^  Green  v.  Barerstock,  14  C.  B.  K.  8.  and  some  doubt  was  thrown  on  eren  that 

204 ;  Wariow  r.  Harrison,  1  El.  &  El.  295 ;  in  Mortimer  v.  Bell,  L.  R.  1  Cb.  10,  which 

Towle  V.  Learitt,  23  N.  H.  360;  Pennock's  led  to  the  passage  of  an  act  affirming  the 

Appeal,  14  Penn.  St.  446.    The  rule  in  principle  of  the  legal  decisions.    GilUatsi 

equity,  which  had  been  laxer  than  that  Gilliat,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  60;  [Parfltt  v.  Jqmod. 

laid  down  by  the  common-law  courts,  was  86  L.  T.  261.] 
limited  to  the  allowance  of  a  single  puller, 
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authority  to  the  agent  need  not  be  in  writing.  Thare  is  no  differ- 
ence in  the  conatructlon  of  the  fourth  and  seventeenth  sections 
of  the  statute  of  frauds  of  29  Car.  II.  c.  2,  (a)  as  to  what  is  a 
efficient  signing  of  the  contract  by  the  party  to  be  charged. 
The  English  law:,  as  originally  suggested  in  the  case  of  Simon  v. 
Mbtivos,  (&)  has  been  repeatedly  recognized  and  considered  as  the 
established  doctrine  in  respect  to  auction  sales  of  lands  and  chat- 
tels by  the  English  and  American  courts.  (<?) 

U.  Of  the  Vendor's  Higfat  of  BtopiMi«;e  in  Transito.  —  This  right, 
which  has  been  already  alluded  to,  requires  a  more  particular 
discussion.  It  is  the  right  which  the  vendor,  when  he  sells 
goods  on  credit  to  another,  has  of  resuming  the  possession  of 
the  goods,  while  they  are  in  the  hands  of  a  carrier  or  middle- 
man, in  their  transit  to  the  consignee  or  vendee,  and  before  they 
arrive  into  his  actual  possession,  or  to  the  destination  which  he 
has  appointed  for  them,  on  his  becoming  bankrupt  or  insolvent. 
The  right  exists  only  as  between  the  vendor  and  vendee ;  and  as 
the  property  is  vested  in  the  vendee  by  the  contract  of 
sale,  it  *  can  be  revested  in  the  vendor  during  its  transitus  *  541 
to  the  vendee,  under  the  existence  of  the  above  circum- 
stances, (a) 

The  right  is  very  analogous  to  the  common-law  right  of  lien. 
The  latter  right  enables  the  vendor  to  detain  goods  before  he  has 

(q)  Reenacted,  N.  Y.  ReWsed  Statues,  ii.  185,  sec.  2;  ib.  ii.  136,  sec.  3. 

(&)  3  Burr.  1021 ;  s.  o.  1  Blacks.  599. 

(c)  Hinde  v.  Whitefaouse,  7  East,  55S;  Heatii,  J.,  in  1  H.  Bl  85;  Emmerson 
V.  Heelis,  2  Taunt  88;  White  v.  Proctor,  4  id.  200;  Eemeys  v.  Proctor,  8  Ves.  &  B. 
DT^  KenworUij  v,  Sctioaeld,  2  B.  &  G.  045;  M'Corob  c.  Wright,  4  Johns.  Ch.  659; 
eiewres  v.  Fobs,  4  Qreenl.  1 ;  Alna  v.  Plammer,  4  id.  258;  First  Baptist  Church  of 
Ithaca  V.  Bigelow,  16  Wend.  28.  The  K.  Y.  ReTised  Statutes,  i.  3d  ed.  649,  requires 
tittC  when  goods  are  struck  off  at  auction,  and  there  be  not  immediate  payment  of 
the  price,  or  delivery  of  the  goods,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  auctioneer  to  enter  in 
a  sale  book  a  memorandum  of  tiie  sale,  specifying  the  nature,  quantity,  and  price  of 
the  goods,  the  terms  of  sale,  the  names  of  the  purchaser,  and  of  the  person  on  whose 
account  the  sale  is  made.  And  by  the  R.  8. 3d  ed.  ii.  195,  an  entry  in  the  auctioneer's 
sale  book,  specifying  the  nature  and  price  of  the  property  sold,  the  terms  of  the  sale, 
and  the  names  of  the  parties,  is  a  memorandum  or  note  within  the  statute  of  firauda. 
^Tlie  memorandum  in  the  auctioneer's  sale  book  must  he  made  at  the  tiiM  and  place 
of  iflle,  and  the  entry  of  the  name  of  the  agent  or  coosignee  who  has  lawful  authority 
to  sell,  is  entering  the  name  of  the  person  on  whose  account  the  sale  is  made,  within 
the  stotute.    Hicks  v.  Whitmore,  12  Wend.  648. 

(a)  Mason  v.  Lickbarrow,  1  H.  Bl.  857 ;  Hodgson  v,  Loy,  7  T.  R.  440 ;  Bohtlingk 
0.  IngUs,  8  East,  881 ;  Burghall  v.  Howard,  1  H.  Bl.  385,  s. ;  Oppenheim  v.  Russell, 
8  Boa.  ft  P.  44. 
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relinquished  the  possession  of  them ;  y^  and  this  right  of  stoppage 
enables  him  to  resume  them  before  the  vendee  has  acquired  pos> 
se«}sion,  and  to  retain  them  until  the  price  be  paid  or  tendered. 
If  the  price  be  paid  or  tendered,  he  cannot  stop  or  i-etain  the 
goods  for  money  due  on  other  accounts.  The  right  of  stoppage 
does  not  proceed  upon  the  ground  of  rescinding  the  contract,  but 
as  a  case  of  equitable  lien.  (V)  ^  It  assumes  its  existence  and  con- 
tinuance ;  and,  as  a  consequence  of  that  principle,  the  vendee,  or 
his  assignees,  may  recover  the  goods,  on  payment  o£  the  price ; 
and  the  vendor  may  sue  for  and  recover  the  price,  notmthstanding 
he  had  actually  stopped  the  goods  in  tramitu^  provided  he  be 
ready  to  deliver  them  upon  payment  (c)  If  he  has  been  paid  in 
part,  he  may  stop  the  goods  for  the  balance  due  him,  and  the 
part  payment  only  diminishes  the  lien  pro  tanto  on  the  goods  de- 
tained, (i)  There  must  be  actual  payment  of  the  wliole  price, 
before  the  right  to  stop  m  tramitu,  in  case  of  failure  of  the  vendee, 
ceases.  Though  a  bill  of  exchange  has  been  received  by  the 
vendor  for  the  price,  and  indorsed  over  by  him  to  a  third  person, 
even  that  will  not  take  away  the  right ;  and  if  the  bill  be  proved 
under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  against  the  vendee,  it  will  only 
be  considered  a  payment  to  the  extent  of  the  dividend,  (e)  The 
right  to  stop  in  transitu  is  paramount  to  any  lien  of  the  carrier 
for  a  general  balance  between  him  and  the  consignee ;  but  the 
lien  of  the  carrier  or  wharfinger  in  the  particular  case  is 

*  542    preferred.  (/)  •  The  right  came  from  the  courts  of  equity, 

and  was  first  established  in  WUeman  v.  Vandeputt^  (a)  and 

(h)  Lord  Kenyan,  in  Hodgson  v.  L07,  7  T.  R.  446.  It  is  smid  to  be  a  qnestioii  still 
undecided,  whether  the  effect  of  stoppage  in  trantitu  be  to  rescind  the  contnust  of 
sale,  or  only  to  replace  the  vendor  in  the  position  he  occupied  before  parting  with  the 
possession,  and  to  hold  the  goods  till  the  price  be  paid.  See  Wentworth  v.  Outhwaite^ 
10  M.  &  W.  488. 

(c)  Kymer  v.  Suwercropp,  1  Campb.  100. 

(rf)  Hodgson  17.  Loy.  7  T.  R.  440 ;  Feise  v.  Wray,  8  East,  93 ;  NewhaU  ».  Vargas, 
18  Me.  93. 

(e)  Feisc  v.  Wray,  8  East,  98. 

(/)  Oppcnheim  v,  Russell,  8  Bos.  &  P.  42;  Morley  r.  Hay,  3  Mann.  &  RyL  396. 

(a)  2  Vern.  203.  See  also  Snee  v.  Frescott,  1  Atk.  245;  D'Aquila  v.  Lambert^ 
Amb.  399,  to  the  same  point,  of  the  early  establishment  of  the  doc^oe  in  equiQr. 

1  See  646,  n.  L 


y^  Qrioe  o.  Richardson,  3  App.  Cas.  819;  Ooon  v.  Bolckow,  10  L.  R.  Ch.  491; 
Keeler  v,  Goodwin,  111  Mass.  490. 
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its  apparent  equity  recommended  the  adoption  of  it  in  the  courts 
of  law  as  a  legal  right.  It  would  be  very  unreasonable  to  allow 
the  goods  of  the  vendor  to  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of 
other  creditors  of  the  vendee,  who  fails  before  payment,  and 
before  the  goods  have  actually  reached  him.  The  right  has 
accordingly  been  greatly  favored  and  encouraged,  and  many  dis- 
tinctions made  relative  to  its  continuance  and  termination ;  and 
yet  it  is  now  declared,  that  a  court  of  equity,  from  whence  the 
right  originated,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere  and  support  it 
by  process  of  injunction.  Lord  Eld  on  said,  there  was  no  instance 
of  stopping  in  transitu  by  a  bill  in  equity.  (6)  ^  The  English  law 
on  the  subject  of  this  right,  and  the  class  of  cases  by  which  it  is 
asserted  and  established,  have  been  very  generally  recognized  and 
adopted  in  our  American  courts.  (<?) 

(1.)  Cfthe  Persons  entitled  to  exercise  this  Right.  —  The  right 
extends  to  every  case  in  which  the  consignor  is  substantially  the 
vendor ;  and  it  does  not  extend  to  a  mere  surety  for  the  price, 
nor  to  any  person  who  does  not  stand  in  the  character  of  vendor 
or  consignor,  and  rest  his  claim  on  a  proprietor's  right,  (d)  As 
between  principal  and  factor  the  right  does  not  exist ;  but  a 
factor  or  agent  who  purchases  goods  for  his  principal,  and  makes 
himself  liable  to  the  original  vendor,  is  so  far  considered 
in  the  light  of  a  vendor,  as  *  to  be  entitled  to  stop  the  *  643 
goods,  (a)  So  a  principal  who  consigns  goods  to  his  fac- 
tor upon  credit,  is  entitled  to  stop  them  if  the  factor  becomes  in- 
solvent ;  and  a  person  who  consigns  goods  to  another,  to  be  sold 
on  joint  account,  is  likewise  to  be  considered  in  the  character  of 
a  vendor,  entitled  to  exercise  this  right.  (6)  y^     The  vendor's 

(h)  Goodhart  v.  Lowe,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  840. 

(c)  Ludlows  r.  Bowne  &  Eddy,  1  Johns.  16;  Parker  v.  M'lver,  I  Desaus.  £q. 
(S.  C.)  281;  Stubbs  v.  Land,  7  Mass.  468;  The  St.  Joze  Indiano,  1  Wheaton,  212; 
Wood  V.  Roach,  2  Dallas,  180;  Walter  v.  Ross,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  288;  Howatt  v. 
Davis,  5  Munf .  84. 

(d)  Siflfken  v.  Wrtty,  6  East,  371. 

(a)  D'Aquila  v.  Lambert,  Amb.  800 ;  Feise  v.  Wray,  8  East,  08. 
{b)  Kinloch  v,  Craig,  8  T.  R.  110;  Newsom  v.  Thornton,  6  East,  17;  Fenton  r. 
Pearson,  16  id.  410. 

1  But  see  640,  n.  1 ;  Schotsmans  v.  Lancashire  &  T.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  332,  886, 
840.  

Sr^  in  Muller  v.  Pondir,  66  N.  Y.  826,  is  that  faith  and  credit  shall  hare  been 
888,  it  is  said,  "  All  that  is  necessary  .  .  .    given  to  the  solrency  of  another  who  has 
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right  18  80  Btrongly  maintained,  that  while  the  goods  are  on  the 
transit,  and  the  insdivency  of  the  tendee  occoi-s,  the  vendor  may 
take  them  by  any  means  not  criminal.  Qe)  The  yalidity  of  the 
right  depends  entirely  on  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the 
vendee,  (i)  It  is  not  requisite  that  he  sliould  obtain  actual 
possession  of  the  goods  before  they  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
vendee  ;  nor  is  there  any  specific  form  requisite  for  the  stoppage 
of  goods  in  tranntu  ;  though  it  is  well  settled  that  the  bankruptcy 
of  the  buyer  is  not  of  itself  tantamount  to  a  stoppage  in  bran- 
iitu.  («)  But  a  demand  of  the  goods  of  the  carrier,  or  notice 
to  him  to  stop  the  goods,  or  an  assertion  of  the  vendor's  right 
by  an  entry  of  the  goods  at  the  custom-house,  or  a  claim  and 
endeavors  to  get  possession,  is  equivalent  to  an  actual  stoppage 
of  the  goods.  (/)  ^ 

C2.)   Of  Matter%  which  allow  i>r  defeat  the  RighL  — The  trm- 
eitue  of  the  goods,  and  consequently  the  r^ht  of  stoppi^e,  is 
determined  by  actual  delivery  to  the  vendee,  or  by  circumstances 
which  are  equivalent  to  actual  delivery. 

*  544       *  There  are  oases  in  which  a  constructive  delivery  will, 

and  others  in  which  it  will  not,  destroy  the  right.    The 

(c)  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  dnee  v.  Pretcott,  1  Atk.  245. 

(d)  The  Conitantia,  S  C.  Bob.  821.  The  comignor,  haTing  made  tbe  eouigB- 
ment,  hai  no  right  to  Tary  it,  except  in  the  sole  case  of  insolTeney.  s.  c.  Abbott  on 
Shipping,  6th  Am.  ed.,  Boston,  1840,  pp.  621,  822. 

(e)  Hatwell  v.  Hunt,  cited  in  5  T.  B.  281 ;  Ellis  v.  Hant,  8  id.  464 ;  Scott  ir.  Pettit, 
8  Bos.  &  P.  471. 

(/)  Walker  v,  Woodbridge,  Cooke,  B.  L.  494 ;  Northej  &  Lewis  v.  Fidd,  2  Sip. 
618 ;  MUls  V.  Ball,  2  Bos.  4b  P.  467  ;  Litt  v,  Cowlej,  7  Taunt  169 ;  NewhaU  v.  Yar- 
gas,  18  Me.  03.  Notice  to  the  carrier  on  the  part  of  the  Tender  or  his  authorixed 
agent  is  sufficient,  unless  the  goods  hare  in  the  mean  time  arrived  to  the  actual  or 
constructive  possession  of  the  vendee.  The  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the  person  who 
has  the  immediate  custody  of  the  goods ;  and  if  a  servant  has  the  custody  of  the 
goods,  and  notice  be  given  to  his  principal,  it  must  be  in  time  to  enable  him,  with 
reasonable  diligence,  to  prevent  a  delivery  to  tbe  consignee ;  for  if  the  rendee  takes 
the  goods  from  the  carrier  before  they  have  arrived  at  their  destination,  with  or  without 
his  consent,  the  transit  is  at  an  end.    Whitehead  v,  Anderson;  9  M.  &  W.  61& 

faUed,  while  yet  the  ly-uits  of  that  credit  6  Daly,  4Y6 ;   Seymour  t?.  Newton,  106 

are  in  the  actual  or  constructive  posses-  Mass.  272. 

sion,  or  within  the  reach,  of  the  party  y*  The  notice  must  in  general  be  given 
giving  the  credit,  and  who  will  be  the  to  the  one  who  holds  the  actual  posses- 
loser  unless  he  can  retain  or  reclaim  such  sion.  Whitehead  v.  Anderson,  9  M. 
fruits ;  and  the  particular  relation  of  the  &  W.  618 ;  Ex  parte  Falk,  14  Ch.  D. 
parties  to  each  other  ...  is  not  om-  446^  OompaM  Em  pmrf  WatsoB,  6  Ch. 
terial."  See  also  Gossler  v.  Sebepeter,  D.  8& 
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delivery  to  a  earner  or  packer,  to  and  for  the  uae  of  the  vendee, 
or  to  a  wharfinger,  is  a  constructive  delivery  to  the  vendee  ;  but 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  this  right,  even  though  the  carrier  be 
appointed  by  the  vendee.  It  will  continue  until  the  place  of 
delivery  be,  in  fact,  the  end  of  the  journey  of  the  goods,  and 
they  have  arrived  to  the  possession,  or  under  the  direction,  of  the 
vendee  himself,  (a)  If  they  have  i^rrived  at  the  warehouse  of 
the  packer,  used  by  the  buyer  as  his  own,  or  they  are  landed  at 
the  wharf  where  the  goods  of  the  vendee  were  usually  landed  and 
kept,  the  tramitus  is  at  an  end,  and  the  right  of  the  vendor  extin- 
guished. (6)  The  delivery  to  the  master  of  a  general  ship,  or  of 
one  chartered  by  the  consignee,  is,  as  we  have  already  observed,  a 
delivery  to  the  vendee  or  consignee,  but  still  subject  to  this  right 
of  stoppage,  which  has  been  termed  a  species  o(  ju9  poitliminiu  (<;) 
And  yet,  if  the  consignee  had  hired  the  ship  for  a  term 
*  of  years,  and  the  goods  were  put  on  board  to  be  sent  by  *  545 
him  on  a  mercantile  adventui*e,  the  delivery  would  be  ab- 
solute, as  much  as  a  delivery  into  a  warehouse  belonging  to  him, 
and  it  would  bar  the  right  of  stoppage,  (a)  The  idea  that  the  goods 
must  come  to  the  corporal  toucb  of  the  vendee  is  exploded ;  and 
it  is  settled  that  the  transitits  is  at  an  end,  if  the  goods  have 
anived  at  an  intermediate  place,  where  they  are  placed  under  the 

(a)  The  tranntus  is  not  at  an  end  until  the  goods  hare  reached  the  place  of  deetinap 
tion  named  bj  the  Tendee.  Coatei  v.  Railton,  6  B.  &  C.  422 ;  and  bare  come  to  the 
actoal  possession  of  tlie  yendee,  or  under  drcumstanoes  equivalent  tliereto.  Buckley 
r.  Fumiss,  16  Wend.  137;  Covell  v,  Hitchcock,  23  Wend.  611;  Edwards  r.  Brewer, 
2  M.  &  W.  876. 

(6)  Snee  v.  Presoott,  1  Atk.  248;  Stokes  v.  La  Riyiere,  cited  in  8  T.  B.  466,  and 
8  East,  897 ;  Ellis  v.  Hunt,  8  T.  R  464 ;  Richardson  v.  Goss,  3  Bos.  &  P.  119 ;  Scott 
V.  Pettit»  3  id.  469 ;  Smith  v.  Goss,  1  Campb.  282 ;  Lord  Alvanley,  in  3  Bos.  &  P. 
48 ;  Dutton  v.  Solomonson,  8  id.  682 ;  Rowe  v,  Pickford,  8  Taunt.  88 ;  Tucker  v. 
Humphrey,  4  Bing.  616. 

(c)  Bohtlingk  v.  Inglis.  3  East,  881 ;  Coz  v.  Harden,  4  id.  211 ;  Newhall  o.  Vargas, 
13  Me.  93.  The  master  gave  a  receipt  for  the  goods  on  delivery  on  board  by  the  con- 
signor, and  afterwards  signed  a  bill  of  lading  to  the  consignee.  That  circumstance  did 
not  toke  away  the  right  of  stoppage.  Thompson  v.  Trail,  2  Carr.  &  P.  884.  But  in 
Bolin  o.  HufRiagle,  1  Rawle,  1,  there  was  a  delivery  of  goods  at  a  foreign  port  to  the 
master  of  the  consignee's  own  ship,  for  him ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  trcuuitua  was  at 
an  end.  This  last  decision  may,  perliaps,  be  questioned,  inasmuch  as  the  delirery  in 
tliat  case,  to  the  master  of  the  consignee's  ship,  was  for  the  purpose  of  conreyance 
to  him,  and  not  like  the  case  of  Fowler  v,  Kymer,  cited  in  the  next  note,  for  the  purpose 
of  disposal  in  a  foreign  market 

(a)  Fowler  v.  Kymer,  cited  in  8  East,  896 ;  Wright  v.  Lawes,4  Esp.  82 ;  Stubba  v. 
Lund,  7  Kasa.  467,  8.  p. 
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orders  of  the  rendee,  and  are  to  remain  stationary  until  they 
receive  his  directions  to  put  them  again  in  motion  for  some  new 
and  ulterior  destination,  (i)  In  many  of  the  cases,  where  the 
vendor's  right  of  stopping  in  traniitu  has  been  defeated,  the  deliv- 
ery was  constructive  only ;  and  there  has  been  much  subtlety  and 
refinement  on  the  question,  as  to  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  would  amount  to  a  delivery  sufficient  to  take  away  the 
right.  The  point  for  inquiry  is,  whether  the  property  is  to  be 
considered  as  still  in  its  transit ;  for  if  it  has  once  fairly  arrived 
at  its  destination,  so  as  to  g^ve  the  vendee  the  actual  exercise  of 
dominion  and  ownership  over  it,  the  right  is  gone.  (<?)  The  cases 
in  general  upon  the  subject  of  constructive  delivery  may  be  recon- 
ciled by  the  distinction,  that  if  the  delivery  to  a  carrier  or  agent 
of  the  vendee  be  for  the  purpo$e  of  conveyance  to  the  vendee^  the 
right  of  stoppage  continues,  notwithstanding  such  a  constructive 
delivery  to  the  vendee ;  but  if  the  goods  be  delivered  to  the  car- 
rier or  agent  for  $qfe  eu9tody^  or  for  disposal  on  the  part  of  the 
vendee^  and  the  middleman  is  by  the  agreement  converted  into  a 
special  agent  for  the  buyer,  the  transit  or  passage  of  the  goods 
terminates,  and  with  it  the  right  of  stoppage,  {dy    So,  a  complete 

(6)  Bizon  V,  Baldwen»  6  East,  175 ;  Foster  v.  Fnunpton,  6  B.  ft  C.  107 ;  DodMo  v. 
Wentworth,  [4  Man.  &  Gr.  lOSO]. 
(c)  Wright  V,  Lawet,  4  Etp.  88. 
{d)  Jamei  v,  GriffiD,  1 M.  ft  W.  89,  SO. 

^  Stoppage  <fi    TVoniitu.  —  (a)    Wkm  the  contract  of  lale  is  completely  per- 

GoodM  mmf  be  atopptd.^^'Th^  vendor  may  formed,  the  seller,  although  he  may  hare 

■top  the  goods  upon  a  ■nhsequent  diicoY-  agreed  to  allow  credit,  is  not  bound  to 

ery  of  IntoWency  existing  at  the  time  of  deliTer  any  more  goods  until  the  price  of 

the  sale,  as  well  as  upon  a  subsequent  those  not  yet  delivered,  or  delivered  and 

insolvency,    although    he  could  not    if  not  paid  for,  is  tendered  to  him.   £x  parte 

he  knew  it  when  he  sold.      Benedict  v,  Chalmers,  In  re  Edwards,  L.  B.  8  Cb. 

Schaettle,  12  Ohio  St  615,  disapproving  289,  201. 

Bogers  v.  Thomas,  20  Conn.  63.  See  also  Goods  must  not  be  in  the  Eande  of  Buyer's 
O'Brien  v.  Norris,  16  Md.  122;  Blum  v.  Servant. -^The  essential  feature  of  stop- 
Marks,  21  La.  An.  268 ;  [Loeb  v.  Peters,  page  in  transitu  is,  that  the  goods  should 
68  Ala.  248 ,  Beynolds  v.  B.  ft  M.  B.  R.  be  at  the  time  in  the  possession  of  a  mid- 
Co.,  48  N.  H.  680.]  And  an  overt  act  of  dleman,  or  some  person  intervening  be- 
insolvency,  such  as  stopping  payment,  is  tween  the  seller  who  has  parted  with,  and 
not  necessary.  lb. ;  Secomb  v.  Nutt,  14  the  purchaser  who  has  not  yet  acquired, 
B.  Monroe,  824.  [See  Durgy,  fta  Co.  v.  actual  possession.  A  case  where  the  line 
O'Brien,  123  Mass.  12]  But  see  Black-  of  distinction  indicated  by  the  text  was 
bum  on  Sales,  266.  applied  was  said  by  Wood,  V.  C.  to  turn 

If  a  purchaser  become  insolvent  before  upon  whether  or  not  it  was  the  buyer's 
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delivery  of  part  of  an  entire  parcel  or  cargo,  with  inten- 
tion to  take  the  whole,  terminates  *  the  transitits^  and  the    *  646 
vendor  cannot  stop  the  remainder,  (a) 

(a)  Slubey  v.  Heyward,  2  H.  Bl.  604;  HammoDd  r.  AndersoD,  4  Bos.  &  P.  09; 
Ix>rd  EUenborough,  6  East,  627 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  8  M.  &  W.  481.  In  these  cases 
there  was  an  unequivocal  act  of  possession  and  ownership.  In  other  cases,  where 
only  a  portion  of  the  goods  were  delivered,  and  the  intention  of  the  vendee  was  only 
to  take  part  of  the  goods,  the  right  of  stoppage  as  to  the  residue  has  been  maintained. 
Hanson  v.  Meyer,  6  East,  614 ;  Buckley  r.  Fumiss,  17  Wend.  504 ;  Tanner  v.  Scovell, 
14  M.  &  W.  28. 


own  ship  tliat  received  the  goods,  or 
whether  he  had  contracted  with  some  one 
else,  qua  carrier,  to  deliver  the  goods ;  and, 
on  appeal,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  the 
best  test  was,  "  what  would  be  the  case 
•nppose  the  shipowner  or  shipmaster  had 
misconducted  himself,  and  either  care- 
lessly lost  the  goods  or  misdelivered 
them."  He  then  went  on  to  show  that 
the  declaration  of  the  purchaser  against 
the  shipowner  would  suppose  possession 
in  the  latter  by  means  of  his  custody.  In 
this  case  the  charter-party  was  assumed 
to  be  only  a  contract  by  the  owner  to 
carry,  and  not  a  demise  of  the  ship. 
BemdUon  v,  Strang,  L.  B.  3  Ch.  688,  590 ; 
L.  R.  4  Eq.  481, 492  ;  [Ex  parte  Rosevear, 
&c.  Co.,  11  Ch.  D.  560.]  The  distinction 
between  a  servant,  whose  possession  is  that 
of  his  master,  and  a  bailee,  who  holds  in  his 
own  name,  is  explained  260,  n.  1 ;  492,  n.  1 ; 
558,  n.l.  See  also  7  Am.  Law  Rev.  62-64. 
The  ship  was  the  ship  of  the  vendee  in 
Schotsmans  v.  Lancashire  &  Yorkshire  R. 
Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  832.  See  Hays  v.  Mouille, 
14  Penn.  St.  48»  52. 

Effect  of  BiU  of  Lading,  —  But  even 
when  the  ship  belongs  to  the  purchaser, 
the  seller  may  protect  himself,  and  re- 
strain  the  effect  of  the  delivery,  by  taking 
bills  of  lading  making  the  goods  deliver- 
able to  his  order  or  assigns.  L.  R.  2  Ch. 
836 ;  L.  R.  4  £q.  492 ;  Turner  v.  Liver- 
pool Docks,  6  Ezch.  543 ;  Van  Casteel  v. 
Booker,  2  Exch.  691.  See  Shepherd  v. 
Harrison, L.R. 4 Q.B.  196;  ib.  493;  L.  R. 
6  H.  L.  116 ;  although,  if  that  was  not  the 


object  of  taking  them  in  that  form,  they 
will  not  prevent  the  property  from  passing. 
Joyce  V.  Swann,  17  C.  B.  v.  s.  84,  102 ; 
Browne  v.  Hare,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  822.  As 
to  the  effect  of  a  transfer  of  the  bill,  and 
the  equitable  right  of  stoppage  after  a 
pledge,  see  549,  n.  1,  [and  y^  ad  Jin,] 

(b)  End  of  Transitus,  —  When  the 
goods  have  arrived  al  the  place  which, 
as  between  buyer  and  seller,  is  the  place 
of  their  destination,  the  transitus  is  at  an 
end.  For  instance,  when  they  have  been 
left  by  the  seller  at  a  railway  station,  and 
are  in  the  custody  of  the  company,  not  as 
carriers  but  as  warehousemen,  for  tlie 
purpose  of  being  afterwards  forwarded  aa 
the  buyer  shall  direct,  there  is  no  right  of 
stoppage.  Smith  o.  Hudson,  6  Best  &  S. 
431, 434, 445;  Biggs  v.  Barry,  2Cnrtis,  259; 
[Kendall  v.  Marshall  Stevens  &Co.,  11  Q. 
B.  D.  356 ;  Becker  v.  Hallgarten,  86  N.  Y. 
167.]  See  Cabeen  i*. Campbell,  30  Penn.  St 
254.  In  Harris  v.  Piatt,  17  N.  Y.  249,  the 
original  destination  was  New  York.  Ib. 
262, 269.  But  it  lias  been  held  to  be  other- 
wise when  the  goods  are  in  the  carrier's 
warehouse  at  the  end  of  the  transit,  await- 
ing payment  of  charges  and  removal  by 
the  cpnsignee.  Calahan  v.  Babcock,  21 
Ohio  St.  281.  [See,  especially.  Ex  parte 
Cooper,  11  Ch.  D.  68 ;  Durgy,  &c.  Co.  v, 
O'Brien,  123  Mass.  12.]  But  compare 
Guilford  V.  Smith,  80  Vt.  49,  71,  72.  The 
right  remains  until  the  goods  have  arrired 
at  their  contemplated  destination.  Mohr 
V,  Boston  and  Albany  R.  R.,  106  Mass.  67. 
And  although  the  property  in  the  goods 
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A  delivery  of  the  key  of  the  vendor'tt  wareboaae  to  the  pur- 
chaser ;  (i)  or  {Miyii^  the  veiidor  rent  for  the  goods  left  in  his 
warehouse ;  (c)  or  lodging  an  order  from  the  vendor  for  delivery 
with  the  keeper  of  the  warehouse ;  (i)  or  delivering  to  the  vendee 
a  bill  of  parcels,  with  an  order  on  the  storekeeper  for  the  delivery 
of  the  goods ;  («)  or  demanding  and  marking  the  goods  by  the 
agent  of  the  vendee,  at  the  inn  where  they  had  arrived  at  the 
end  of  the  journey ;  (/)  or  suffering  the  goods  to  be  marked  and 
resold,  and  marked  again  by  the  under  purchaser,  {g)  have  all 
been  held  to  amount  to  acts  of  delivery,  sufficient  to  take  away 
the  vendor*s  lien,  or  r^ht  of  stoppage  m  tranwtu.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  delivery  be  not  complete,  and  some  other  act  remains 

(6)  Lord  KenyoD,  3  T.  B.  468. 

(c)  HiurT7  V.  Mangles,  1  Camp.  462.  Suffering  the  goods,  hj  agreement^  to  lie 
Jt96  of  rmr,  in  the  Tendon's  warehouse,  for  a  time,  is  still  a  complete  deliveiy,  and 
destroys  the  lien.  Barrett  v.  Goddard,  S  Mason,  107.  But  as  between  vendor  and 
yendee,  the  lien  is  not  devested  by  an  order  of  vendor,  that  he  hold$,  to  tie  ordtr  of 
«0»(fee,  the  goods  specified,  free  of  rent,  while  the  goods  remain  in  the  same  warehouse 
unpaid  ibr.    Townley  v.  Crump,  4  Ad.  &  El.  58. 

(<f)  Barman  v.  Anderson,  2  Camp.  248. 

(«)  Hollings worth  v.  Nnpier,  3  Caines,  182.  In  Akerman  v.  Bumpliery,  1  Carr.  & 
P.  63,  It  was  held  that  the  delivery  of  a  sliipping  note  by  the  consignee  to  a  third 
person,  with  an  order  to  the  wharfinger  to  deliver  the  goods  to  such  third  person,  did 
not  pass  the  property  so  as  to  prerent  a  stoppage  m  transitu  by  the  oonsignor;  and 
that  decision  was  adopted  as  sound  law  in  Tucker  ir.  Humphrey,  4  Bing.  616. 

( /)  Ellis  V,  Hunt,  8  T.  B.  464. 

ig)  StoTeld  r.  Hughes,  14  East,  808. 

has  passed,  and  they  hare  anrived  at  their  vnpald  vendor,  not  to  rescind  tbe 

destination  as  between  buyer  and  seller.  There  are  many  expfeseions  of  tiie  i 

yet,  if  the  consignee  repudiates  them,  it  opinion  in  Amerioa.    Bowiey  e.  Bigelow, 

will  authoriie  the  conclusion,  by  a  court  12  Pick.  807,  318;  Atkins  v.  Cctby,  20 

having  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  N.  H.  154 ;  Benedict  v.  SchaetUe,  12  Ohio 

that  theright  of  stoppage  remains.  Bolton  Si.  515,  621;   Jordan  v.  Jamee,  5  Ohio, 

e.  Lancashite  &  Yorkshiie  R  Co.,  L.  R.  88 ;  Bogers  v.  Thomas.  20  Conn.  58.  68 ; 

1  C.  P.  481.  Chandler  v.  Fulton,  10  Texas,  2;  [Bab- 

(e)  Effifcl  of  Stoppage.  ^TheltmpkMge  cock  v.  Bonnell.  80  N.  T.844;  Gunn  v. 

of  the  text,  641,  that  the  property  is  Bolckow,  10  L.  B.  Ch.  401 ;  Campbell  on 

revested  in  the  vendor,  Is  believed  to  be  Sales  of  Goods,   Ac.,  866.]      See   also 

inconsistent  with  what  follows,  and  inao-  Schotsmans  v.  Lancashire  &  Yorkshire  B. 

curate.    It  is  thought  by  Mr.  Benjamin,  Co.,  L.  B.  2  Ch.  882.  840,  which  contidBS 

in  his  book  on  Sales,  that  there  Is  no  strong  intimations  that  the  lien  maybe 

longer  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  effect  enforced  in  equity.    [Ex  parU  Chalmers, 

of  this  remedy  is  simply  to  restore  the  8  L.  B.  Ch.  289 ;  Baboock  v.  Bocmell,  80 

goods  to  the  seller's  possession,  so  as  to  K.  T.  244.] 
enable  him  to  exercise  his  rights  as  an        See  fbrther,  540,  n.  1. 
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to  be  done  by  the  consignor,  the  right  of  stoppage  is  not  gone.  (Ji) 
So,  while  a  vessel  is  performing  quarantine  at  the  port  of  delivery, 
and  the  voyage  not  at  an  end,  the  consignor's  right  of  stoppage 
has  been  held  not  to  be  devested,  even  by  a  premature 
*  possession  on  behalf  of  the  consignee,  (a)  That  doctrine  *  547 
has,  however,  been  since  contradicted  and  overruled  by 
Lord  Alvanley,  in  Mills  v.  jBoZZ,  (()  and  by  Mr.  J.  Chambre,  in 
Oppenheim  v.  B,u$»ell;(e)  and  the  better  opinion  now  is,  that 
if  the  vendee  intercepts  the  goods  on  their  passage  to  him,  and 
takes  possession  as  owner,  the  delivery  is  complete,  and  the  right 
of  stoppage  is  gone.^  But  if  the  goods  have  arrived  at  the 
port  of  delivery,  and  are  lodged  in  a  public  warehouse,  for  de* 
fault  of  payment  of  the  duties,  they  are  not  deemed  to  have  come 
to  the  possession  of  the  vendee,  so  as  to  deprive  the  consignor  of 
his  right,  {d) 

{h)  Withers  i;.  Lyss,  4  Camp.  237;  Busk  v,  Davis,  2  Maule  &  S.  397 ;  Costet  v. 
Bulton,  6  B.  &  C.  422 ;  Naylor  v.  Dennie,  8  Pick.  196. 

(a)  Hoist  V.  Pownal,  1  Esp.  240. 

(h)  2  Bos.  &  P.  461.  (c)  3  id.  64. 

{d)  Northey  v.  Field,  2  Esp.  618 ;  Nix  i;.  Olive,  cited  in  Abbott  on  Shipping,  426. 
The  English  system  of  warehousing  goods  was  proposed  by  Sir  Robert  Walpole»  in 
1733^  in  his  Excise  Scheme,  bnt  not  adopted.  Its  advantages  were  pointed  out  by 
Dean  Tucker,  in  1760.  The  schome  was  revived  and  recommended  by  Mr.  Pitt,  and 
digested  in  a  practical  shape  under  the  administration  of  Mr.  Addington.  The  stat 
ute  of  48  Geo.  IIL  e.  182,  laid  the  foundation  of  this  wise  and  politic  system,  and 
the  successive  statutes  on  the  subject  were  consolidated  by  the  act  of  4  Geo.  lY.  in 
ie28,  and  the  whole  amended  and  reenacted  by  the  statute  of  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  94,  and 
laaUy  by  the  statute  of  3  &  4  William  IV.  c  67,  and  the  Consolidated  Act  of  8  4b  9 
Victoria,  c.  91,  which  comprehends  the  system  as  now  in  operation.  The  object  of 
the  warehousing  system  is  to  lodge  imported  articles  in  public  warehouses  of  special 
security,  at  a  reasonable  rent,  without  payment  of  the  duties  on  importation,  till 
they  are  withdrawn  for  home  consumption,  and  if  reexported,  no  duty  is  ever  paid. 
It  secures  the  duties  on  goods  lawfully  imported  for  use  and  sale  in  England,  and 
relieves  the  trader  from  immediate  payment  in  cash,  and  until  the  goods  are  with- 
drawn  for  home  consumption.  It  allows  the  storage  even  of  prohibited  goods  in 
British  warehouses  on  special  security  for  reexportation ;  and  permits  the  transfer 
of  goods  in  the  warehouse,  without  requiring  payment  of  the  duties,  until  they  are 
withdrawn  for  use.  If  the  goods  are  destroyed  by  inevitable  accident  before  they 
are  withdrawn,  although  the  government  does  not  stand  insurer  for  their  safety,  the 
duties  are  uniformly  remitted.    A  clear  analysis  of  the  warehousing  provisions  is 

1  Whitehead  v.  Anderson,  9  M.  ft  W.  269.    As  to  the  point  next  stated,  see 

618;  aiUe,  643,  n.  (/) ;  L.  R.  6  Eq.  49;  Donath  v.  Broomhead,  7  Penn.  St  801; 

London  &  N.  W.  R.  Ca  v.  Bartlett,  7  H.  Mottram  v.  Heyer,  6  Denio,  629.    Com- 

&  N.  400 ;  Secomb  v,  Nutt.  14  B.  Monroe,  pare  Parker  v.  Byrnes,  1  Lowell,  689. 
824,  827.    But  see  Blackburn  on  Sales, 
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(8.)   Of  Acts  of  the  Vendee  affecting  the  Right.  —  A  resale  of 

the  goods  by  the  vendee  does  not,  of  itself,  and  without  other  cir- 

cumstances,  destroy  the  vendor's  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  (e) 

But  if  the  vendor  has  given  to  the  vendee  documents  sufficient  to 

transfer  the  property,  and  the  vendee,  upon  tlie  strength 

*  548    of  them,  sells  the  goods  *  to  a  b(ma  fide  purchaser  without 

notice,  the  vendor  would  be  devested  of  his  right.  A  bill 
of  lading  usually  has  the  word  ^*  assigns ; ''  the  goods  are  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  consignee  or  hie  asiigne^  he  or  they  paying  freight ; 
and  a  great  question  has  accordingly  arisen,  and  been  very  elabo- 
rately discussed  and  litigated  in  the  English  courts,  whether  the 
bill  of  lading  could  be  negotiated  by  the  consignee  like  a  bill  of 
exchange,  and  what  legal  rights  were  vested  in  the  assignee.  In 
the  case  of  Lickbarrow  v.  Masan^  (a)  it  was  decided  by  the  K.  B. 
that  a  bona  fide  indorsement,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  of  a  bill 
of  lading,  by  the  consignee  to  an  assignee,  who  had  no  notice 

given  in  1  Bell's  Comm.  1S7-190,  5th  ed.,  and  in  McCnUoch't  Dictionaiy  of  Com- 
merce, 2d  ed.  art  Waretiousing  System,  where  the  statute  of  3  &  4  WilUam  IV.  k 
given  at  large,  with  ita  numerous  and  detailed  provisions. 

The  New  York  Chamher  of  Commerce,  in  November,  1842,  prepared  and  sent  a 
memorial  to  Congress  in  favor  of  establishing  the  warehousing  system  in  the  United 
States ;  and  in  addition  to  powerful  considerations  in  favor  of  it,  the  memorial  sug- 
gested that  the  toars&ouM,  or  dock  warrants,  or  Btorage  rtetipU,  were  in  England 
transferable  paper,  and  the  holder  was  regarded  as  owner  of  the  gooda.  A  flexible 
and  desirable  security,  representing  actual  property,  was  thui  thrown  into  commer- 
cial circulation. 

See  Phillips  v.  Huth,  0  M.  4  W.  672,  on  the  oonstniction  of  the  Factors'  Act  of 
6  Geo.  IV.  The  Congress  of  the  United  States,  in  August,  1846,  c.  84,  esublisbed 
fbr  the  first  time  a  warehouse  system.  Tlie  act  declares  that  duties  on  all  imported 
goods  shall  be  paid  in  cash ;  but  it  provides  that  if  duties  are  not  paid,  or  if  the 
importer  or  consignee  shall  make  an  entry  in  writing  for  warehousing  the  same,  the 
goods  shall  be  deposited  in  the  public  stores,  or  other  stores  agreed  on,  at  the  charge 
and  risk  of  the  importer  or  consignee,  subject  to  their  order,  on  paying  the  duties 
and  expenses,  to  be  secured  by  bonds  with  sureties,  but  not  to  be  withdrawn  except 
in  specified  parcels ;  and  if  satisfactory  security  be  giren  that  the  gooda  shall  be 
landed  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  or  on  entry  for  reexportation,  and 
the  payment  of  the  expenses,  &c.,  the  goods  may  be  shipped  without  payment  of 
duties.  That  if  any  goods  so  deposited  shall  remain  beyond  one  year,  without  pay- 
ment of  the  duties  and  expenses  as  aforesaid,  they  shall  be  appraised  and  sold  at 
auction,  and  the  surplus  proceeds,  after  payment  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  paid  over  to 
the  owner  or  consignee.  Goods  deposited  may  also  be  withdrawn  and  transported 
to  any  other  port  of  entry  in  the  United  States,  with  the  benefit  of  drawback  under 
specified  regulations. 

(«)  Craven  v.  Ryder,  6  Taunt.  488;  Lord  Alvanley,  8  Bos.  ft  P.  47;  Whitehonse 
V.  Frost,  12  East.  614;  Stoveld  v.  Hughes,  14  id.  808. 

(a)  2  T.  R.  68. 
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that  the  goods  were  uot  paid  for,  was  an  absolute  transfer  of  the 
property,  so  as  to  devest  the  consignor  of  his  right  of  stoppage 
in  transitu^  in  case  of  the  vendee's  insolvency,  as  against  such 
assignee.  There  is  no  case  on  mercantile  law  which  has  afforded 
a  greater  display  of  acute  investigation.  The  judgment  of  the 
K.  B.  was  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber ;  and  Lord  Lough- 
borough took  a  masterly  view  of  the  whole  subject,  and  com- 
pletely overthrew  the  doctrine  of  the  negotiability  of  bills  of 
lading,  (i)  The  case  then  went  to  the  House  of  Lords,  where  Mr. 
Justice  Duller  most  ably  supported  the  decision  of  the  K.  B.  (c) 
A  new  trial  was  awarded,  (d)  and  a  special  verdict  taken,  and 
judgment  given  thereon  without  discussion ;  the  judges  of  the 
K.  B.  declaring,  that,  notwithstanding  the  decision  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  they  retained  their  former  opinions.  («) 
The  question  therefore  remains,  to  a  certain  *  degree,  still  *  649 
floating  and  unsettled ;  though  it  seems  now  to  be  consid- 
ered as  the  law  at  Westminster  Hall,  that  if  a  bill  of  lading  be 
assigned,  bona  fide^  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  it  is  a  trans- 
fer of  the  property ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  consignee,  if  it  be 
made  without  notice  of  the  insolvency  of  the  consignee,  the  prop- 
erty is  absolutely  vested  in  the  assignee  of  the  consignee,  and 
the  consignor  has  in  that  case  lost  his  right  to  stop.  (aYy^    It 

(h)  Mason  v.  Lickbarrow,  1  H.  Bl.  867. 

(c)  6  East,  17,  m  notis,  {d)  2  H.  Bl.  211 ;  5  T.  R.  867. 

(e)  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  6  T.  R.  688.  In  France,  the  debatable  nature  of  the 
•ubject  has  been  strikingly  displayed ;  for  the  question  of  the  negotiability  of  bills 
of  lading  was  discussed  by  such  masters  of  commercial  law  as  Valin  and  Emerigon, 
and  they  came  to  directly  opposite  conclusions.  The  first  maintained  that  bills  of 
lading  were  negotiable  instruments,  and  the  latter  denied  it.  Valin's  Comm.  i.  006, 
607;  Emerigon,  des  Ass.  i.  818,  819.  By  the  Code  of  Commerce  (art.  281),  bills  of 
lading  may  be  to  order  or  to  bearer.  This  settles  the  question  in  favor  of  their 
negotiability. 

(a)  Coze  0.  Harden,  4  East,  211 ;  Cuming  v.  Brown,  ib.  9,  500;  Morison  v.  Gray, 
2  Bing.  260;  Walter  v,  Ross,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  288;  Wharton's  Dig.  tit.  Vendor,#i.  80; 

1  Effect  of  iranaf erring  the  BiU  of  Lading,  the  property  iuelf  while  tlie  cargo  is  at 

—  The  bill  of  lading  is  not  negotiable,  in  sea.     An  assignment   of   it,  therefore, 

the  absence  of  such  a  statute  as  is  in  force  passes  the  complete  ownership  in   the 

in  England ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  con-  goods,  even  as  against  a  person  who  has 

yeying  an  interest  in  the  property,  it  is  taken  a  subsequent  bill  of  lading,  and 


yi  Bill  of  Lading.  —  Effect  of  Dealings  with  bills  of  lading,  on  the  question  of  the 
with,  in  transferring  Title  and  Possession.  —  transfer  of  title,  rests  entirely  upon  their 
1.    TitU.^  The  importance  of   dealings    force  as  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the 
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is  likewise  oonsidered  to  be  the  lnw  in  this  oountrj  that  the  deliT- 
ery  of  the  bill  of  lading  traiuiferB  the  property  to  the  oonsigiiee ; 

HaiUe  v.  SmlUi,  1  Bot.  &  P.  66a  In  Korifon  v.  Gray,  9  Moore,  C.  B.  484^  i%  vaa 
held,  that  the  bonajide  aMignee  of  a  UU  of  lading  had  a  sufficient  property  to  atop 
tlie  goods  while  m  trmmtu,  on  the  imoWencj  of  the  vendee,  and  to  toe  in  hia  own 
name  the  wharflnger  who  refoaed  to  deliver  up  the  goodai  But  though  a  bill  of 
lading  be  negotiable,  it  seemed  in  a  late  case  to  be  doubted  whether  a  bill  of  ladiag 
was  conclusive  as  between  the  shipowner  and  a  bonajide  indorsee  for  value.  BeA- 
ley  V,  Watling.  7  Ad.  A  £1.  29.  In  Birckhead  v.  Brown,  6  HUl  (N.  T.),  694,  ic  was 
deohued  that  Utt$r$  o/endit  and  eommereicU  guarantieM  were  not  negotiable  inatroaents, 
and  that  no  special  contracts,  other  than  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  noccs^ 
were  negotiable  instruments,  and  no  one  could  sue  in  hii  own  name  but  an  original 
party  to  the  contract  Lamourieux  v.  Hewit,  6  Wend.  807 ;  Watson  v.  McLaren,  19 
id.  567 ;  26  id.  426 ;  Miller  v.  Gaston,  2  HIU  (N.  Y.).  188.    [Cf  ili.  64  c] 

In  Thompson  v.  Dominy,  14  M.  &  W.  408^  it  was  adjudged  that  a  bill  of  ladi^ 
was  not  negotiable  like  a  bill  of  exchange,  so  as  to  enable  the  indorsee  to  sue  m  ku 
own  name.  The  indorsement  transfers  the  rtghi  of  properijf  in  the  goods,  but  not  the 
contract  iiadf.    The  court  said  that  there  was  no  case  that  went  so  far. 


who  gets  possession  of  the  goods.  Barber 
v.  Meyerstein,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  817 ;  L.  B.  2 
C.  P.  88,  661;  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  1 
Sm.  I«.  C.  Am.  note ;  Bhinohard  v.  Page, 
8  Qray,  281,  298.  A  somewhat  simiUr 
eflhct  is  given  to  grain  receipts  in  some 
cases.  M'Neil  t;.  HiU,  1  Woolw.  96 ;  Bur- 
ton  &.  Curjea,  40  111.  820 ;  McPherson  v. 
Gale,  ib.  868;  Second  Nat  Bank  v.  Wal- 
bridge,  19  Ohio  St  419;  Gibson  v.  Stev- 
ens, 8  How.  384,  400.  The  Uw  is  now 
well  settled  in  accordance  with  the  teit 
Gumey  v.  Belirand,  8  El.  k  Bl.  622,  687 ; 
Lee  V.  Kimball,  46  Me.  172 ;  Dows  v. 
Greene,  24  N.  Y.  688 ;  Pease  v.  Gloahec, 
L.  B.  1  P.  C.  219.  But  it  was  held  in 
Spalding  o.  Ruding,  6  Beav.  876 ;  L.  R. 
4  £q.  486,  n.  4,  that  when  the  legal  right 
in  the  goods  was  transferred  for  a  limited 
purpose  only,  such  as  securing  the  repsy- 


parties.  The  presumption  is,  In  case  of 
goods  ordered  to  be  shipped  from  a  dis- 
tance, that  both  parties  intend  the  title 
to  pass  upon  shipment  But  the  mak- 
ing out  and  signing  of  the  bill  of  lading 
being  the  final  act  by  which  the  shipment 
is  completed,  the  seller  may  indicate,  by 
the  manner  in  whloli  he  orders  it  to  be 
made  out,  that  it  was  nol  his  intentioB  to 
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ment  of  advances,  the  seller  bad  still  aa 
equitable  right  to  stop,  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  holder  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Cov- 
entry v.  Gladstone,  L.  R.  6  £q.  44,  48 ; 
Rodger  v.  Comptoir  d*Eeoompte  de  Fsris» 
L.  R.  2  P.  C.  898, 407. 

It  may  be  added  that  when  a  bill  of 
lading  b  accompanied  by  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, drawn  against  the  goods  covered 
by  it,  the  bill  of  exchange  must  be  accepted 
as  a  eondition  precedent  to  tlie  right  to 
retain  the  bill  of  lading,  or  to  any  property 
passing  in  the  goods.  Shepherd  i>.  Har- 
rison, L.  R.  6  H.  L.  116,  183;  Bank  of 
Rochester  v.  Jones,  4  Comst  497,  602; 
Winter  v.  Coit,  8  Seld.  (7  N.  T.)  288; 
Marine  Bank  of  Chicago  r.  Wright,  48 
N.  Y.  1.  [See  National  Bank  o.  Mer- 
chanto'  Bank,  91  U.  8.  92.] 

A   common   transaction   la   for   the 


have  the  title  pass.  This  he  usually 
does  by  having  it  made  to  his  own  order, 
retaining  it  in  his  possession.  He  there- 
by reserves  at  least  a  right  of  disposing 
of  the  goods  while  the  buyer  remains  In 
defkult,  and,  it  would  seem,  the  legal  title 
as  well.  Ogg  a  Shuter,  1  C.  P.  D.  47; 
Gabarron  r.  Kreeft,  10  L.  R.  Ex.  274; 
Mirabita  v.  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank,  I 
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and  it  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  afisignment  of  it  by  the 
consignee,  by  way  of  sale  or  mortgage,  will  pass  the  property, 


dnwer  to  hand  the  bills  of  lading  to  the 
person  who  discounts  the  draft,  who 
thereupon  becomes  entitled  to  hold  them 
as  security  for  its  payment.  (48  N.  Y.  I. 
Compare  Robey  &  Co/s  Perseverance 
Iron  Works  ».  Oilier,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  696.) 
If  they  are  transferred  to  t)ie  drawee 
when  he  accepts  the  draft,  they  become 
part  of  his  estate,  as  security  for  tbe  lia- 
bility he  incurs  on  behalf  of  the  drawers ; 
and  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  special 
acceptance  is  given,  payable  on  the  de- 


Bk.  D.  164 ;  Farmen*,  &c.  Bank  «.  Logan, 
74  N.  Y.  668,  and  cases  infra,  in  this  note. 
Tbe  right  which  the  seller  thus  retains 
he  Biay  transfer  by  a  transfer  of  the  bill 
of  lading  to  a  borta  fide  puTchaser  for 
▼fllue,  who  will  hold  the  goods  as  against 
the  original  buyer.  Miribita  v.  Imperial 
Ottoman  Bank,  and  other  cases  txpra. 
So  there  is  a  strong  presumption  that 
the  title  was  intended  to  pass  to  the  ven- 
dee, whcfre  the  bill  is  originally  made  out 
itt  bis  name,  or  is  indorsed  to  him.  Wig- 
ton  V.  Bowley,  180  Mass.  262. 

In  Glyn  Mills,  &c.  Co.  v.  Dock  Co., 
6  Q.  B.  D.  120;  6  Q.  B.  D.  476;  7  App. 
Cta.  601,  the  real  question  was  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  contract  entered  into  by  the 
Dock  Company,  and  whether  there  had 
been  a  breach  of  it;  but  in  the  court  of 
appeal  (6  Q.  B.  D.  476)  the  question  of 
the  passing  of  the  title  was  largely  dis- 
ooseed.  It  was  held  by  Brett  and  Bag- 
gallay,  L.  JJ.,  that  the  effect  of  a  trans- 
fer of  a  bill  of  Uding  with  draft  at- 
tached, on  the  discount  of  the  draft,  was 
to  pass  the  legal  title  to  the  goods ;  and 
that  where  the  bills  were  made  in  sets, 
tin  first  person  obtaining  a  transfer  of 
one  of  the  set  gets  a  title  good  as  against 
even  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  second  of 
Un  set,  ^  and  this  though  each  bill  dis- 
eleeed  the  fact  that  it  was  only  one  of 
m  set  See  iMso  Skilliog  v.  Bollman,  78 
Ma  e66;  Gilbert  v.  Guignon,  8  L.  B. 


livery  up  of  the  bills  of  lading,  which 
remain  meanwhile  in  the  hands  of  the 
holder  of  the  acceptance,  the  holder  is  to 
be  treated  in  bankruptcy  as  baving  a 
security  on  the  property  of  the  acceptor, 
just  as  if  the  latter  had  received  tbe  bills 
from  the  holder  of  the  draft,  and  then 
pledged  them  back  to  him.  Ex  parte 
Brett,  In  re  Howe,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  888.  See 
Bissell  r.  Steel,  67  Penn.  St.  44a  See 
ftirther,  iii.  86,  n.  1,  adfinem. 


Ch.  16.  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  dissented  from 
this  view,  holdhig  that  such  an  indorsee 
gets  only  a  pledgee's  title.  Tlie  question 
seems  to  depend  upon  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  in  many  cases  this  will 
appear;  where  it  does  not,  the  presomption 
would  seem  to  be  in  fiivor  of  the  title 
passing.  Chartered  Bank  v.  Henderson, 
6  L.  R.  P.  C.  601 ;  Newcomb  9.  Boston  & 
Lowell  R.  R.,  116  Mass.  230;  Pint  Nat 
Bank  v,  Kelly,  67  N.  Y.  34;  Commercial 
Bank  v.  Pfeiffer,  22  Hun,  827 ;  Skilling 
o.  Bollman,  78  Mo.  665;  Robinson  e. 
Stuart,  68  Me.  61 ;  B.  &  O.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Wilkens,  44  Md.  11.  See  further,  Harris 
V.  Bradley,  2  DilL  284 ;  Halsey  v.  Wa^ 
den,  26  Kans.  128;  Lee  v.  Bowen,  6  Biss. 
164. 

So  fax  as  the  title  is  concerned,  it 
would  aeem  to  be  immaterial  whether 
the  bill  was  originally  made  to  order, 
though  the  question  may  be  different  as 
to  possession.  Infra,  in  this  note;  Na- 
tional Bank  o.  Dearborn,  116  Mass.  219; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Crocker,  HI  Mass. 
163;  Emery's  Sons  v.  Irving  Nat  Bank, 
26  Ohio  St  860,  868.  See  Henderson  v. 
Comptoir,  &c.  De  Paris,  6  L.  R.  P.  C. 
268.  So,  also,  there  need  not  be  an 
actual  indorsement.  Merchants'  Bank  v, 
U.  R.  R.  4b  T.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  878;  St 
Louis  Nat  Bank  v.  Roes,  9  Mo.  App.  809 
(warehouse  reoeipt);  Holmes  v.  Bailey, 
9QPeoii.8t67.    The  exact  nature  of  the 
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though  no  actual  delivery  of  the  goods  be  made,  provided  they 
were  then  at  sea.  The  rule  is  founded  on  sound  principles 
of  mercantile  policy,  and  is  necessary  to  render  the  consignee 


right  retained  by  the  oomignor  it  not  clear. 
It  would  Mem  to  be  at  leai t  a  right  to  re- 
deem the  goods  b/  paymeut  of  the  draft 
on  default  of  the  drawee.  See  Gljm 
MU1>,  &C.  Co.  V,  Dock  Co.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  475. 

It  is  quite  dear  that  a  bill  of  lading  is 
not  negotiable  in  the  strict  sense,  even 
when  made  transferable  or  "  negotiable  " 
by  statute,  and  that  no  one  who  has  sim- 
ply possession  of  the  bill  without  title  to 
the  goods,  or  authority  from  the  owner  to 
deal  with  the  title,  can  transfer  the  title 
by  transfer  of  the  bill.  Possession  of  the 
bill  confers  no  greater  rights  than  posses- 
sion of  the  goods  would.  Shaw  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  101  U.  8.  557;  StoUenwerck 
V.  Thacher,  115  Mass.  224;  Barnard  v. 
CampbeU,  55  N.  Y.  456,  462;  Tison  v, 
Howard,  57  Ga.  410.  But  see  Tiedeman 
r.  Knox,  53  Md.  612.  So  as  to  warehouse 
receipts.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Kiger,  108  U.  8. 
852 ;  LoaisTille  Bank  v,  Boyce,  78  Ky.  42. 

2.  PoMesfton.  — >  In  many  of  the  cases 
which  hsTe  been  cited  will  be  found  dicta 
that  possession  as  well  as  title  may  be, 
and  presumably  is,  transferred  by  a  trans- 
fer of  a  bill  of  lading.  It  is  said  that  the 
effect  of  a  transfer  of  a  bill  is  not  depend- 
ent upon  its  nature  as  an  instrument,  but 
upon  the  fact  that  it  is  the  symbol  of  the 
goods,  and  that  a  delivery  of  the  symbol 
operates  as  a  delivery  of  the  goods  them- 
selves would  if  they  were  accessible.  It 
seems  clear  that  a  transfer  by  indorae- 
ment  of  a  bill  made  out  to  order  does 
give  an  immediate  right  to  possession 
sufficient  to  enable  the  transferee  to  sus- 
tain a  possessory  action.  Fint  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Crocker,  111  Mass.  163 ;  Forbes  v.  B. 
A  L.  R.  R.  Co.,  183  Msss.  154.  And  it 
would  seem  that  a  sufficient  possession 
is  transfened  in  such  case  to  defeat  sub- 
sequent attaching  crediton  of  the  trans- 
ferror. National  Bank  v.  Dearborn,  115 
Mass.  219;  Hathaway  v.  Haynes,  124 
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Mass.  311 ;  Adoue  v.  Seeligson  &  Co.,  54 
Tex.  603.  But  it  has  been  mtimated  that 
tliis  would  not  be  true  if  the  bill  was  not 
made  out  originally  to  order.  Hallgarten 
r.  Oldham,  135  Mass.  1.  This  was  a  case 
of  a  private  warehouse  receipt,  but  it  was 
intimated  that  even  in  the  caae  of  a  bill 
of  lading  an  assent  of  the  carrier  to  cease 
to  hold  for  the  transferror  and  to  hold  for 
the  transferee  must  be  shown,  and  that 
this  could  not  be  found  where  the  bill 
was  not  to  order.  Sufficient  pooeesion 
may  be  transferred  by  bill  of  Uduig  to 
constitnte  a  valid  pledge  of  the  goods. 
Taylor  v.  Turner,  87  HI.  296.  So  as  to 
warehouse  receipts.  Merchants',  Ac 
Bank  v.  Hibbard,  48  Mich.  118;  Cochran 
0.  Ripy,  18  Bush,  495.  And  the  ten- 
dency, at  least,  of  the  language  of  the 
cases  seems  to  favor  the  view  tiuit  a  bill 
of  hiding  is  to  be  treated  as  a  symbol  of 
the  goods  while  they  are  in  transit,  and 
that  a  transfer  of  the  bill  has  the  same 
effect  as  a  transfer  of  the  goods  would  hare 
if  they  were  in  hand,  subject,  of  course,  to 
the  carrier's  right  of  lien.  Forbes  v.  Fiteh- 
burg  R.  R.  Co.,  133  Mass.  154,  and  ctses 
supra. 

That  a  transfer  of  a  bill  of  lading  to  a 
bona  Jide  purcliaser  defeats  the  right  to 
stop  in  transitu,  and  that  a  transfer  as  secu- 
rity for  an  advance  has  a  like  effect  to 
tlie  extent  of  the  advance  only,  see  Leask 
9.  Scott,  2  Q.  B.  D.  876;  Kemp  p.  Falk,7 
App.  Cas.  578 ;  Becker  v.  Hallgarten,  86 
N.  T.  167 ;  Loeb  v,  Peters,  63  Ala.  243; 
NewhaU  v.  Central  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  51  CaL 
845.  See  Farroeloe  u.  Bain,  1  C.  P.  D.  445. 
It  has  been  held,  however,  that  in  case  of  a 
subsale,  if  the  second  vendee  lias  not  paid 
liis  vendor,  the  original  rendor  may  inter- 
cept the  payment  and  cause  it  to  be  made 
to  himself.  Ex  parU  Golding,  18  Ch.  D. 
628.  See  also  Ex  parU  Falk,  14  Ch.  P. 
446.    But  see  Kemp  p.  Falk,  mpra. 
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safe  in  the  acceptance  of  the  drafts  of  his  correspondent  abroad, 
and  to  afford  him  the  means  of  prompt  reimbursement  or 
indemnity.  (6) 

*But  it  must  not  be  understood  that  the  consignee  can,  *  550 
in  all  cases,  by  his  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  a 
third  person,  even  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  without  col- 
lusion,- defeat  the  right  of  the  consignor  to  stop  the  goods.  It 
will  depend  upon  the  nature  and  object  of  the  consignment,  and 
the  character  of  the  consignee.  As  a  general  rule,  no  agreement 
made  between  the  consignee  and  his  assignee  can  defeat  or  affect 
this  right  of  the  consignor ;  and  the  consignor's  right  to  stop  in 
tramitu  is  prior  and  paramount  to  the  carrier's  right  to  retain  as 
against  the  consignee,  (a)  A  factor,  having  only  authority  to  sell, 
and  not  to  pledge  the  goods  of  his  principal,  cannot  devest  the 
consignor  of  the  right  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu^  by  indorsing 
or  delivering  over  the  bill  of  lading  as  a  pledge,  any  more  than  he 
could  by  delivery  of  the  goods  themselves  by  way  of  pledge ;  and 
it  is  the  same  thing  whether  the  indorsee  was  or  was  not  igno- 

(b)  Wright  i;.  Campbell,  4  Barr.  2051;  Griffith  v.  Ingledew,  6  Serg.  ft  R.  429; 
Peters  v.  Ballistier,  3  Pick.  495 ;  Walter  v.  Ross,  supra.  In  Conard  v.  The  Atlantic 
Insurance  Company,  1  Peters,  386,  it  was  decided  that  the  consignee  being  the 
authorized  agent  of  the  owner  to  receive  the  goods,  his  indorsement  of  the  bill  of 
lading  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  anj 
adverse  interest,  passed  the  property  as  against  all  the  world.  This  is  the  result  of 
the  principle,  that  bills  of  lading  are  transferable  by  indorsement,  and  pass  the  prop- 
erty. Strictly  speaking,  no  person  but  such  consignee  can,  by  indorsement  of  the  bill 
of  lading,  pass  the  legal  title  to  the  goods ;  but  if  the  shipper  be  the  owner,  and  the 
•hipment  be  on  his  account  and  risk,  he  can  pass  the  legal  title  by  oMignment  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  or  otherwise ;  and  it  will  be  good  against  all  persons,  except  the  pur- 
chaser, for  a  valuable  consideration,  by  an  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading  itself. 
The  same  principle  was  declared  in  Nathan  t^.  Giles,  5  Taunt.  558.  A  deposit  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  without  indorsement,  will  create  a  lien  on  the  cargo  to  the  amount  of 
the  money  advanced  on  the  strength  of  the  deposit,  which  would  be  superior  to  the 
consignor's  right  of  stoppage.  That  right  came  from  the  courts  of  equity,  and  is 
founded  upon  equitable  considerations;  and  it  consequently  must  yield  to  a  still 
higher  equity  in  a  third  person.  In  Louisiana,  it  has  been  held  that  goods  shipped 
could  not  be  attached  by  the  creditors  of  the  shipper,  after  the  bill  of  lading  had 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  consignee ;  but  they  might  be  attached  by  the  creditors 
of  the  consignee.    M'Neill  v.  Glass,  13  Martin  (Ijl),  261. 

(a)  Oppenheim  r.  Russell.  3  Bos.  &  P.  42.  The  right  of  stoppage  is  held  not  to 
be  devested,  though  the  goods  be  levied  on  by  execution,  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor  of 
the  purchaser,  provided  it  be  exercised  before  the  trantiius  is  at  an  end.  The  vendor's 
lien  has  preference ;  it  is  the  elder  lien,  and  cannot  be  superseded  by  the  attachment 
of  a  creditor.  Smith  v.  Goss,  1  Campb.  282 ;  Buckley  v.  Fumiss,  15  Wend.  187 ; 
Marshall,  J.,  in  Hause  v.  Judson,  4  Dana  (I^.),  11. 
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rant  that  he  acted  as  &ctoT.  (i)  If  the  assignee  of  the  bill  of 
lading  has  notice  of  such  circuuigtances  as  render  the  bill  of  lading 
not  fairly  and  honestly  assignable,  the  right  of  stoppage  as  against 
the  assignee  is  not  gone ;  and  any  coUusion  or  fraud  between  the 
consignee  and  his  assignee  will  of  coarse  enable  the  consignor  to 
assert  his  right.    But  the  mere  fact  that  the  assignee  has 

*  661    notice  that  *  the  consignor  is  not  paid,  does  not  seem  to  be 

of  itself  absolutely  sufficient  to  render  the  assignment  de- 
feasible by  the  stopping  of  the  cargo  in  its  transit,  if  the  case  be 
otherwise  clear  of  all  circumstances  of  fraud ;  though,  if  the 
assignee  be  aware  that  the  consignee  is  unable  to  pay,  then  the 
assignment  will  be  deemed  fraudulent  as  against  the  righte  of 
the  consignor,  (a) 

The  buyer,  if  he  finds  himself  unable  to  pay  for  the  goods, 
may,  before  delivery,  rescind  the  contract,  with  the  assent  of  the 
seller.  But  this  right  of  the  buyer  of  rejecting  the  goods  subsists 
only  while  the  goods  are  in  tran$itu.  After  actual  delirery,  the 
goods  become  identified  with  his  property,  and  cannot,  in  eon- 
templation  of  bankruptcy,  be  restored  to  the  seller ;  nor  can  he 
interfere  and  reject  the  goods,  though  in  their  transit,  after  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  committed ;  for  this  would  be  to  give  a  pref- 
erence among  creditors,  (i) 

Sir  William  Scott  observed,  (c)  that  this  privilege  of  stoppage 
was  a  proprietary  right,  recognized  by  the  general  mercantile 
law  of  Europe,  as  well  as  by  that  of  England.  It  was  recognized 
in  Scotland  in  1790 ;  and  the  French  law  has  gone  very  far 
towards  the  admission  of  the  right,  to  the  full  extent  of  the  Eng- 
lish rule.  It  allows  the  vendor  to  stop  the  goods  in  their  transit 
to  the  oonsignee,  in  case  of  his  non-payment  or  failure,  provided  the 

(6)  Newion  v,  Thornton,  6  East,  17. 

(a)  Cnming  v.  Brown,  9  East,  506.  As  long  as  the  vendor  of  goods  delivered  lor 
exportation  retains  tho  racaipt  given  to  the  cartmen,  the  shipment  is  not  coniplete, 
and  the  right  of  stoppage  not  gone.  Bradnar  v.  Jones,  K.  T.  Legal  Obaerrer  for 
Karoh,  1S47. 

(b)  Smith  V.  Field,  6  T.  B.  402 ;  Barnes  v.  Frseland,  6  id.  SO ;  RichardsoB  r.  Ooai, 
8  Bos.  ft  P.  110 ;  Bartraro  v.  Tarebrother,  1  Dans,  ft  Llo/d,  42.  Independent  of  the 
qaestion  under  statutes  of  bankraptcjr,  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  the  rendee's 
consent  to  restore  goods,  and  the  Tender's  consent  to  veoeire  them,  reTests  tbe  prop- 
erty in  the  Tender,  and  amounts  to  a  rescission  of  tbe  sale,  so  as  to  preTent  a  scisnre 
at  the  suit  of  creditors.  Atkin  v,  Barwt<±,  Str.  146;  Salle  v.  Field,  6  T.  &  211; 
Ash  V.  Putnsm,  1  HiU  (N.  T.),  808,  310. 

(e)  6  C.  Rob.  408. 
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goods  have  not  been  in  the  mean  time  sold  bona  fide,  according  to 
the  inyoices  and  bills  of  lading,  or  altered  in  their  nature  or  quan- 
tity, and  the  estate  of  the  insolvent  vendee  be  indemnified  against 
all  necessary  expenses  and  advances  on  account  of  the  goods ;  and 
the  assignees  of  the  vendee  will  be  entitled  to  the  goods  on  pay- 
ment of  the  price.  (J)  The  civil  law,  and  the  laws  of  those 
European  nations  which  have  *  adopted  the  civil  law,  con-  *  552 
tain  a  great  impediment  to  the  absolute  negotiability  of 
bills  of  lading ;  for  they  do  not  consider  the  transfer  of  property 
to  be  complete,  even  by  sale  and  delivery,  without  payment  or 
security  for  the  price,  unless  credit  be  given.  In  case  of  insol- 
vency, the  seller  may  reclaim  the  goods,  as  being  his  own  prop- 
erty, even  from  the  possession  of  the  buyer,  provided  they  remain 
unchanged  in  form,  and  distinguishable  from  his  other  goods,  (a) 
This  was  also  the  law  of  France,  until  the  commercial  code 
adopted  the  law  of  stopping  in  tramitu,  and  rejected  the  old  law 
of  revendication,  as  tending  to  litigation  and  fraud.  (() 

12.  Of  the  Interpretation  of  Ck>ntraot8.  —  The  rules  which  have 
been  established  for  the  better  interpretation  of  contracts,  are 
the  conclusions  of  good  sense  and  sound  logic,  applied  to  the 
agreement  of  the  parties.  Their  object  is  to  ascertain  with  pre- 
cision the  mutual  tmderstanding  of  the  contract  in  the  given 
case ;  and  like  other  deductions  of  right  reason,  they  have  been 
quite  uniform  in  every  age  of  cultivated  jurisprudence.  The  title 
De  IHverns  BegidiSj  in  the  Pandects,  (c)  as  well  as  the  senten- 
tious rules  and  principles  which  pervade  the  whole  body  of  the 
civil  law,  show  how  largely  the  common  law  of  England  is 
indebted  to  the  Roman  law  for  its  code  of  proverbial  wisdom. 
There  are  scarcely  any  maxims  in  the  English  law  but  what  were 
derived  from  the  Romans ;  and  it  has  been  a£Girmed,  by  a  very 
competent  judge,  that  if  the  fame  of  the  Roman  law  rested  solely 
on  the  single  book  of  the  Pandects,  which  contains  the 
reffidcB  Jurisj  it  would  endure  *  forever  on  that  founda-    *  553 

(d)  Code  de  Commerce,  noa.  676--680»  683. 

(a)  See  Lord  Abinger's  sketch  of  the  progress  of  the  doctrine  of  stoppage  in 
treuttUtt.    Gibson  v.  Carruthers,  8  M.  &  W.  886. 

{b)  Dig.  18. 1. 19;  Domat,  b.  4,  tit.  6,  sec.  2,  art  8;  Van  Leeuwen's  Comm.  on 
the  Boman  Dutch  Law,  b.  4,  c.  17,  sec.  8 ;  Case  at  St.  Petersburg,  in  Russia,  cited 
in  Bohtlingk  v.  Inglis,  8  East,  886 ;  Case  at  Amsterdam,  cited  in  the  note  to  1  Bell's 
Comm.  217,  218.    See  tu/wti,  408. 

{€)  Dig.  50. 17. 
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tion.  (a)  Besides  the  aathoritative  collection  of  maxims  already 
referred  to,  there  is  a  still  larger  collection  of  principles  in  the 
same  condensed  shape,  drawn  by  one  of  the  modern  civilians 
from  every  part  of  the  civil  law,  and  digested  with  great  dili- 
gence and  study.  It  is  contained  in  some  of  the  editions  of  the 
Corpus  Juris  Civilis ;  and  in  them  it  immediately  precedes  the 
code.  (6) 

Among  the  common4aw  writers  who  have  made  compilations 
of  this  kind,  Lord  Bacon  stands  preeminent  In  his  treatise  De 
AugmentU  Scientiarum  there  are  nearly  one  hundred  aphorisms, 
containing  principles  which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  universal  joa- 
tice,  and  the  sources  of  municipal  law.  He  defines  his  collection 
to  be  Exemplum  tractcUua  de  justitia  ttniversaU^  five  de  fontUnu 
^uri%  ;  and  it  is  a  code  proper  for  the  study  of  statesmen,  as  well 
as  lawyers  ;  for  it  abounds  in  principles  of  legislation,  as  well  as 
of  distributive  justice,  (c)  Another  work  of  Lord  Bacon  consists 
of  his  maxims,  or  elements  of  the  common  law,  being  some  of 
those  conclusions  of  reason,  or  condensations  of  truth,  dispersed 
throughout  the  body  of  the  law,  and  worthily  and  aptly  called 
by  a  great  civilian,  legum  lege9.  Ancient  wisdom  and  science 
were  frequently  embodied  and  delivered  in  this  form*  And  Lord 
Bacon  does  not  content  himself  with  merely  setting  down  his 
axioms,  like  ambiguous  oracles,  obscure  by  their  brevity  and 

a£Fording  little  light  or  direction ;  he  accompanies  each  of 
*  554    his  maxims  with  a  clear  and  ample  *  exposition,  *^  breaking 

them  into  cases,  and  opening  them  with  distinctions,  and 
sometimes  showing  the  reasons  whereon  they  depend,  and  the 
affinity  they  have  with  other  rules.**  (a)  There  are  other  colleo- 
tions  of  law  maxims  of  great  value.  *^  The  Grounds  and  Maxims 
of  the  English  Laws,'^  by  William  Noy,  attorney  general  in  the 

(a)  In  Wood'8  Inititute*  of  the  Civil  Law,  b.  8,  &  1,  p.  207,  there  if  a  collection  of 
the  most  useful  and  practical  rules  of  the  dvil  law  to  be  obserred  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  contracts. 

(6)  It  is  entitled,  Regulss  et  SententisB  Juris,  ex  unirerso  Corpora  Juris  (^Tilis 
sparsiin  collecta),  et  in  Ordinem  alphabeticum  digest* ;  and  it  is  the  prodnctioii  of 
J.  Hennequinis,  a  learned  doctor  of  the  ciTil  law. 

(c)  Bacon's  Works,  rii.  489.  The  aphorisms  relate  spedallj  to  the  dignity  of  the 
law ;  to  defective  and  omitted  provisions  ,*  to  the  obscurity  and  uncertainty  of  law ; 
to  retrospective  and  cumulative  laws ;  to  the  new  digests  of  the  laws ;  to  the  force 
and  value  of  preoedente ;  to  the  influence  of  commentaries  and  forensic  opinions,  te. 

(a)  See  the  Prefkoe  to  Lord  Bacon's  "liaxims  of  the  Law."  Bacon's  Wwto, 
iv.  10. 
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reign  of  Charles  I.,  is  a  collection  of  reputation  and  authority, 
applicable  to  every  general  head  of  the  law.  In  imitation  of 
Lord  Bacon^  Noy  has  accompanied  each  of  his  maxims  with  cases 
and  precedents,  affording  a  copious  illustration  of  his  principles. 
The  collection  by  T.  Branch  is  much  more  extensive  and  com- 
plete. It  is  an  admirable  vade  mecum^  for  the  use  of  the  bench 
and  the  bar.  It  draws  so  copiously  from  the  common-law  reports 
and  writers  of  the  age  of  Elizabeth,  and  since  that  time,  that  it 
may  be  regarded  as  the  accumulated  spirit  and  wisdom  of  the 
great  body  of  the  English  law.  The  only  difficulty  is,  that  the 
maxims  require  study  and  profound  reflection  in  the  application 
of  them,  especially  as  they  are  unassisted  by  any  conunentary, 
and  stand  naked  m  all  the  brevity  and  severity  of  their  original 
abstraction,  (i) . 

The  space  allowed  to  the  subject  will  only  permit  me  to  refer, 
by  way  of  sample,  to  a  few  of  the  more  leading  rules  of  constxuc- 
tion  applicable  to  contracts.  (<;) 

It  may  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  rules  of  con« 
struction  of  contracts  are  the  same  in  courts  of  law  and  of  equity, 
and  whether  the  contract  be  under  seal  or  not  under  seal.  C<0 
The  mutual  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument  is  the  great, 
and  sometimes  the  difficult,  object  of  inquiry,  when  the  terms  of 
it  are  not  free  from  ambiguity.  To  reach  and  carry  that  inten- 
tion into  efiEect,  the  law,  when  it  becomes  necessary,  will  control 

(5)  This  work  was  originally  a  small  duodecimo  Tolume,  printed  at  London  in 
1753,  entitled,  Principia  Legis  et  Equitatis,  being  an  alphabetical  collection  of  Max- 
ims, Principles,  or  Rules,  Definitions,  and  Memorable  Sayings,  in  Law  and  Equity. 
It  adds  rery  much  to  the  utility  and  interest  of  the  compilation,  that  it  gives,  in 
almost  every  instance,  the  original  author,  and  book,  and  case,  from  whence  the 
maxims  were  drawn.  The  third  American  edition,  taken  from  the  ninth  London 
edition  of  Noy^s  Maxims,  edited  by  Mr.  Hening,  was  published  at  Pliiladelphia,  in 
1845,  by  T.  &  J.  W.  Johnson ;  to  which  was  added  Francis's  Maxims  of  Equity;  and 
Branch's  PrincipU  Legis,  forming  a  very  raluable  collection  of  legal  principles,  and 
with  which  every  lawyer  should  be  familiar. 

(c)  There  is,  in  the  American  Jurist  for  July  and  October,  1840  (vols,  xxiii.  and 
zxiv.),  a  useful  collection  of  the  most  prominent  rules  of  construction  of  contracts, 
accompanied  with  practical  illustrations,  and  a  large  reference  to  the  authorities  sus- 
taining them.  It  is  understood  to  be  the  production  of  a  learned  and  accurate  com- 
mon-law jurist.  "A  Selection  of  Legal  Maxims,  classified  and  illustrated,"  by 
Herbert  Broom,  Esq.,  I>ondon,  1845,  is  also  a  valuable  compilation  of  the  more 
important  legal  maxims  of  practical  use,  and  they  are  accompanied  with  the  exposi- 
tion of  them  in  the  leading  cases  and  with  a  commentary  upon  them,  which  ia 
exceedingly  instructive,  and  may  be  safely  recommended  to  the  profession. 

{d)  The  Master  of  the  RoUs,  3  Yes.  602;  Lord  EUenborough,  13  Bast»  74. 
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eyen  the  literal  terms  of  the  contract,  if  they  manifestly 
*  655    contrayene  the  purpose ;  and  many  cases  *  are  given  in 

the  books,  in  which  the  plain  intent  has  prevailed  over  tbe 
strict  letter  of  the  contract,  (a)  The  rule  is  embodied  in  these 
common-law  maxims :  Verba  ita  sunt  intelligenda  ut  res  magis 
valeatquam  pereat — Verba  debent  intentioni  inservire;  and  in 
these  in  the  civil  law :  In  conventibus  contrahentium  voluntatem 
potius,  quara  verba,  spectari  placuit — Quoties  iu  stipulationibus 
ambigua  oratio  est  commodissimum  est  id  accipi  quo  res  de  qua 
agitur  in  tuto  sit  (&)  In  furtherance  of  the  rule  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  is  to  be  ascertained,  it  is  another  princifde, 
that  plain,  unambiguous  words  need  no  interpretation,  and  sub- 
tlety and  refinement  upon  terms  would  defeat  the  sense.  The 
bulk  of  mankind  act  and  deal  with  great  simplicity ;  and  on  this 
is  founded  the  rule  that  benigniB  fadendae  interpretationes  car- 
tarum  propter  simplicitatum  laicorum.  Words  are  to  be  taken  in 
their  popular  and  ordinary  meaning,  unless  some  good  reas<Hi  be 
assigned  to  show  that  they  should  be  understood  in  a  different 
sense.  Quoties  in  verbis  nulla  est  ambiguitas  ibi  nulla  exposito 
contra  verba  fienda  est.  Si  nulla  sit  oonjectura  qu8B  ducat  alio, 
verba  intelligenda  sunt  ex  proprietate,  non  grammatica  sed  popu- 
lari  ex  usu.  (c)  But  if  the  intention  be  doubtful,  it  is  to  be 
sought  after  by  a  reference  to  the  context,  and  to  the  natore  of 
the  contract  It  must  be  a  reasonable  construction,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  subject-matter  and  motive.  (({)  Sensus  verboram  ex 
causa  dicentis  accipiendus  est,  et  secundum  subjectam  materiam. 
The  whole  instrument  is  to  be  viewed  and  compared  in  all  its 
parts,  so  that  every  part  of  it  may  be  made  consistent  and  effect- 
ual. Ex  antecedentibus  et  consequentibus  optima  fit  interpretatio. 
So,  also,  ad  proximum  antecedens  fiat  relatio,  msi  impediatur 
sententia.  The  relative  same  refers  to  the  next  antecedent,  (e) 
though  the  word  said  does  only  when  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
writing  requires  it    The  sense  of  the  instrument  is  to  be  sought 

(a)  Ca  LItt.  46,  a,  dOl,  b;  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Atk.  82;  Lord  C.  J.  WiUes,  in 
Parkhuret  r.  Smith,  Willet,  882;  Bacbe  v.  Proctor,  1  Doug.  382,  Dormer  o.  Knight, 
1  Taunt.  417;  Hotham,  B.,  and  Thompton,  B.,  1  H.  BL  686,  686,  696;  Lord  Keujon, 
in  Tatlock  v.  Harris,  3  T  R.  181 ;  Pothier,  Tralttf  det  OWlg.  n.  91. 

(b)  Dig.  46. 1.  80;  ib.  60.  16.  219. 

(c)  Grotius  de  Jure  B.  et  P.  2. 10.  2. 

{d)  Athhurst,  J..  1  T.  R.  708 ;  Bett»  C.  J.,  2  Bing.  622. 
(•)  Co.  Litt.  20,  b,  886,  b. 
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also,  by  a  reference  to  the  usage  of  the  place,  or  the  lex  lociy 
according  to  another  of  the  maxims  of  interpretation  in  the  civil 
law.  Si  non  appareat  quid  actum  est,  in  contractibus  veniunt 
ea  qu»  sunt  nioris  et  consuetudinis  in  regione  in  qua  actum 
est  (/)  If  it  be  a  mercantile  case,  and  the  instrument 
be  *  not  clear  and  unequivocal,  evidence  of  the  usage  or  *  556 
course  of  trade  at  the  place  where  the  contract  is  to  be 
carried  into  effect  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  and 
remove  the  doubt,  (a) 

The  law  places  more  reliance  upon  written  than  oral  testi- 
mony; and  it  is  an  inflexible  rule,  that  parol  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  supply  or  contradict,  enlarge  or  vary,  the  words  of 
a  contract  in  writing.  That  would  be  the  substitution  of  parol 
to  written  evidence  under  the  hand  of  the  party,  and  it  would 
lead  to  uncertainty,  error,  and  fraud.  (6)  Parol  evidence  is 
received,  when  it  goes,  not  to  contradict  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ing, but  to  defeat  the  whole  contract,  as  being  fraudulent  or 
illegal;  for  it  then  shows  that  the  instrument  never  had  any 
valid  operation  ;  and  this  rule  is  supported  on  grounds  of  policy 
and  necessity.  So,  when  a  contract  is  reduced  to  writing,  all 
matters  of  negotiation  and  discussion  on  the  subject,  antecedent 
to  and  dehors  the  writing,  are  excluded  as  being  merged  in  the 
instrument.  ((?)  In  the  case,  however,  of  a  latent  ambiguity,  or 
one  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  but  arising 
entirely  in  the  application  of  it,  —  as  when  the  person  or  object 
in  view  is  not  designated  with  precision, — the  maxim  fitly  ap- 
plies, that  ambiguitas  verborum  latens  verificatione  suppletur ; 
nam  quod  ex  facto  oritur  ambiguum  verificatione  facti  toUitur.  ((2) 

(/)  Dig.  60.  17.  d4.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Comm.  on  the  Conflict  of  Lawi, 
226-288,  has  enforced  the  numerous  authorities,  and  by  illustrations,  the  general 
rule,  that,  in  the  interpretation  of  contracts,  the  law  and  custom  of  the  place  of  the 
contract  are  to  govern. 

(a)  Webb  v.  Flummer,  2  B.  ft  Aid.  746;  Coit  v.  Com.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johns.  386; 
Gibbon  v.  Young,  8  Taunt.  261 ;  Bottomley  v.  Forbes,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  121.  [See  Grace 
v.  American  Central  Ins.  Co.,  109  U.  S.  278 ;  Ledyard  v.  Hibbard,  48  Mich.  421.]  If 
technical  terms  are  employed,  they  are  to  be  taken  in  a  technical  sense,  —  verte  artU 
exarte. 

(6)  Piersons  v.  Hooker,  8  Johns.  68 ;  Jackson  v,  Foster,  12  id.  488. 

(c)  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  Kain  v.  Old,  2  B.  ft  C.  627;  Parkhurst  v.  Van  Cortlandt, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  273;  Dean  p.  Mason,  4  Conn.  42a 

(d)  Lord  Bacon's  Maxims,  Regula,  23 ;  Cole  v.  Wendel,  8  Johns.  116.  It  is  a 
well-settled  rule,  and  one  which  has  been  acknowledged  in  all  the  cases  on  the  sulject, 
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The  rule  that  the  language  of  a  deed  or  contract  is  to  be  taken 
most  strongly  against  the  party  using  it  (verba  ambigua  fortius 
accipiuutur  contra  proferentem),  though  it  be  a  rule,  according  to 
Lord  Bacon,  ^'  drawn  out  of  the  depth  of  reason/'  applies  only  to 
cases  of  ambiguity  in  the  words,  or  where  the  exposition  is  requi- 
site to  give  them  lawful  effect     It  is  a  rule  of  strictness  and 

rigor,  and  not  to  be  resorted  to  but  where  other  rules  of 
*  567    exposition  fail.  («)     The  *  modem  and  more  reasonable 

practice  is,  to  give  to  the  language  its  just  sense,  and  to 
search  for  the  precise  meaning,  and  one  requisite  to  give  due  and 
fair  effect  to  the  contract,  without  adopting  either  the  rule  of  a 
rigid  or  of  an  indulgent  construction.  The  Roman  law  maxims  of 
interpretation  in  such  cases  were  that  in  dubiis  benigniora  pr»- 
ferenda  sunt.  In  obscuris  quod  minimum  est,  sequimur  — 
secundum  promissorem  interpretamur.  (a)  The  true  principle 
of  sound  ethics  is,  to  give  the  contract  the  sense  in  which  the 
person  making  the  promise  believed  the  other  party  to  have 
accepted  it,  if  he  in  fact  did  so  understand  and  accept  it.  (6) 
If  the  object  of  the  contract  be  present,  an  error  in  the  name 
does  not  vitiate  it ;  as  if  A.  gives  a  horse  to  C.  (D.  being  pres- 
ent), says  to  him,  (C.)  ^  D.,  take  this  horse,"  the  gift  is  good, 

ftom  Cheyne/'s  Caae,  6  Co.  6S,  down  to  this  day,  that  parol  •Tidenco  U  inadmi«ibia 
to  supply  or  contradict,  enlarge  or  vary,  the  words  of  a  will,  or  explain  the  intention 
of  the  tesUtor,  except  in  a  case  of  a  latent  ambiguity  arising  dehort  the  will,  as  to  the 
person  or  subject  meant  to  be  described,  or  to  rebut  a  resulting  trust  Bfann  v.  Exec- 
utors of  Mann,  1  Johns.  Ch.  284 ;  Doe  v.  Chichester,  4  Dow,  66, 96 ;  Hand  v,  Hoff- 
man, 8  Halst  71.  The  rule  as  to  the  ambiguity  applies  equally  to  deeds  and  to  all 
written  instruments.  n>. ;  Meres  v.  Ansell,  3  Wills.  276.  The  maxim  of  Lord 
Bacon,  that  ambi^uitoM  patetu  is  never  helped  by  averment,  is  too  general.  It  ia  sub- 
ject to  qualifications,  and  this  is  sufficiently  shown  in  the  learned  decision  in  Fish  r. 
Hubbard's  Administrators,  21  Wend.  061.  In  extrinsic  cases,  parol  eTtdence  Is  often 
admitted  to  explain  a  patent  ambiguity.  Dner  on  Insurance,  i.  170,  \\ecL  2,  pnrt  1, 
S  16.]  At  the  end  of  the  Treatise  of  Mr.  Wigram  on  the  Adoption  of  Extrinsic  Eri- 
dence,  there  are  obserrations  on  the  cases  relative  to  Lord  Bacon's  rule  concerning 
latent  and  patent  ambiguities. 

(e)  Bacon's  Maxims  of  Law,  No.  8. 

(a)  Dig.  46, 1.  99;  ib.  60.  17.  9.  66.  However,  if  the  deed  from  Its  mmbigni^ 
creates  a  doubt,  the  oonstroction  is  to  be  favorable  to  the  grantee,  and  there  ia  no 
distinction,  in  this  respect,  between  the  language  of  the  grant  itself,  and  that  of  any 
exception  or  reservation  contained  in  it.  C.  J.  Parker  dies  the  authorities  and 
enforces  the  nile  in  his  able  decision  In  Cocheoo  Man.  Co.  v.  Whittier,  10  N.  H.  806. 

(6)  Every  treaty,  says  Vattel,  should  be  Interpreted  as  the  parties  understood  it 
when  the  act  was  prepared  and  accepted.  Droit  des  Gens.  b.  2,  c.  17,  sec.  268.  VkU 
npru,  i.  460,  note.  ^ 
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notwithstanding  a  mistake  in  the  name ;  for  the  presence  of  the 
grantee  gives  a  higher  degree  of  certainty  to  the  identity  of  the 
person  than  the  mention  of  his  name.  So,  if  the  error  consists 
in  the  demonstration  or  reference,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the 
thingy — as  if  A.  grant  to  B.  his  lot  of  land  called  Dale,  in  the 
parish  of  B.,  in  the  county  of  D.,  and  the  lot  lies  in  the  county 
of  H.,  — yet  the  falsity  of  the  addition  does  not  affect  the  efficacy 
of  the  contract.  Many  other  cases  to  the  like  effect  are  put  by 
Lord  Bacon,  and  given  by  way  of  illustration  of  the  rule,  that 
prsBsentia  corporis  tollit  errorem  nominis,  et  Veritas  nominis  toUit 
errorem  demonstrationis.  (<^) 

(e)  Bacon'i  Mazimi  of  the  Law,  Beg.  25;  Smilh  v.  Smith,  1  Edw.  Ch.  180;  Doe 
V.  Craottoan,  7  M.  &  W.  1. 
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LECTURE    XL. 

OF    BAILMBNT. 

Bailhbnt  ig  a  delivery  of  goods  in  trust,  upon  a  contract, 
expressed  or  implied,  that  the  trust  shall  be  duly  executed,  and 
the  goods  restored  by  the  bailee,  as  soon  as  the  purpose  of  the 
bailment  shall  be  answered,  (a)  ^ 

There  are  five  species  of  bailment,  according  to  Sir  William 
Jones,  in  his  correction  of  Lord  Holt*s  enumeration  of  the  differ- 
ent sorts  of  bailments. 

1.  Depontum^  or  a  naked  deposit  without  reward. 

2.  Mandatum^  or  commission,  which  is  gratuitous,  and  by 
which  the  mandatary  undertakes  to  do  some  act  about  the  thing 
bailed. 

8.  Commodatumy  or  loan  for  use  without  pay,  and  when  the 
thing  is  to  be  restored  in  specie. 
4.  A  pledge^  as  when  a  thing  is  bailed  to  a  creditor  as  a  security 
for  a  debt. 
*  559       •  5.  Loeatioy  or  hiring  for  a  reward,  (a) 

I  shall  examine  each  of  them  in  their  order. 

(a)  2  BL  Comm.  461 ;  Pothier,  Thuttf  da  Contrat  de  IMpdt,  n.  1.  ICr.  Jurtke 
Story,  in  hit  Commentariet  on  the  Law  of  Bailments,  speaks  of  a  consignment  to  a 
factor  as  being  a  bailment  for  sale ;  and  he  applies  the  term  "  bailment "  to  cases  in 
which  no  return  or  deliTery,  or  redelirery  to  the  owner  or  his  agent,  is  contemplated. 
But  I  apprehend  this  is  extending  the  definition  of  the  term  bejond  the  ordinaiy 
acceptation  of  it  in  the  English  law. 

(a)  Jones's  Essajr  on  the  Law  of  Baflments,  S6.  Bailments  hare  been  reduced,  hy 
a  late  master  hand,  to  three  kinds :  1.  Those  hi  which  the  trust  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  bailor,  and  which  embrace  deposits  and  mandates.    S.  Those  in  which  the 


^  Tnmick  v.  Smith,  68  Penn.  St  18,  between  bailment,  properlj  so  caUed,  and 

28.  giving  a  thing  into  the  custody  of  a  Mf^ 

The  origin  of  this  title  is  explained  by  rant  or  agent  to  possess.  The  latter  has 
the  present  writer,  6  Am.  Law  Ber.  42  ef  not  possession  in  a  legal  sense,  as  he  holds 
je^.  The  objections  there  urged  against  it  in  the  name  of  hb  master.  A  bailee, 
require  some  qualification.  It  will  be  seen  properly  so  called,  holds  in  his  own  name- 
that  there  is  an  important  distinction  Ante,  260,  n.  1 ;  7  Am.  Law  Bey.  fi»-6L 
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*  1.  Of  Depositiun.  —  This  is  a  bailment  of  goods  to  be  *  560 
kept  for  the  bailor,  and  returned  upon  demand  without  a 
recompense ;  and  as  the  bailee  or  depositary  derives  no  benefit 
from  the  bailment,  he  is  to  keep  them  with  reasonable  care  ;  and 
he  is  responsible,  if  there  be  no  special  undertaking  to  the  con- 
trary, only  for  gross  neglect,  or  for  a  violation  of  good  faith,  (a) 
As  a  general  rule,  he  is  not  answerable  for  mere  neglect,  if  the 
goods  be  injured  or  destroyed  while  in  his  custody,  if  he  takes 
no  better  care  of  his  own  goods,  of  the  like  value  and  under  the 
like  circumstances,  and  they  be  also  spoiled  or  destroyed,  (b) 
Mere  neglect,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  gross  neglect,  since  the  latter 
is  tantamount  in  the  mischief  it  produces  to  a  breach  of  good 
faith,  and  it  usually  implies  it ;  but  whether  fraud  does  or  does 
not,  in  point  of  fact,  accompany  gross  neglect  in  a  depositary,  he 
is  still  responsible  for  it  in  law.  Gross  neglect,  as  was  observed 
by  0.  J.  Parker,  (c)  bears  so  near  a  resemblance  to  fraud  as  to 
be  equivalent  to  it  in  its  effects  upon  contracts.  Gross  neglect  is 
the  want  of  that  care  which  every  man  of  common  sense,  under 
the  circumstances,  takes  of  his  own  property,  ((f) 

it  for  the  benefit  of  the  bailee,  at  the  commodatum,  or  gratnitout  loan  for  nse. 
8.  Those  in  which  the  trust  is  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties,  as  pledges  or  pawns, 
and  hiring  and  letthig  to  hire.    Story's  Comm.  on  Bailments,  3,  [§  8.] 

(a)  Quia  nulla  utilitas  ejus  yersatur  apud  quern  depositnr,  merito  dolus  prestatur 
solus.  Dig.  la  6.  5;  Foster  v.  The  Essex  Bank,  17  Mass.  470;  Lafarge  v.  Morgan, 
11  Martin  (La.),  462 ;  Doorman  v.  Jenkins,  4  Ney.  ft  M  170.  In  this  last  case  it  was 
held  that  what  would  amount  to  gross  negligence  was  a  question  for  a  jury.  The 
law  raises  an  assumpsit  in  all  cases,  eyen  in  that  of  a  gratuitous  bailment,  that  the 
bailee  will  keep  and  deliver  safely  and  securely,  which  means  due  care  in  all  cases ; 
but  the  degree  of  care  raries  according  to  the  nature  of  the  bailment,  and  becomes 
stringent  in  cases  of  carriers  and  bailees  for  hire.  Ross  t;.  Hill,  C.  B.  1846 ;  N.  T. 
Legal  Observer  for  August,  1846;  [2  C.  B.  877] 

(6)  See  Foster  v,  Essex  Bank,  infra,  668,  n.  (d),  (c)  17  Mass  500. 

id)  Jones's  Essay,  90-03  [118] ;  Lord  Holt,  in  Coggs  v.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  Oia 
In  the  civil  law,  gross  negligence  was  termed  magna  culpa  or  lata  culpa,  and  it  was  in 
some  cases  deemed  equivalent  to  fraud  or  deceit.  Lord  C.  J.  Tindal,  in  2  Mann.  & 
Gr.  862, 1  Q.  B.  38,  says,  that  it  also,  in  the  English  law,  approximates  to  and  cannot 
be  distinguished  from  dolus  malus,  or  misconduct  But  it  is  not  fraud  by  inference  of 
law,  but  a  matter  of  fact  for  a  jury.  Wilson  t>.  Y.  ft  M.  R.  Road,  11  Gill  &  J.  68.  It 
was  put  by  Paulus  for  fraud,  and  by  Ulpian  it  was  held  to  be  plainly  assimilated  to 
fraud.  Magna  negligentia  culpa  est,  magna  culpa  dolus  est  Lata  culpa  plane 
dolo  comparabitur.  Dig.  60, 16.  226;  ib.  11.  6. 1. 1.  It  was  not  understood  by  the 
dyilians  to  be  absolutely  fraud,  but  only  the  presumptive  evidence  of  fraud,  when 
applied  to  cases  of  trust  In  many  other  cases  the  presumption  was  not  raised.  It 
was  not  held  to  be  such  under  the  Cornelian  law,  ne  in  hue  lege  culpa  lata  pro  dob 
aedpitur.    Dig.  48.  8.  7.    Procuius  would  not  admit  that  kua  culpa  amounted  to 
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*  561  *  The  main  inquiry  in  the  case  is,  what  is  the  duty,  and 
what  is  the  responsibility  of  the  bailee.  The  general 
measure  of  diligence  requisite  in  every  species  of  bailment  is 
regulated,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  by  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  thing  bailed,  and  by  the  understanding  and  practice  of  the 
city  or  country  in  which  the  parties  resided  or  happened  to  be. 
Diligence  is  a  relative  term  ;  and  it  is  evident  that  what  would 
amount  to  the  requisite  diligence  at  one  time,  in  one  situation, 
and  under  one  set  of  circumstances,  might  not  amount  to  it  in 
another,  (a)  ^    The  deposit  is  to  be  kept  with  the  ordinary  care 

dU^ ;  but  Nerra  and  Celsui  insisted  that  it  amounted  to  the  same  thing,  in  effect, 
when  appUed  to  bailment ;  for  thoagh  a  person  had  not  ordinary  care,  yet,  if  he 
bestowed  less  care  than  was  ordinary  for  him  on  a  thing  confided  to  his  caie,  it  was 
eTidence  of  bad  faith.  Dig.  16.  &  2.  Culpam  tamen  dolo  prozimam  contineri  qids 
merito  dizerit  Dig.  43.  26.  8.  3.  Deceit  {dolui)  is  any  subtle  contrirance,  by  words 
or  acts,  with  a  design  to  circamTent    Fraud  imports  damage  or  detriment 

(a)  Batson  v.  Donovan,  4  B.  ft  Aid.  21 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  Bailments,  12,  [§  17.] 


I  NegHgenee. — In  most  instances  judi- 
dal  action  is  determined  by  a  beUef  in 
one  of  sereral  facts ;  as,  that  the  legisla- 
ture passed  a  ceruin  statute,  and  that  it 
applies  to  the  present  case ;  that  an  earlier 
case  was  decided  by  the  court,  and  that 
the  present  is  not  distinguishable  from  it ; 
that  it  will  be  for  the  public  benefit  to  lay 
down  a  certain  rule ;  that  the  practice  of 
a  specially  interested  class,  or  of  the  pub- 
lic at  large,  has  generated  a  rule  of  con- 
duct outside  the  law  which  It  is  desirable 
that  the  courU  should  recognize.  Such 
facts  have  been  sometimes  alleged  in 
pleading,  obriously  on  the  ground  that  if 
true,  they  will  suggest  the  rule  of  con- 
duct to  be  applied  by  the  court;  but 
their  tendency  is  to  disappear,  because 
the  fiction  is.  that  the  law  —  that  is,  the 
rule  of  conduct  to  be  applied  to  any  «et  of 
circumstances  —  is  known  beforehand, 
and  when  it  is  actually  known,  it  is  im- 
material what  are  the  motlTes  upon  which 
the  court  acts.  Compare  Crouch  v.  Lon- 
don ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  14  C.  B.  255.  288; 
Calye's  Case,  8  Co.  Rep.  32  ;  Co.  Lit. 
80,  a,  n.  77 ;  Ch.  PI.  1st  ed.  210.  ThU 
fiction  cannot  be  fully  acted  up  to  with 
regard  to  the  customs  of  merchants,  but 
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as  the  fact  that  such  customs  exist  is 
only  important  for  the  reasons  indicated, 
the  courts  need  not  inquire  into  one  at  all 
if  they  can  see  that  they  would  not  follow 
it ;  or,  if  they  would  follow  it,  they  may 
ascertain  its  existence  in  any  way  which 
satisfies  their  consdenoe.  They  may 
recogniie  it  judicially,  as  they  would  a 
statute.  Gibson  v.  SteTens,  8  How.  884, 
898,  890.  They  may  uiquire  about  it  in 
pait  after  a  demurrer.  Pickering  v.  Bark- 
ley,  Style,  132.  They  may  act  on  the 
sutement  of  a  special  jury,  as  in  the 
time  of  Lord  Mansfield  and  his  successors, 
or  upon  the  finding  of  a  common  jury 
based  on  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  as  is 
the  practice  to-day.  But  many  instances 
will  be  found  in  the  text  which  show  that 
when  the  facts  are  ascertained,  they  dis- 
appear, and  giro  place  to  a  rule  of  law. 
When  there  is  no  definite  fact,  such  as  a 
statute,  a  precedent,  a  custom,  or  a  rule 
of  public  policy,  a  belief  in  which  deter- 
mines the  action  of  the  judges,  they  some- 
times accept  what  would  be  the  conduct 
of  a  prudent  man  —  meanhug  thereby  of 
the  jury  —  as  their  standard. 

avil  liability  does   not  neceManfy 
depend  on  culpability,  but  often  simp^  oo 
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applicable  to  the  case  under  its  circumstances,  and  the  depositary 
cannot  make  use  of  the  thing  deposited  without  the  consent  of 
the  bailor  expressly  given  or  reasonably  implied.  (6) 

(6)  Dig.  16. 8. 29;  Fothier,  Traitd  de  IMpdt,  n.  34 ;  Story,  Comm.  67-70,  [§§  89-92.] 

N.  Y.  196,  207 ;  Wells  ».  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  ib. 
181, 187 ;  CoggB  V.  Bernard,  1  Sm.  L.  C. 


the  bringing  about,  or  permitting  to  come 
to  pass,  certain  external  facts.  This  is 
clear  when  a  defendant  is  held  liable  for 
damage  resulting  from  extra  hazardous 
sources,  without  any  allegation  of  negli- 
gence, as  in  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.  3 
H.  L.  330;  Shipley  v.  Fifty  Associates, 
106  Mass.  194.  It  is  believed  to  be 
equally  true  in  many  instances,  where 
the  question  of  negligence  is  left  to  the 
Jury.  This  is  generally  done  where  the 
jndges  have  no  clear  standard  of  their 
own,  in  doubtful  cases  lying  between 
two  extremes  In  neither  of  which  the 
jury  would  be  consulted.  When  the 
court  decides  without  a  finding,  it  decides 
that  certain  overt  acts  or  external  facts 
are  a  ground  of  liability  irrespective  of 
any  culpable  condition  of  the  party's  con- 
sciousness. When  the  jury  are  called  in, 
it  would  seem  that  the  ground  of  liability 
is  not  changed,  but  that  the  court  asks 
their  aid  in  ascertaining  a  fact  —  what 
would  have  been  the  conduct  of  prudent 
men  —  which  it  adopts  as  the  standard  of 
conduct  to  be  applied. 

If  this  be  so,  it  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  whether  any  such  question  of 
fact  shall  be  asked,  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 
061,  note ;  and  it  is  clearly  proper  for 
the  judge,  so  far  as  he  entertains  an 
opinion,  to  lead  the  jury  "  by  a  cautious 
and  discriminating  direction  ...  to  dis- 
tinguish as  far  as  they  can  degrees  of 
things  which  run  more  or  less  into  each 
other,"  Giblin  v,  McMuUen,  L.  R.  2 
P.  C.  317,  886;  although  undoubtedly 
there  has  been  a  strong  current  of 
opinion  against  the  attempt  to  distin- 
guish the  degrees  of  negligence  after 
the  manner  of  the  Roman  law,  Orill 
V.  General  Iron  Screw  Collier  Co.,  L.  R. 
1  C.  P.  600.  612 ;  Briggs  v.  Taylor,  28 
Vt  180,  186;  The  New  World,  16  How. 
469,  474;  Perkins  v.  N.  T.  C.  R.  R.,  24 


Am.  note  ad  finem;  Jenkins  v.  Motlow, 
1  Sneed.  248,  252;  4  Am.  Law  Rev.  851 
and  407.  See  Beal  v.  South  Devon  R. 
Co.,  3  Hurlst.  &  C.  837, 342.  The  author- 
ities on  the  other  side  are  collected  5  Am. 
Law  Rev.  38  et  aeq.  Furthermore,  when 
the  facts  are  admitted,  or  capable  of 
exact  statement,  it  is  simply  a  question 
of  policy,  not  here  discussed,  whether  the 
function  of  tlie  jury  shall  not  cease  after 
a  rule  suggested  by  their  finding  has 
been  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  and  whether  that  rule  shall  not  be 
adopted  thereafter  by  the  court  as  a 
precedent  in  like  cases,  on  the  principle 
mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  this  note, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  tendency  of 
the  law  to  work  out  exact  lines  through 
the  region  of  uncertainty  always  to  be 
found  between  two  opposite  extremes,  by 
the  contact  of  opposite  decisions.  As  has 
been  done,  for  instance,  in  the  rule  against 
perpetuities,  or  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable 
time  for  presenting  negotiable  paper; 
as  is  happening  with  regard  to  sales,  by 
successive  decisions  as  to  what  are  dif- 
ferences in  kind,  and  what  are  only 
differences  of  quality ;  as  has  partially 
taken  place  with  regard  to  ancient  lights, 
when  the  former  rule,  that  an  infraction 
of  a  prescriptive  right  of  light  and  air,  to 
be  illegal,  must  be  substantial,  a  question 
of  fact  for  a  jury  (Back  v.  Stacey,  2  C. 
&  P.  465),  is  giving  place  to  the  exact 
formula  that,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  build- 
ing complained  of  must  not  be  higher 
than  the  distance  of  its  base  from  the 
dominant  windows.  Beadel  v.  Perry,  L. 
R.  8  Eq.  465. 

The  substance  of  this  note  will  be 
found  amplified  in  an  article  by  the  writer 
on  the  Theory  of  Torts,  7  Am.  Law  Rev. 
662. 
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In  B(mian^$  case  (e)  the  depositary  had  a  chest  contaimng 
plate  and  jewels  deposited  with  him.  The  chest  was  locked, 
and  he  was  not  informed  of  the  contents.  In  the  night  his  house 
was  broken  open  and  plundered,  as  well  of  the  chest  with  its 
contents  as  of  his  own  goods.  An  attempt  was  made  to  charge 
the  bailee  ;  but  there  was  no  foundation  for  the  charge,  since 
the  bailee  used  ordinary  diligence,  and  the  loss  was  by  a  buig- 
laiy;  and  it  was.  accordingly  held  that  the  bailee  was  not 
answerable.  Such  a  bailee,  who  receives  goods  to  keep  gratis  is 
under  the  least  responsibility  of  any  species  of  trustee.  K  he 
keeps  the  goods  as  he  keeps  his  own,  though  he  keeps  his 

♦  562  own  negligently,  he  is  not  answerable  *  for  them  ;  for  the 

keeping  them  as  he  keeps  his  own  is  an  argument  of  his 
honesty.  ''  If, "  says  Lord  Holt,  ^  the  bailee  be  an  idle,  careless, 
drunken  fellow,  aud  comes  home  drunk,  and  leaves  all  his  doors 
open,  by  reason  whereof  the  goods  deposited  are  stolen,  together 
with  his  own,  he  shall  not  be  charged,  because  it  is  the  bailor's 
own  folly  to  trust  such  an  idle  fellow,  (a)  As  he  assumes  the 
trust  gratuitously,  he  is  bound  to  good  faith.  He  is  only  answer- 
able for  fraud,  or  for  that  gross  neglect  which  is  evidence  of 
fraud.  Indeed,  if  such  a  bailee  had  undertaken  to  keep  the 
goods  safely,  yet,  as  he  hath  nothing  for  keeping  them,  he  would 
not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  of  them  by  violence.  (6)  y^ 

(c)  Tear  Book,  8  Edw.  II. ;  Flti.  Abr.  tit  Detinue,  pi.  69,  and  cited  bj  Lord  Holt| 
In  2  Ld.  Ka/m.  914,  and  in  Jone«  on  Bailment,  28. 

(a)  The  civil  law  did  not  exact  of  the  depotitary  any  greater  diUgenoe  than  that 
he  was  wcmt  to  bestow  on  his  own  property  tinder  the  like  circnmstancea ;  and  the 
dyll  law  hasljeen  followed,  in  this  respect,  by  Bractoo,  Holt,  and  Sir  William  Jones. 
Dig.  Id.  3.  S2;  Bracton,  lib.  8,  99,  b;  2  Ld.  Raym.  914;  Jones  on  Bailment,  90-93. 
It  was  considered  that  there  was  no  just  ground  to  infer  bad  faith  in  such  a  caae.  If 
the  depositor  knew  the  general  character,  employment,  and  situation  of  the  depoa- 
ttary,  or  was  presumed  to  know  him,  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  is  a  sound  and  just 
rule.  But  if  the  depositor  did  not  know  these  circumstances,  then  it  has  been  held 
that  the  depositary  is  bound  to  bestow  ordinary  care  on  tlie  deposit,  though  he  does 
not  on  his  own  goods ;  and  that  such  care  is  to  be  ascertained  without  rt/erenet  to  tk« 
character  of  the  depoeitary.  The  William,  6  C.  Rob.  816 ;  Story,  Coram.  43,  [§  64  rf  teg.] 
Great  stress  is,  and  ought  to  be,  laid  upon  the  habits,  employment,  and  character  of 
the  depositary,  and  they  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  In  Sodowsky  v.  McFar- 
land,  8  Dana  (Ky.),  206,  it  was  held  that  a  mere  depositary  or  mattdatary  waa  liaUe 
only  on  account  of  loss  from  his  culpable  negligence. 

(6)  Lord  Holt,  in  Coggs  v.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  015;  Jones  on  BaQmeiit,  44; 

yi  See  further  as  to  the  general  rule,  dridge  o.  Hill,  97  U.  S.  92 ;  Tandl  r. 
Schermer  v,  Neurath,  64  Md.  491;  £1-    Beaton,  28  Gxmtt.  601;   Carrington  « 
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♦  The  Roman  law  was  the  same  as  to  the  responsibUity  •  668 
of  a  depositary.  He  was  only  answerable  under  tliat  law 
for  fi!aud,  and  not  for  negligence.  He  was  not  answerable  if  the 
thing  had  been  stolen  from  him,  even  though  it  had  been  care- 
lessly kept.  He  who  commits  his  goods  to  the  care  of  a  negligent 
friend,  must  impute  the  loss,  not  to  his  friend,  but  to  his  own 
want  of  prudence  ;  or,  as  Bracton,  (a)  who  copied  this  rule  from 
the  Institutes  of  Justinian,  (6)  observed,  he  must  set  down  the 
loss  to  the  account  of  his  own  folly. 

Lord  Coke  (c)  laid  down  a  different  doctrine  on  the  subject  of 
the  responsibility  of  a  depositary.  It  was  held,  in  Southcote'i 
case,  that  where  a  person  received  goods  to  keep  sqfely^  and  they 
were  stolen  by  one  of  his  servants,  he  was  responsible  to  the 
bailor  for  the  loss.  The  reason  of  the  decision  was,  that  there 
was  a  special  acceptance  to  keep  safely,  and  the  case  afforded  an 
inference  that  the  bailee  had  not  used  that  ordinary  care  and 
diligence  which  such  a  special  acceptance  required,  and  the 
goods  were  stolen  by  one  of  his  own  servants.  It  is  supposed,  by 
Sir  William  Jones,  (d)  that  the  case  itself  may  be  good  law ;  but 

Lord  Holt  followed  the  language  of  the  ciril  law,  and  said  that  gross  negligence  In 
the  case  of  bailment  was  "  looked  upon  as  an  evidence  of  fraud."  "  Neglect  is  a 
deceit  to  the  bailor;  for  when  he  intrusts  the  bailee,  upon  his  undertaking,  to  be 
careful,  he  has  put  a  fraud  upon  the  bailor  by  being  negligent."  Sir  William  Jones 
expressed  himself  too  strongly,  and  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries,  has,  I 
think,  clearly  shown,  when  he  laid  it  down  as  a  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  gross 
negligence  was  equiralent  to  fraud.  It  may  arise  from  mere  thoughtlessness  or 
absence  of  mind,  and  consist,  in  some  cases,  with  honesty  of  intention ;  but  it  is  looked 
upon  OM  evidence  of  fraud,  and  it  would  require  strong  and  peculiar  circumstances  to 
rebut  that  presumption.  Lat»  culpes  finis  est,  non  intelligere  Id  quod  omnes  intelli- 
gnnt    Dig.  60. 16.  223. 

(o)  Lib.  3,  c.  2,  00,  b.  (6)  Inst.  S.  16.  8. 

(c)  Co.  Litt  80,  a,  b ;  4  Co.  83,  b. 

{d)  Jones  on  Bailment,  32, 33,  [42, 43.]    The  opinion  of  the  C.  B.,  In  Kettle  v.  Brom- 

Ficklins'  Ex'r,  32  Gratt.  670 ;  Bronnen-  the  former,  and  that  the  consideration  for 

burg  V.  Charman,  80  Ind.  476 ;  Caldwell  the  contract  in  one  case  is  the  sum  paid 

V.  Hall,  60  Miss.  330;  Whitney  v.  First  or  agreed  to  be  paid,  and  in  the  other  is 

National  Bank,  66  Vt.  164.  the  act  of  deposit.     See  Holmes's  The 

In  Schermer  v.  Neurath,  supra,  it  is  Common  Law.  106.      The  question  of 

said  that  the  liability  of  a  gratuitous  negligence  is  for  the  Jury,  except  where 

bailee  Is  not  dependent  upon  contract,  the  facts  disclose  so  clear  a  case  that  the 

It  would  seem,  howerer,  that  the  only  court  would  set  aside  an  opposite  rer- 

differences  between  a  gratuitous  and  a  diet.     Schermer  v.   Neurath,   64    Md. 

paid  bailee  are  that  the  latter  contracU  491;   Carrington   v.  FickUns'   Ex'r,  82 

to  exercise  a  greater  degree  of  care  than  Gratt  670. 
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the  doctrine  which  Lord  Coke  deduced  from  it  was  not  warranted 
by  the  case,  nor  by  reason,  or  the  general  principles  of  law. 
Lord  Coke  said  there  was  no  difference  between  a  general  accept- 
ance to  keep,  and  a  special  acceptance  to  keep  safely ;  and 

*  564  he  *  advised  every  one  who  received  goods  to  keep,  to 

accept  specially  to  keep  as  his  own,  and  then  he  wonld 
not  be  responsible  for  the  loss  by  theft.  But  the  judges  of  the 
K.  B.,  in  Cogg9  v.  Bernard^  (a)  expressly  overruled  every  such 
deduction  from  Southcotes  case;  and  they  insisted  that  there 
was  a  material  distinction  between  a  general  bailment  and  a 
special  acceptance  to  keep  safely.^  Lord  Holt  was  of  opinion 
that  Coke  had  improved  upon  Sauthcote'i  case,  by  drawing  con- 
clusions not  warranted  by  it;  and  this  has  been  shown  more 
fully,  and  with  equal  acuteness  and  learning,  by  Sir  William 
Jones ;  and  I  would  recommend  what  he  says  upon  that  case  as 
a  fine  specimen  of  judicial  criticism. 

If  the  depositary  be  an  intelligent,  sharp,  careful  man  in  respect 
to  his  own  affairs,  and  the  thing  intrusted  to  him  be  lost  by  a 
slight  neglect  on  his  part,  the  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be, 
that  he  then  is  responsible.  Pothier  (6)  says,  that  this  has  been 
a  question  with  the  civilians;  and  he  is  of  opinion  the  depositary 
would  be  liable  in  that  case ;  for  he  was  bound  to  that  same  kind 
of  diligence  which  he  uses  in  his  own  affairs,  and  an  omission  to 
bestow  it  was  a  breach  of  fidelity.  But  he  admits  that  it  would 
not  be  a  very  suitable  point  for  forensic  discussion  to  examine 
into  the  character  of  the  depositary ;  and  that  the  inquiry  into 
the  comparative  difference  between  the  attention  that  he  bestows 
on  his  own  affaii-s,  and  on  the  interest  of  others,  would  be  a  little 

saU,  Willes,  118,  goes  in  rapport  of  the  point  in  Judgment  in  Southcote'i  case ;  bat  in 
the  case  of  Foster  v.  The  Essex  Banic,  17  Mass.  479,  the  doctrine  of  that  case  is  held 
to  be  exploded.  In  this  last  case  there  was  a  special  deposit  of  gold  coin  in  a  bank, 
and  the  cashier  embezzled  it,  with  the  other  property  belonging  to  the  bank ;  but  as 
there  was  no  evidence  of  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  bank,  the  banking  cor- 
poration was  held  not  liable  to  the  depositor. 

(a)  2  Ld.  Ra^m.  900. 

(6)  Contrat  de  IMpot,  n.  27. 

1  Such  an  acceptance  is  only  an  under-  Glblin  v.  McMullen,  L.  R.  2  P.  C.  S17 ; 

taking  to  keep  safely  with  reference  to  Smith  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  in  Weetfield,  99 

the  degree  of  care  which,  under  the  cir-  Mass.  605;  Knowles  v.  Atlantic  ft  St  L. 

cumsUnces,  the  law  required  of  the  de-  R.  R.,  8S  Ble.  66;  Eddy  v.  LiTingstoo,  85 

fendant    Ross  v.  Hill,  2  C.  B.  877,  890.  Mo.  487. 
Foster  v.  The  Essex  Bank  is  foUowed  in 
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difficult  An  example  is  stated  by  Pothier,  (c)  to  test  the  fidelity 
of  the  depositary.  His  houser  is  on  fire,  and  he  removes  his  own 
goods,  and  those  of  the  bailor  are  burned ;  is  he  then  respon- 
sible ?  He  certainly  is,  if  he  had  time  to  remove  both.  If  he 
had  not,  Pothier  then  admits  that  a  breach  of  faith  cannot  be 
imputed  to  him  for  having  saved  his  own  effects  in  preference  to 
those  of  another  intrusted  to  his  keeping.  But  if  the 
goods  intrusted  to  him  were  much  *  more  valuable  than  *  565 
his  own,  and  as  easily  removable,  then  he  ought  to  rescue 
the  deposited  goods,  and  to  look  to  them  for  an  average  indem- 
nity for  the  loss  of  his  ovtm. 

There  are  several  cases  in  which  a  naked  depositary  is  answer- 
able beyond  the  case  of  gross  neglect.  He  is  answerable,  1. 
When  he  makes  a  special  acceptance  to  keep  the  goods  safely. 
2.  When  he  spontaneously  and  officiously  proposes  to  keep  the 
goods  of  another.  He  is  responsible  in  such  a  case  for  ordinary 
neglect ;  for  he  may  have  prevented  the  owner  from  intrusting 
the  goods  with  a  person  of  more  approved  vigilance.  Both  those 
exceptions  to  the  general  lode  on  the  subject  are  taken  from  the 
Digest,  (a)  and  stated  by  Pothier  and  Sir  William  Jones.  (6) 
8.  A  third  exception  is,  when  the  depositary  is  to  receive  a 
compensation  for  the  deposit.  It  then  becomes  a  lucrative  con- 
tract, and  not  a  gratuitous  deposit,  and  the  depositary  is  held  to 
ordinary  care,  and  answerable  for  ordinary  neglect;  and  the 
same  conclusion  follows,  when  the  deposit  is  made  for  the  special 
accommodation  of  the  depositary.  A  warehouseman,  or  deposi- 
tary of  goods  for  hire,  being  bound  only  for  ordinary  care,  is  not 
liable  for  loss  arising  from  accident,  when  he  is  not  in  default ; 
and  he  is  not  in  default  when  he  exercises  due  and  common  dili- 
gence, (c)     But  he  is  bound  to  see  that  the  place,  in  which  the 

(c)  Contrat  de  IMpdt,  n.  29. 

(a)  Big.  16.  3.  1.  35. 

(b)  Pothier,  Contrat  de  IMpot,  n.  30, 31, 32 ;  Jones  on  Bailment,  47, 48 ;  The  French 
Code  Civil,  art.  1927, 1928 ;  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  2908,  2909.  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
in  his  Commentaries,  58,  59,  ib.  153,  [§§  81,  82,  215,]  questions  the  equity  of  the  rule 
of  the  dyil  law,  which  exacts  more  than  ordinary  diligence  from  a  bailee,  who  be- 
came such  by  his  spontaneous  and  officious  offer.  He  says  it  is  punishing  a  friend 
rather  than  a  stranger,  for  an  act  of  disinterested  kindness. 

(c)  Garside  v.  The  Proprietors  of  the  Trent  Navigation,  4  T.  B.  581 ;  Cailiff  v. 
Dan  vers,  Peake  Cas.  114 ;  Thomas  v.  Day,  4  Esp.  262.  He  is  not  responsible,  if 
not  chargeable  with  negligence,  though  the  goods  be  stolen  or  embezzled  by  his 
storekeeper  or  servant.    Schmidt  v.  Blood,  9  Wend.  268. 
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articles  deposited  with  him  are  kept,  is  fit  and  properly  secured 
for  their  reception  and  safety,  (rf)     In  the  case  of  goods 

*  666  bailed  to  be  kept  for  hire,  *  if  the  hire  be  intended  as  a 

compensation  for  house-room,  and  not  as  a  reward  for  dili- 
gence and  care,  the  bailee  is  only  bound  to  take  the  same  care  of 
the  goods  as  of  his  own ;  and  if  they  be  stolen  by  his  serrantst, 
without  gross  negligence  on  his  part,  he  is  not  liable.  This  was 
so  ruled  by  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Finucane  ▼.  SmaU.  (a) 

While  on  the  examination  of  this  contract  of  gratuitous  bail- 
ment, and  which  in  the  civil  law  is  termed  depontuviy  I  have  been 
struck  with  the  learning  and  sagacity  of  Sir  William  Jones.  But 
after  studying  Lord  flolt*s  masterly  view  of  the  doctrine,  and 
especially  the  copious  treatise  of  Pothier,  the  admiration  which 
was  excited  by  the  perusal  of  the  English  treatise  has  ceased  to 
be  exclusive.  Pothier's  essay  on  that  particular  species  of  bail- 
ment is  undoubtedly  superior  in  the  extent,  precision,  and  per- 
spicuity of  its  details,  and  in  the  aptitude  of  the  examples  by 
which  he  explains  and  enforces  his  distinctions. 

The  person  who  has  only  a  special  property  in,  or  a  mei«  naked 
possession  of,  a  personal  chattel,  may  deposit  it,  and  hold  the 
bailee  responsible.  (6)  *    But  the  rightful  owner  may  foUow  his 

{d)  Leek  V.  Maestaer,  1  Campb.  138;  Clarke  o.  Earnshaw,  Gow.  80.  See  aljo^  to 
the  tame  point,  1  Bell,  Comm.  458. 

(a)  1  Esp.  816.  If  a  hone  be  taken  from  a  naked  depositary  bj  autboritj  of  law, 
as  on  fi.Jd,  against  the  owner,  he  Is  not  responsible.  Slielbury  v.  Scotsford,  TbIt.  28 ; 
Bdson  V.  Weston,  7  Cowen,  278. 

(6)  Armory  v,  Delamirie,  1  Str.  606;  Rooth  v.  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Ad.  69. 

1  Dutg  to  rthtm.  —The  text  is  con-  S.  P.  Co.»  80  L.  J.  h.  s.  C.  B.  247  ;  8  Jmr. 
firmed  by  Bourne  v.  Fosbrooke,  18  C.  B.  H.  s.  186;  10  C.  B.  k.  8.  Am.  ed.  880; 
H.  8.  616,  625.  See  Shaw  v.  Kaler,  106  Brown  o.  Thayer,  12  Gray,  1.  [And  not 
Mass.  448 ;  Parker  v.  Lombard,  100  Mass.  eTen  then,  if  he  knew  of  the  ^hs  Urtu  when 
406;  [Brewster  o.  Warner  (Mass.,  1888),  he  leceiTed  the  goods,  JETx /Nirte  DaTies*  19 
17  Rep.  60.]  It  has  been  said  that  the  Ch.  D.  86.  See  farther,  Palmtago.  Don- 
bailee  can  set  up  the  title  of  another  per-  trick,  69  Cal.  164 ;  Dodge  v.  Meyer,  61  CaL 
son  than  his  bailor,  only  when  he  depends  406.]  So  a  borrower  of  a  chattel  has  been 
upon  the  right  and  title,  and  has  the  au-  held  bound  to  return  itbeforeaetting  upa 
thority  of  that  person ;  as  in  the  case  of  title  hi  himself.  Simpson  v.  Wrenn,  50  DL 
what  is  equivalent  to  an  eviction  by  title  222.  But  the  bailee  may  set  up  a  setsure 
paramount.  Biddle  v.  Bond,  6  Best  &  S.  of  the  goods  under  an  attachment  against 
226;  84  L.  J.  K.  s.Q.  B.  187;  Thome  v.  third  persons,  Stiles  v.  Davis,  1  Black,  101; 
Tilbuxy,  8  Hurlst.  &  N.  684, 687 ;  Sheridan  Wareham  Bank  v,  Burt.  5  Allen,  113 ;  or 
V.  New  Quay  Co.,  4  C.  B.  v.  a.  618,  660 ;  that  they  were  forcibly  taken  from  him 
European  &  A.  R.  Mail  Co.  v.  Royal  Mail  without  his  fault,  WatUns  v.  Bobexts» 
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property  into  the  bands  of  the  bailee,  or  of  a  third  person ;  and 
in  a  case  of  disputed  claim  upon  goods  in  the  hands  of  a  deposi- 
tary, he  must,  for  his  own  indemnity,  compel  the  claimants  to 
interplead,  (c)  The  possession  of  the  depositary  is,  for  many  pur- 
poses, deemed  in  law  to  be  the  possession  of  the  depositor,  for  the 
better  security  of  his  right,  and  the  enlargement  of  his  remedies. 

The  depositary  is  bound  to  restore  the  deposit,  upon  demand, 
to  the  bailor,  from  whom  he  received  it,  unless  another 
•  person  appears  to  be  the  right  owner.  The  bailee  has  a  ♦  567 
good  defence  against  the  bailor,  if  the  bailor  had  no  valid 
title,  and  the  bailee  on  demand  delivers  the  goods  bailed  to  the 
rightful  owner,  (a)  He  is  to  deliver  it  in  the  state  in  which  he 
received  it,  and  with  the  profits  or  increase  which  it  has  produced  ; 
and  if  he  fails  in  either  of  these  respects,  he  becomes  responsi- 
ble. (&)  He  is  equally  so,  as  we  have  already  seen,  if  he  has  been 
wanting  in  fidelity,  or  in  that  ordinary  care  applicable  to  his 
situation,  character,  and  circumstances,  which  is  evidence  of  it. 
It  has  been  made  a  question,  whether  the  depositary  could  law- 
fully restore  the  article  deposited  to  one  out  of  two  or  more  joint 
owners,  and  when  the  thing  was  incapable  of  partition.  Sir  Wil- 
liam  Jones  ((?)  refers  to  a  case  in  12  Hen.  IV.  18,  abridged  in 
Bro.  tit.  Bailment,  pi.  4,  where  it  was  held  that  one  joint  owner 
could  not  alone  bring  the  action  of  detinue  against  the  bailee ; 

(c)  Thorp  V,  Burling,  11  Johns.  285 ;  BrowneU  v.  Manchester,  1  Pick.  232 ;  Taylor 
V.  Flumer,  3  Maule  &  S.  662;  Rich  v.  Aldred,  6  Mod.  216. 

(a)  King  r.  Richards,  6  Wharton,  418. 

(6)  Fothier,  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  68,  59;  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  81, 33, 78,  74;  Game 
V.  Hanrie,  Yely.  50;  Coggs  v.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  909;  CIyU  Code  of  Loaiai«ii% 
art.  2910. 

(c)  Essay  on  Bailment,  [62]. 

28  Ind.  167.    He  cannot  ref  ose  to  deliver  only  Incidentally  becomes  aware  of  what 

money  deposited  with  him  to  the  credit  is  intended,  he  cannot  set  up  a  jus  tertiu 

of  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the  Gray  v.  Johnston,  L.  R.  3  H.  L.  1, 11, 

iMulment  was  fraudulent  as  against  cred-  14. 

itors  of  the  bailor,  and  the  fraud  known         It  may  be  mentioned  here  that  if  a 

to  the  plaintiff,  if  the  creditors  have  not  bailee  converts  the  chattel,  an  action  of 

moved.    Brown  v.  Thayer,  12  Gray,  1.  detinue  will  not  be  barred  until  the  stat- 

But  it  seems  that  a  banker  may  refuse  to  utory  time  after  a  demand  and  refusal  to 

pay  the  check  of  a  customer, — an  exec-  deliver  in  ordinary  course,  although  the 

utor  and  drawing  as  such,  •—  if  a  breach  bailor  might  have  brought  trover  imme- 

of  trust  is  intended,  and  the  banker  is  diatelyon  the  conversion,  and  the  stat- 

privy  to  the  intent ;  although,  it  seems,  if  utory  period  has  run  since  that  time. 

he  is  Dot  interested  in  the  transaction,  and  Wilkinson  v.  Verity,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  200. 
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for  if  they  were  to  sae  separately,  the  coart  could  not  know  to 
which  of  them  to  deliver  the  chatteL  The  Roman  law  (d)  states 
the  ease  of  a  bailment  of  a  sum  of  monej  sealed  up  in  a  box,  and 
one  of  the  owners  comes  to  demand  it.  In  that  case,  it  is  said, 
the  depositary  may  open  the  box,  and  take  out  his  proportion 
only,  and  deliver  it.  But  if  the  thing  deposited  cannot  be  divided* 
then  it  is  declared  that  the  depositary  may  deliver  the  entire 
article  to  the  one  that  demands  it,  on  taking  security  from  him 
for  that  proportion  of  the  interest  in  tlie  article  which  does  not 
belong  to  him ;  and  if  he  refuses  to  give  the  security,  the  deposi- 
tary is  to  bring  the  article  into  court  This  implies  that  it  would 
not  be  safe  to  deliver  the  thing  to  one  alone ;  and  the  rule  was 
correctly  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Jones.  If  the  persons  claim- 
ing as  depositors  have  adverse  interests,  the  deposit  is  to  be  de- 
livered to  him  who  is  adjudged  to  have  the  riglit;  and  it  cannot 
be  safely  delivered  until  the  adverse  interests  are  settled.  The 
claim  may  be  settled  at  law  in  the  action  of  detinue  in  which,  by 
the  process  of  gamishme'nt^  the  rival  claimant  is  brought  into  the 
suit.  But  a  more  convenient  and  extensive  remedy  is  afiEbrded 
in  equity,  by  a  bill  of  interpleader,  which  may  be  applied  to  all 

cases  in  which  conflicting  claimants  of  the  same  debt  or 
*  668    duty  have  *  interfered,  and  apprised  the  depositary  of  their 

demand  upon  him  for  their  deposit,  (a)  And  in  the  ease 
of  a  joint  bailment,  the  deposit  cannot  safely  be  restored  by  the 
bdlee,  unless  all  the  proprietors  are  ready  to  receive  it,  or  one  of 
them  demands  it  with  the  consent  of  the  rest  (6)  ^    The  deposi- 

(cT)  Dig.  16.  8. 1.  S6.  87. 

(a)  Mr.  Justice  Story  says,  that  where  the  parties  claim  in  absolutely  adTerat 
rights,  not  founded  in  any  [privity]  of  title,  or  any  common  oontraot,  the  baUee  must 
defend  himself  as  well  as  he  may,  for  he  cannot  compel  mere  strangers  to  interplead. 
Comm.  on  Bailments,  84, 86, 2d  ed.  [§  110.]  Tills,  if  it  be  a  rule  in  chancery,  is  a  de- 
fect in  the  equity  process  and  jarisdiction  greater  than  I  had  apprehended.  Inter- 
pleader  is  where  the  depositary  holds  as  depositary  merely,  and  the  daims  are  made 
against  him  in  that  character  only.  Tlie  plaUitifF  must  not  be  under  any  Uabilitiei 
to  either  of  tlie  defendants,  beyond  those  which  arise  from  the  title  to  the  property 
in  contest  Lord  Cottenham,  in  Crawshay  v.  Thornton,  2  Hylne  &  Or.  1, 19,  and  in 
Hoggart  v.  Cutts,  1  Or.  &  Phil.  197. 

(6)  May  v.  Harrey,  18  East,  197.  The  Code  Napoleon  says,  that  the  depoaitaiy 
must  not  gire  up  the  thing  deposited,  except  to  the  order  of  him  who  deposited  it; 
and  if  he  who  made  the  deposit  dies,  and  there  be  several  heirs,  it  must  be  yielded  up 

1  Brandon  v.  ScoU,  7  EL  4b  Bl.  284;  Harper  v.  GodaeU,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  iSZ;  39 
L.X4i.a.Q.B.  186. 
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tarj  has,  perhaps,  strictly  speaking,  no  property,  genm»l  or  spe- 
cial, in  the  article  deposited,  (e)  He  has  only  the  naked  custody 
or  possession,  and  he  cannot  use,  and  much  less  dispose  of,  the 
subject  without  the  express  or  presumed  permission  of  the  depos- 
itor, and  whether  the  case  will  or  will  not  warrant  the  presump- 
tion of  that  permission,  will  depend  upon  circumstances,  (c/)  But 
his  right  of  possession  gives  him  a  right  oi  action,  if  his  posses- 
sion be  unlawfully  disturbed,  or  the  property  injured,  (e)  If  he 
sells  liie  goods  deposited  for  a  particular  purpose,  in  breach  of  his 
trust,  the  bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice,  is  not  protected 
against  the  real  owner.  (/)  The  same  reasonable  care  is  requi- 
site, in  the  case  of  goods  coming  to.  one's  possession  by  finding, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  gratuitous  deposit,  (y) 

to  them  each  according  to  his  share  and  portion ;  and  if  the  thing  deposited  cannot 
tie  diyidedy  the  heirs  must  agree  among  themselves  as  to  the  reoeiTing  it.  Art  1967, 
19S9.  The  Ciml  Code  ofLowiiana  has  adopted  the  same  proTisions ;  art.  2920,  2922; 
and  both  those  codes  leave  the  inference  to  be  drawn,  that  if  the  thmg  be  indivisible, 
it  cannot  safelj  be  delivered  to  one  of  two  or  more  claimants,  without  theur  joint 
agreement  on  consent.  See  also  Storj's  Comm.  87-90,  [§§  114-116,]  as  to  the  duty 
4Kf  the  depositary  in  respect  to  deUyery  in  cases  of  a  joint  bailment 

{e)  Stoiy's  Comm.  on  Baiime&t,  §  93. 

(d)  Dig.  IS.  3.  29 ;  Pothier,  Traits  de  IMp6t,  n.  34 ;  French  Code  Civil,  art.  1930; 
Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  2911 ;  Story's  Comm.  67-69,  2d  ed  [§§  89-92.] 

(«)  Dig.  16.  a  17 ;  1  Bell's  Comm.  257 ;  Rooth  v,  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Aid.  69 ;  Hartop 
a,  Hofffe,  3  Atk.  44 ;  1  WUs.  8 ;  Lord  Coke,  in  Isaack  v.  Clark,  2  Bukt  811 ;  Story's 
Comm.  67,  [§  93 ;]  Moore  v,  Robinson,  2  B.  &  Ad.  817.  See  infra,  585.  The  general 
rule  is,  that  actual  and  lawful  possession  of  personal  property  is  sufficient  to  main- 
tain trespass  or  trover  against  all  persons  except  the  lawful  owner.  Armory  v, 
Xtelamirie,  1  Str.  605 ;  Fisher  v.  Cobb,  6  Vt.  622 ;  GUes  r.  Grover,  6  Bligh  (n.  s.),  277 ; 
[Tancil  v.  Seaton,  28  Gratt.  601 ;]  Sutton  v.  Buck,  2  Taunt  802 ;  Ougliton  i;.  Sep- 
pings,  1  B.  &  Ad.  241 ;  Story's  Comm.  §§  93.  94.  In  Miller  v.  Adsit,  16  Wend.  335. 
it  was  held,  after  a  learned  discussion,  that  replevin  would  lie  by  a  receiptor  of 
goods  taken  on  execution  against  a  mere  wrongdoer.  See,  in  Story  on  Bailments, 
98-99, 2d  ed.  [§§  124-135,]  an  instructive  digest  of  the  law  in  the  New  England  Statea, 
in  respect  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  case  of  goods  attached  by  public  officers, 
on  meaoe  process  for  debts,  and  bailed  to  some  third  person,  to  be  forthcoming  upon 
dema^d,  or  in  time  to  respond  to  the  judgment  Though  the  bailee  has  no  proper^ 
whatever  in  the  goods,  and  but  a  mere  naked  custody,  yet  the  better  opinion  would 
seem  to  be  that  his  possession  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  a  suit  against  a  wrongdoer. 
It  has  been  so  decided  in  New  Hampshire,  in  Poole  ».  Symonds,  1  N.  H.  289,  and 
this  is  the  principle  in  the  case  from  Wendell.  Thayer  v.  Hutdiinson,  18  Vt  604, 
8.  p.  The  bailee,  having  a  special  property,  recovers  only  the  value  of  his  special 
property  as  against  the  owner;  but  the  value  of  the  whole  property  as  agahist  a 
stranger,  and  the  balance  beyond  the  special  property,  he  holds  for  the  general 
owner.    White  v.  Webb,  15  Conn.  302. 

{/)  See  sifira,  32& 

{g)  Doct  h  Stu.  DimL  2,  c  3S;  I^ord  Coke,  in  Isaack  v.  Clark,  9  Bulst  318; 
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a.  Of  Mandatnm.  —  Mandate  is  when  one  undertakes,  without 
recompense,  to  do  some  act  for  another  in  respect  to  the  thing 
balled.  In  the  case  of  a  deposit,  says  Mr.  Justice  Storj,  (A)  the 
principal  object  of  the  parties  is  the  custody  of  the  thing,  and 
the  service  and  labor  accompanying  the  deposit  are  merely 
*  669  accessorial.  In  the  case  of  a  mandate,  the  labor  and  *  ser- 
vice are  the  principal  objects  of  the  parties,  and  the  thing 
is  merely  accessorial. 

If  the  mandatary  undertakes  to  carry  the  article  from  one  place 
to  another,  he  is  responsible  only  for  gross  neglect,  or  a  breach  of 
good  faith.  But  if  he  undertakes  to  perform  gratuitously  some 
work  relating  to  it,  then,  in  that  case,  Sir  William  Jones  main- 
tains that  the  mandatary  is  bound  to  use  a  degree  of  diligence 
and  attention  suitable  to  the  undertaking,  and  adequate  to  the 
performance  of  it.  (a)  The  doctrine  declared  in  SAteUt  v.  Black- 
bume  (6)  is,  that  the  mandatary's  responsibility  is  not  greater  in 
the  latter  case  than  in  the  former,  unless  his  employment  implies 
competent  skill.  Mr.  Justice  Story  (tf)  considers  that  Sir  William 
Jones  has  expressed  himself  inaccurately  on  this  point ;  and  he 
discusses  the  merits  of  the  distinction  with  great  force  and  accu- 
rate research.  It  is  admitted  by  Sir  William  Jones  that  a  bailee 
of  this  species  ought  regularly  to  be  answerable  only  for  a  viola- 
tion of  good  faith ;  but  if  he  does  undertake  a  business  which 
requires  a  degree  of  diligence  and  attention  for  its  performance, 
that  diligence  ought  to  be  required  of  him,  unless  he  assumed  the 
task  at  the  pressing  solicitation  of  the  party  interested,  and  with- 
out any  pretensions  to  competency.  ((2) 

Story's  Comro.  61-46,  [§f  86-87.]  Mr.  Jnttloe  Stwj,  In  Ui  Comm.  on  Bailmento,  §  89; 
2d  ed.,  considers  the  CMe  of  goods  or  ckatteb  placed  on  the  land  of  another,  by  nn- 
aToidable  casualty  or  necessity,  as  an  inyolantaiy  deposit,  and  that  the  owner  of  the 
articles,  in  a  case  free  from  negligence  or  fault  on  his  part,  may  enter  and  take  them 
away,  without  being  chargeable  In  trespasi.  8ee  tupra,  839 ;  and  also  the  American 
Jurist  for  January,  1889,  xz.,  where  the  inbject  Is  learnedly  examined.  [McLeod 
V.  Jones,  105  Mass.  40a] 

(A)  Story's  Comm.  108,  [§  140.] 

(a)  Jones  on  Bailments,  40,  63.  In  Wilton  v.  Brett»  11  M.  4t  W.  118,  it  was 
declared  tliat  a  gratuitous  bailee,  when  his  profession  or  situation  Is  such  as  to  im- 
ply the  possession  of  competent  skill,  Is  liable  for  neglect  to  use  it 

{b)  1  H.  BI.  168. 

(c)  Story's  Comm.  126-138.  [§§  174-188.] 

{d)  See  the  opinion  of  Judge  Porter,  of  Louisiana,  referred  to  in  a  snbeeqnent  page, 
under  this  head.  In  favor  of  the  distliictioo  made  t>y  Sir  William  Jones. 
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A  distinction  exists  between  nonfeasance  and  misfeasance,  that 
is,  between  a  total  omission  to  an  act  which  one  gratuitously 
promises  to  do,  and  a  culpable  negligence  in  the  execution  of  it. 
It  is  conceded  in  the  English,  as  well  as  in  the  Roman  law,  that 
if  a  party  makes  a  gratuitous  engagement,  and  actually  enters 
upon  the  execution  of  the  business,  and  does  it  amiss,  through 
the  want  of  due  care,  by  which  damage  ensues  to  the 
other  party,  an  action  will  *lie  for  this  misfeasance.  But  *570 
Sir  William  Jones  contends,  that  by  the  English  law,  as 
well  as  by  the  Roman  law,  an  action  will  lie  for  damage  occa- 
sioned by  the  non-performance  of  a  promise  to  become  a  manda- 
tary, though  the  promise  be  merely  gratuitous.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  is  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law ;  but  it  was  shown  by 
the  Supreme  Count  of  New  York,  in  Thome  ▼.  DeaB^  (a)  ^  that 
Sir  William  Jones  had  mistaken  some  of  the  ancient  English 
cases  on  this  point,  and  that  the  uniform  current  of  the  decisions, 
from  the  time  of  Henry  VII.  to  this  day,  led  to  the  conclusion 
that  a  mandatary,  or  one  who  undertakes  to  do  an  act  for  another 
without  reward,  is  not  answerable  for  omitting  to  do  the  act,  and 
is  only  responsible  when  he  attempts  to  do  it,  and  does  it  amiss. 
In  other  words,  he  is  responsible  for  a  misfeasance,  but  not  for  a 
nonfeasance,  even  though  special  damages  be  averred. 

In  the  great  case  of  Coggn  v.  Bernard^  the  defendant  undertook, 
gratis^  to  carry  several  hogsheads  of  brandy  from  one  cellar  and 
deposit  them  in  another ;  and  he  did  it  so  negligently  and  improvi- 
dently,  that  one  of  the  casks  was  staved  and  the  brandy  lost. 
The  K.  B.  held  that  the  defendant  was  answerable  for  the  dam- 
age, on  the  ground  of  his  neglect  and  carelessness,  though  he  was 
not  a  common  carrier,  and  though  he  was  to  have  nothing  for  his 
trouble.  If  the  mischief  had  happened  by  any  person  who  had 
met  the  cart  in  the  street,  the  bailee  would  not  have  been  charge- 
able ;  but  the  neglect  or  want  of  ordinary  care  in  that  case  was  a 
breach  of  trust ;  and  a  breach  of  trust,  undertaken  voluntarily, 

(a)  4  Johns.  84;  Elsee  v,  Qatward,  6  T.  R.  143,  s.  p. 

1  The  difflcultj  of  the  earlj  cases  was  was  not  a  consideration ;  and  this  was  the 

how  an  action  of  treMpau  on  the  case  could  original  difflcultj  in  the  way  of  the  action 

be  brought  for  a  nonfeasance.    This  dif-  of  assumpsit,  as  a  branch  of  the  action  on 

Acuity,  based  on  the  want  of  analogy  be-  the  case.    Consideration  is  not  adrerted 

tween  a  nonfeasance  and  a  trespass,  was  to  in  tlie  earlier  cases.    See  a  further  dis- 

as  great  when  there  was  as  when  there  cussion,  6  Am.  Law  Rer.  4Aet  Beq. 
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28  a  good  ground  of  action.  Lord  Holt  admitted,  that  if  the 
agreement  had  been  executory^  ot  to  oarrj  the  brandy  at  a  future 
time,  the  defendant  would  not  have  been  bound  to  cany  it ;  but 
in  the  case  before  him,  the  defendant  had  actually  entered 
*  571  upon  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and  *  having  done  so,  he 
was  bound  to  use  a  degree  of  diligence  and  attention  ade- 
quate to  the  performance  of  his  undertaking,  (a) 

The  case  of  Ulsee  ▼•  Gatward  (V)  is  a  decision  of  the  K.  B.  to 
the  same  point.  It  was  decided  upon  the  doctrine  of  Coffps  ▼. 
Bernard^  and  of  the  ancient  authorities  referred  to  by  the  court 
in  that  case.  The  court  recognised  the  justness  of  the  distinction, 
that  if  a  party  undertakes  to  perform  a  work,  and  proceeds  to  the 
employment,  he  makes  himself  liable  for  any  misfeasance  in  the 
course  of  that  work.  But  if  he  undertakes  without  consideration, 
and  does  not  proceed  on  the  work,  no  action  will  lie  against  him 
for  the  nonfeasance,  unless  it  be  in  special  cases,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  common  carrier,  porter^  ferryman,  farrier,  or  innkeeper,  who 
are  bound,  from  their  situations  in  life,  to  perform  the  work  ten- 
dered to  them,  or  the  employment  assumed  by  them. 

A  bailee,  who  acts  gratuitously,  in  a  case  in  which  neither  his 
situation  nor  employment  necessarily  implied  any  particular 
knowledge  or  professional  skill,  is  held  to  be  responsible  only 
for  bad  faith  or  gross  negligence,  (e)  Thus,  where  a  general 
merchant  undertook,  voluntarily,  and  without  reward,  and  upon 
request,  to  enter  a  parcel  of  goods  for  another,  together  with  a 
parcel  of  his  own  of  the  same  sort,  at  the  custom-house,  for 
exportation,  and  he  made  an  entry  under  a  wi-ong  denomination, 
whereby  both  parcels  were  seiaed ;  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
liable  for  the  loss,  inasmuch  as  he  took  the  same  care  of  the  goods 
of  his  friend  as  of  his  own,  and  had  not  any  reward  for  his  under- 
taking; and  he  was  not  of  a  profession  or  employment  that 

(a)  Receiying  a  letter  to  deliver,  or  moiief  to  pa:f ,  or  a  note  bf  a  bank  to  oollecC, 
and  by  negligence  omitting  to  perform  the  troit,  the  mandatary,  though  acting  gra- 
tuitooBly,  becomes  responsible  for  damages  resulting  from  his  ne^igence.  The  de- 
livery and  receipt  of  the  letter,  money,  or  note  creates  a  sui&cient  consideration  to 
support  the  contract,  and  is  a  part  exectition  of  it.  Duraford  v,  Patterson,  7  Martin 
(La.)>  4^;  Shilllbeer  v.  Glyn,  2  M.  a  W.  146;  Story  on  Bailments,  121-12S,  9d  ed. 
[§|  170-172.]    [But  see  0  Am.  La#  Bet.  47.] 

(6)  5  T.  R.  148. 

(c)  Doorman  v.  Jenkins,  2  Ad.  a  Bl.  t66t  Beardalee  v.  Rlohardton,  11  Wend.  2Ss 
Btory  on  Bailments,  §  174. 
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necessarily  implied  skill  in  what  he  undertook,  (d)  The  defend* 
ant  in  that  case  acted  with  good  faith,  and  that  was  all  that  could 
be  required.  The  case  would  have  been  different  if  a  ship  broker, 
or  a  clerk  in  the  custom-house,  had  undertaken  to  enter  the  goods, 
because  their  situation  and  employment  would  necessarily 
imply  *  a  competent  degree  of  knowledge  in  making  such  *  572 
entries.  So,  if  a  surgeon  should  undertake,  gratis^  to 
attend  a  wounded  person,  and  should  treat  him  improperly,  he 
would  be  liable  for  improper  treatment,  because  his  profession 
implied  skill  in  surgery.  If,  however,  the  business  to  be  trans- 
acted presupposes  the  exercise  of  a  particular  kind  of  knowledge, 
and  a  person  accepts  the  office  of  mandatary,  totally  ignorant  of 
the  subject,  then  it  has  been  said  that  he  cannot  excuse  himself 
on  the  ground  that  he  discharged  his  trust  with  fidelity  and  care. 
A  lawyer,  who  would  undertake  to  perform  the  duties  of  a  physi- 
cian ;  a  physician,  who  would  become  an  agent  to  carry  on  a  suit 
at  law ;  a  bricklayer,  who  would  propose  to  repair  a  ship,  or  a 
landsman  to  navigate  a  vessel,  are  cited  as  examples  to  illustrate 
the  distinction.  But  if  the  agent  has  the  qualifications  necessary 
for  the  discharge  of  the  ordinary  duties  of  the  trust  imposed,  it  is 
sufficient  to  exempt  him  from  responsibility  for  errors  into  which 
a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  might  have  fallen,  (a)  It  is  a  little 
difficult  to  reconcile  the  opinions  on  this  point  of  a  gratuitous 
undertaking  to  do  some  business  for  another ;  but  the  case  of 
ShielU  V.  BlacMmme  contains  the  most  authoritative  declaration 
of  the  law,  in  favor  of  the  more  limited  responsibility  of  the 
bailee.  There  are,  however,  a  number  of  instances  in  which 
such  a  mandatary  becomes  liable  for  want  of  due  care  and  atten- 
tion. (&)     Thus,  it  has  been  held  to  be  an  act  of  negligence  suf- 

(d)  ShiellB  V,  BUckbarae,  1  R  BL  158. 

(a)  Porter,  J.,  in  Percy  v.  Millaudon,  20  Martin  (La.),  77.  Mr.  Jostice  Porter 
diMents  from  the  more  severe  doctrines  of  Pothier,  in  his  Traill  da  Mandat,  n.  48, 
on  this  point,  and  he  is  deemed  bj  Mr.  Justice  Story  to  hare  combated,  with  entire 
tncoess,  the  doctrines  of  Pothier. 

(6)  The  best  general  test,  says  Mr.  Justice  Story  (Coram,  on  Bailment,  187, 2d  ed. 
[§  186],)  is  to  consider  whether  the  mandatary  has  omitted  that  care  which  bailees 
without  hire,  or  of  common  prudence,  are  accustomed  to  take  of  property  of  that 
description.  The  cases  put  by  Sir  William  Jones  and  Lord  Stowell,  Jones  on  Bail- 
ment, 62,  the  case  of  Rendsberg,  6  C.  Rob.  142, 156,  and  the  case  of  Tracy  v.  Wood, 
decided  before  Mr.  Justice  Story,  8  Mason,  182,  are  striking  illustrations  of  the  nice 
and  difficult  line  of  distinction  between  what  Is  and  what  Is  not  anffldent  diligence 
in  the  bailee  under  the  circumstancet. 
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ficieut  to  render  a  gratuitous  bailee  responsible,  for  him  to  have 
turned  a  horse,  after  dark,  into  a  dangerous  pasture,  to  which  he 
was  unaccustomed,  and  by  which  means  the  loss  of  the  horse 
ensued,  (c)  So  if  a  mandatary  undertakes  specially  to  do  the 
work,  he  may,  like  a  depositary,  be  answerable  for  casualties; 
and  if  he  spontaneously  and  officiously  offers  to  do  the  act,  he 
may  be  responsible  beyond  the  case  of  gross  negligence, 

*  578    and  be  held  *  to  answer  for  slight  neglect  (a)     There  is 

reason,  howcYer,  to  believe  that  this  head  of  mandatum^ 
in  the  Essay  on  Bailment,  was  not  examined  with  perfect  accu- 
racy, and  especially  when  the  distinguished  author  undertook  to 
prove  from  the  English  law,  what  he  certainly  failed  to  show, 
that  an  action  lay  for  the  nonfeasance  in  promising  to  do  a  thing 
gratuitously,  and  omitting  altogether  to  do  it.  The  civil  law  did 
undoubtedly  contain  such  a  principle ;  and  Pothier,  in  his  elab- 
orate treatise  on  the  contract  of  mandatum^  (6)  adopts  the  power- 
ful reasoning  and  very  sound  maxims  of  the  civil  law  on  the 
subject  of  the  responsibility  of  the  mandatary,  (c)  But  the  Eng- 
lish law,  as  has  been  abundantly  shown  from  the  cases  already 
referred  to,  never  carried  the  liability  of  the  mandatary  to  the 
same  extent.  He  is  bound  to  account  for  the  due  performance 
of  the  trust  he  assumes,  upon  the  principles  already  stated  ;  and 
if  the  bailor  sustains  damages  by  his  fraud,  or  gross  negligence, 
or  misuser,  he  must  answer  for  the  same,  (d)  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  mandatary  bestows  the  requisite  care  and  diligence, 
he  is  justly  entitled  to  indemnity  against  his  necessary  expenses 
and  necessary  incidental  contracts ;  and  so  if  he  sustains  loss  and 
injury  in  the  execution  of  the  trust,  and  of  which  the  service  was 
the  cause,  the  bailor  ought  to  indemnify  him,  upon  principles  of 
moral,  if  not  of  legal  obligation.  («) 

3.  Of  Commodatnm.  —  This  is  a  bailment  or  loan  of  an  article 
for  a  certain  time  to  be  used  by  the  borrower  without  paying  for 
the  use.    This  loan  for  use  is  to  be  distinguished  from  a  loan  for 

(c)  Booth  9.  Wilton,  1  B.  k  Aid.  60. 

(a)  Jonet  on  Bailment,  41, 46,  94 ;  vide  mqtra,  56S. 

(6)  TraiU  du  Contrmt  de  Mandat 

(c)  See  Di|^.  17.  Ut  1,  and  Init  8,  tit  27,  and  Code  4,  tit.  86,  on  the  contract  of 
MandaiUM. 

id)  Pothier,  h.  t  n.  61-66. 

(e)  Pothier,  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  6S-82;  Stoty't  Conun.  142-146, 2d  ed.  [§{  197- 
201.) 
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consumption,  or  the  mtituum  of  the  Roman  law.  The  latter  was 
the  loan  of  corn,  wine,  oil,  and  other  things  that  might  be  valued 
bj  weight  or  measure,  and  the  property  was  transferred.  The 
value  only  was  to  be  returned  in  property  of  the  same  kind,  and 
the  bon*ower  was  to  bear  the  loss  of  them,  even  if  destroyed  by 
inevitable  accident  (/)  In  the  case  of  the  eammodatum^  or  loan 
for  use,  as  a  horse,  carriage,  or  book,  the  same  identical 
article  or  thing  is  to  be  returned,  *  and  in  as  good  a  plight  *  574 
as  it  was  when  it  was  first  delivered,  subject,  however,  to 
the  deterioration  arising  from  the  ordinary  and  reasonable  use  of 
the  loan,  and  which  deterioration  the  lender  is  to  bear,  (a)  The 
borrower  has  no  special  property  in  the  thing  loaned,  though  his 
possession  is  sufficient  for  him  to  protect  it  by  an  action  of  tres* 
pass  against  a  wrongdoer.  (6)  The  Roman  and  the  English  law 
coincide  in  respect  to  the  conclusions  on  this  head.  The  bor- 
rower cannot  apply  the  thing  borrowed  to  any  other  than  the 
very  purpose  iot  which  it  was  borrowed ;  (c)  nor  permit  any 
other  person  to  use  the  thing  loaned,  for  such  a  gratuitous  loan 
is  strictly  a  personal  favor ;  ((2)  nor  keep  it  beyond  the  time 
limited  ;  (e)  nor  detain  it  as  a  pledge  for  any  demand  he  may 
otherwise  have  against  the  bailor.  (/)  If  the  article  perish,  or 
be  lost  or  injured  by  theft,  accident,  or  casualties,  which  could  not 
be  foreseen  and  guarded  against,  or  by  the  wear  and  tear  of  the 
article  in  the  reasonable  use  of  it,  without  any  blame  or  neglect 
imputable  to  the  borrower,  the  owner  must  abide  the  loss,  (jg) 
The  owner  cannot  require  greater  care  on  the  part  of  the  bor- 

(/)  Inst.  8. 15;  Dig.  12. 1.  2.  1;  idem,  44.  7. 1.  2;  Pothier,  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  10; 
Story  on  Bailment,  198, 194,  2d  ed.  [§  2S8.] 

(a)  Dig.  13.  6. 19  &  23 ;  Pothier,  PMt  a  Usage,  n.  89 ;  Story's  Comm.  [§  209.] 

(A)  Burton  r.  Huglies,  2  Bing.  173 ;  Hard  v.  West,  7  Cowen,  752. 

(c)  Dig.  47.  2.  40 ;  Pothier,  Traitrf  du  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  20-22 ;  id.  n.  58,  60 ;  Lord 
Holt,  ill  Coggs  V.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  915 ;  Wheelock  v.  Wheelwright,  5  Mass.  104; 
Story's  Coram.  161,  162,  2d  ed.  [§§  232,  238.] 

{d)  Bringloe  v,  Morrice,  1  Mod.  210;  Story's  Comm.  161,2ded.  [§§  284,  285.] 

(«)  Story's  Comm.  179,  [§  257.] 

(/)  Code,  4.  2a  4 ;  Pothier,  Prtft  a  Usage,  n.  44.     • 

(g)  In«t.  3.  15.  2  ;  Dig.  13.  6.  20 ;  id.  44.  7. 1.  4 ;  Pothier,  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  39,  58 ; 
Bell's  Comm.  i.  256;  Koy's  Maxims,  91,  c.  48;  Jones  on  Bailment,  64,  65.  If  the 
thing  be  not  returned  on  a  loan  to  use,  the  burden  of  proof  naturally  and  justly  lies 
with  the  borrower  to  account  satisfactorily  for  the  loss,  or  pay  the  value.  Pothier, 
Traits  da  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  40 ;  ib.  des  Oblig.  n.  620.  If  the  article,  a  alatft,  for 
ingtance,  perish  through  neglect  or  imprudent  conduct,  the  borrower  must  pay  the 
Taloe.    Kiblett  v.  White,  7  La.  258. 
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rower  than  he  had  a  right  to  preanme  the  borroirer  was  capable 
of  bestowing.  If  a  spirited  bon»e  be  lent  to  a  raw  youth,  and  the 
owner  knew  him  to  be  such,  the  circiim:»pection  of  an  experienced 
rider  cannot  be  required ;  and  what  would  be  n^lect  in  the  one, 
would  not  be  so  in  the  other.  (A)  ^ 

Pothier  says,  that  the  borrower  is  bound  to  bestow  on  the 

preservation  of  the  thing  boiTOWed,  not  merely  ordinaiy, 
•676    •but  the  greatest  care;  and  that  he  is  responsible,  not 

merely  for  slight,  but  for  the  slightest  neglect.  This  was 
the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law.  And  so  the  law  was  also  declared 
by  Lord  Holt,  in  Coggn  t.  Bernard;  and  the  reason  is,  that  this  is 
a  loan  made  gratuitously  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  borrower,  (a) 
What  is  due  diligence  or  neglect  will  depend  upon  the  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case,  and  the  nature  of  the  article 
loaned,  and  the  character  and  employment  of  the  borrower.  He 
is  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  a  thing  from  the  wrongful  act  of  a 
third  person  which  he  could  not  foresee  or  prevent,  nor  from 
external  and  iiTesistible  violence ;  as  if  he  hires  a  horse  for  a 
journey,  and  he  be  robbed  of  the  horse,  without  any  neglect  or 
imprudence  on  his  part.  (V)  If,  however,  his  house  should  be 
destroyed  by  fire,  and  he  saved  his  own  goods,  and  was  not  able 
to  save  the  articles  borrowed,  without  abandoning  his  own  goods ; 
in  that  case  he  must  pay  the  loss,  because  he  had  less  care  of  the 
article  borrowed  than  for  his  own  property,  and  gave  the  prefer- 
ence to  his  own.  (c)     But  if  his  own  goods  were  more  valuable 

(A)  Jonei  on  Bftilment,  66 ;  Potbier,  Traitd  da  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  [49.] 

(a)  Dig.  44.  7. 1. 4;  Pothier,  Traits  da  Prtft  a  Usage,  n.  48-56 ;  2  Ld.  Rajm.  016; 
Story's  Comin.  164,  2d  ed.  [f  238.]  See  also  Lord  Stair's  InsUtutes  of  the  Soolch 
Law,  1  Inst.  1. 11. 9,  and  which,  as  Mr.  Josticc  Story  obsenres,  indudes  tb^  sabstanoe 
of  the  rules  concerning  the  degrees  of  diligence  due  from  the  bailee. 

(6)  Dig.  18.  6. 10 ;  Pothier,  Trait^  da  Pr^t  a  Usage,  n.  88,  66,  66. 

(c)  Pothier,  Traits  da  Fr^t  a  Usage,  n.  66.  TbU  is  the  rule  adopted  in  the  Code 
Napoleon,  art  1882. 

1  Mutual  AifiVs.  — The  duties  of  the  with  reference  to  the  use  for  which  he 

borrower  and  lender  are  in  8§me  degree  knows  the  loan  it  accepted,  of  which  he 

correlative ;  and  as  the  borrower  is  re-  is  aware,  and  owing  to  which  dircctlj  the 

sponsible  for  negligence,  for  misuse,  for  borrower  is  injured.   Blakemore  r.  Briatol 

gross  want  of  skill  in  the  use,  abore  aU,  &  £.  R.  Co.,  8  SI.  A  Bl.  1086,  1061.    But 

for  anything  which  maj  be  qualified  as  if  the  lender  did  not  know  of  tlie  de- 

legal  fraud,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  as  the  fed,  he  will  not  be  liable.    MacCarthj  ». 

lender  lends  for  beneficial  use,  he  must  Young,  6  Hurlit  ft  K.  880;  cf.  400,  n.  1, 

be  responsible  for  defects  in  the  chattel,  ad  /. 
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than  the  attioled  borrowed,  and  both  could  not  bo  saved,  was  the 
borrower  bound  in  that  case  to  prefer  the  less  valuable  articles 
borrowed  ?  Pothier  admits  this  to  be  a  question  of  some  diffi- 
culty ;  but  he  concludes  that  the  borrower  must  answer  for  the 
loss,  because  he  was  not  limited  to  bestow  only  the  same  care  of 
the  borrowed  articles  as  of  his  own  ;  he  was  bound  to  bestow  the 
exaotest  diligence  in  the  preservation  of  it,  and  nothing  will 
excuse  him  but  vU  mcgor^  or  inevitable  accident,  {d) 
The  borrower  is  also  responsible  *  for  the  loss  of  the  article  *  576 
even  by  vU  major ^  when  the  accident  has  been  owing  to 
his  own  imprudence ;  as  if  he  borrows  a  horse  to  ride,  and  he 
quits  the  ordinary  and  safe  road,  or  goes  at  a  dangerous  hour  of 
the  night,  and  is  beset  by  robbers  and  loses  the  hoi*se,  he  is 
liable,  (a)  He  is  liable,  also,  for  inevitable  accident,  if  he  had 
borrowed  a  horse  of  his  friend  in  order  to  save  his  own,  and  con- 
cealed from  his  friend  that  he  had  one  ot  his  own  equally  proper 
for  the  occasion ;  as  if  a  person  borrowed  from  his  friend  a  cavalry 
horse,  to  use  in  battle,  and  concealed  from  him  that  he  had  one 
of  his  own,  and  the  borrowed  horse  should  be  killed,  he  must  pay 
for  it,  for  this  was  a  deceit  practised  upon  the  lender  ;  and  noth* 
ing  would  exempt  him  from  this  responsibility  but  the  fact  that 
he  had  previously  disclosed  to  his  friend  the  truth  of  the  case, 
and  his  disinclination  to  hazard  his  own  horse.  (()  The  bor** 
rower  is  also  responsible  for  loss  by  inevitable  accident,  if  he  has 
detained  the  article  borrowed  beyond  the  time  he  ought  to  have 
returned  it ;  for  the  loss  is  then  to  be  presumed  to  have  arisen 
from  his  breach  of  duty,  (c)  If,  in  the  mean  time,  the  lender  has 
been  put  to  expense  from  the  want  of  the  article  borrowed,  there 

{d)  lb.  o.  66.  Mr.  Jastioe  Story  (Story's  Comm.  16&-175  [§§  246-251])  quegtiont 
the  solidity  of  Pothier's  conclusion  in  this  case,  though  it  be  backed  by  the  positire 
text  of  the  civil  law.  The  reasoning  in  Pothier  is  rather  refined  and  artificial,  and  the 
plain  common  sense  and  Justice  of  the  case,  and  the  moral  feelings  and  instincts  which 
arise  out  of  it,  would  dictate  that  the  most  valuable  articles  be  first  snatched  from 
the  flames,  when  a  choice  was  presented.  If,  however,  the  difference  in  value  between 
his  own  article  and  the  one  borrowed  be  not  broadlji  and  distinctly  marked,  it  is 
safest  and  most  politic  to  adherd  to  the  rule  of  the  civilians  (which  is  adopted  in  the 
Gede  Napoleon,  art.  1882,  and  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  2817),  in  order  to  guard  against 
tbe  neglects  and  temptations  which  self-interest  might  suggest 

(a)  Pothier,  Trait^  du  Prtft  a  Usage,  n.  67. 

(h)  Pothier,  ib.  n.  59. 

(e)  lb.  n.  CO;  Jonee  en  BaOment,  70(  Trench  Code  dvil,  ari  1881;  Code  of 
Iienisiana,  art.  2870. 
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are  opinions  that  the  borrower  is  boand  to  indemnify  him  for  such 
expenses.  But  if  the  borrower  was  not  in  default  in  retaining 
the  article,  the  better  reason  and  equal  authority  would  exempt 
him  from  that  responsibility,  (d) 

The  oi-dinary  expenses  attendant  on  the  thing  loaned  gratui- 
tously are  borne  by  the  borrower;  but  if  the   expenses 

•  677    •  were  extraordinary,  and  arose  from  the  inherent  infirmity 

of  the  thing,  or  were  requisite  for  its  preservation  without 
any  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  borrower,  the  lender  must  bear 
them,  and  the  borrower  has  a  lien  on  the  article  for  his  reim- 
bursement of  such  extraordinary  expenses,  (a) 

I  have  taken  these  explanations  of  the  degrees  of  responsibility, 
in  the  case  of  a  borrower,  for  use  without  reward,  principally  fix)m 
Pothier.  In  Coggn  v.  Bernard^  (6)  Lord  C.  J.  Holt  lays  down 
the  same  rule  precisely ;  and  he  took  them  from  Bracton,  who 
borrowed  them  from  the  civil  law,  the  great  fountain  from 
whence  all  the  valuable  principles  on  the  subject  of  these  various 
kinds  of  bailments  have  been  extracted.  It  was  reserved,  how- 
ever, for  Pothier  to  methodize*  vindicate,  and  illustrate  those 
principles  by  a  clearness  of  anal3*8is  and  of  illustration  which  is 
admirable  ;  and  to  shed  light  and  lustre,  by  means  of  his  chaste 
style  and  elegant  taste,  upon  this  branch  of  the  science  of  juris- 
prudence. 

4.  Of  Pledging.  —  This  was  a  bailment  or  delivery  of  goods  by 
a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  to  be  kept  till  the  debt  be  discharged  ; 
or,  to  use  the  more  comprehensive  definition  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story,  (c)  it  is  a  bailment  of  personal  property,  as  security  for 
some  debt  or  engagement.  All  kinds  of  personal  property  that 
are  vested  and  tangible,  and  also  negotiable  paper,  may  be  the 
subject  of  pledge  ;  and  choses  in  action,  resting  on  written  con- 
tract, may  be  assigned  in  pledge,  (d)    A  pawn  or  pledge  is  the 

(d)  Pothier.  n.  65 ;  Story's  Comm.  f  267. 

(a)  Digr.  18.  6.  IS.  2;  Pothier,  Traits  da  Prtft  a  Usage,  n.  81,  82,  83;  Btarft 
Comm.  179. 186, 187, 2d  ed.  [f  f  256,  272,  278.]     [See  636,  n.  1 ;  Edw.  on  B.  168.] 

{h)  2  Ld.  Raym.  909.  (c)  Story's  Comm.  f  286. 

(d)  M'Lean  r.  Walker,  10  Johns.  471 ;  Roberts  r.  Wyatt,  2  Taunt.  268;  Jarris 
V.  Rogers,  13  Mass.  106 ;  Story's  Coram.  198, 199,  2d  ed.  [§  290 ;]  2  Bell's  Comm.  24. 
The  assignment  of  shares  in  joint-stock  companies,  such  as  banks  and  railroad  corporar 
tions,  by  way  of  pledge  or  security  for  moneys  loaned  or  adrances  made,  is  nsnaUy 
effected  by  deliTery  of  the  certificate  of  the  company  for  the  shares  giren  to  the  bor- 
rower, with  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  lender  to  make  the  actual  transfer  on  the  books 
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pignori  acceptum  of  the  civil  law ;  and,  according  to  that  law,  the 
possession  of  the  pledge  (piffnm^  passed  to  the  creditor ; 
but  the  possession  of  the  thing  hypothecated  *  (Jiypotheea)  *  678 
did  not.  (a)  The  pawnee  is  bound  to  take  ordinaiy  care, 
and  is  answerable  only  for  ordinary  neglect;  for  the  bailment 
is  beneficial  to  both  the  debtor  and  creditor.  This  is  the  rule 
of  the  civil  law  and  of  continental  Europe,  as  well  as  the  rule  of 
the  English  law.  (6)  The  pawnee  is  secure  in  the  payment  of 
his  debt ;  and  the  pawnor  is  enabled  thereby  to  procure  credit. 
Lord  Holt,  in  Coggs  v.  Bernard^  gives  a  clear  and  excellent  sum- 
mary of  the  English  law  on  this  species  of  bailment.  The  paw- 
nee, upon  delivery,  has  a  special  property  in  the  goods  pawned  ; 
and  if  they  be  such  as  to  be  injured  by  use,  as  clothes  or  linen, 
for  instance,  then  the  pawnee  cannot  use  them.  But  if  they  be 
such  as  not  to  be  the  worse  for  use,  as  jewels,  earrings,  or  brace- 
lets, pawned  to  a  lady,  she  to  whom  they  are  pawned  may  use 
them,  though  the  use  is  at  her  peril,  because  she  is  at  no  charge 
in  keeping  the  pawn,  (c)  She  will  be  responsible  in  every  event 
for  the  loss  or  damage  which  may  happen  while  she  is  using  the 
jewels.  If  the  pawn  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  a  charge  upon 
the  pawnee,  as  a  horse  or  cow,  he  may  in  that  case  use  the  pawn  in 
a  reasonable  manner.     He  may  ride  the  horse  moderately,  and 

of  the  coropanj.  The  actual  transfer  is  frequently  postponed  or  omitted,  but  the  trans- 
fer, or,  at  least,  notice  to  the  company  of  the  right,  is  deemed  requisite  to  the  com- 
plete efficacy  of  the  security,  otherwise  a  transfer  of  the  shares  by  the  borrower,  on 
the  books  of  the  company,  to  a  honafde  purchaser,  &e.,  if  permitted,  might  embarrass, 
if  it  did  not  destroy,  the  security,  masmuch  as  the  original  shareholder  would  appear, 
on  the  books,  to  be  the  reputed  and  true  ownfer.  In  England,  the  actual  transfer,  or. 
In  lieu  of  it,  formal  notice  to  the  company  by  the  lender,  of  the  assignment  of  the 
shares  to  him  in  pledge,  is  deemed  requisite,  under  their  bankrupt  laws,  in  order  to 
devest  the  reputed  ownersliip  in  the  debtor,  as  against  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  in 
case  he  should  become  bankrupt  before  any  actual  transfer  was  made.  The  point 
is  well  considered  and  discussed  in  the  Law  Magazine,  London,  May,  1S38,  art.  8 
[xix.  389],  and  the  numerous  recent  authorities  in  support  of  the  notice  are  there 
referred  to.    [See  iii.  89,  n.  2,  ad  / ;  post,  681,  n.  1.] 

(a)  Dig.  13.  7.  0.  2 ;  Inst.  4.  6.  7.  See  further,  infra,  iy.  188,  on  the  distinction 
between  a  pledge  and  a  mortgage  of  goods. 

(6)  Dig.  13.  6.  6.  2;  lb.  13.  7.  14;  Heinecc.  Pand.  13.  6,  sec.  117,  118,  y.  271; 
Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Nantissement,  n.  32,  83,  34;  Bracton,  99,  b;  Lord 
Holt,  in  Coggs  V,  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  916;  Story's  Comm.  223,  [§  832] ;  1  Bell's 
Comm.  453. 

(c)  This  is  so  said  by  Lord  Holt,  in  Coggs  p.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  917,  and 
repeated  by  Sir  William  Jones ;  but  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  hia  Commentaries,  221, 
222,  [S  330,]  doubU  the  right  of  the  pawnee  to  lue  the  jewels. 
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milk  the  cow  regularly,  as  if  be  were  the  owner ;  and  if  he  derives 
any  profit  from  the  pledge,  be  must  apply  those  profits  towards 
his  debt,  (i)  The  common  law  requires  the  pawnee  or  pledge 
to  account  for  all  the  income,  increase,  profits,  Und  advantages 
derived  by  him  from  the  pledge,  in  all  cases  where  such  an 
account  is  within  the  scope  of  the  engagement,  after 
*  579  deducting  *  his  necessary  charges  and  expenses,  (a)  It 
is  reasonable  that  these  charges  and  expenses  should  be 
deducted  from  the  profits  of  the  pledge  ;  and  even  extraordinary 
expenses  necessarily  incurred  by  the  pawnee  for  the  preservation 
of  the  pledge,  and  without  his  default,  ought  to  be  borne  by  the 
pledgor ;  and  Pothier  (6)  considers  this  obligation  to  be  implied 
in  the  contract  of  bailment,  and  it  is  the  rule  in  the  French  and 
Louisianian  codes,  (c) 

In  general,  the  law  requires  nothing  extraordinary  of  the 
pawnee,  but  only  that  he  shall  take  ordinary  care  of  the  goods ; 
and  if  they  should  then  happen  to  be  lost,  he  may,  notwith- 
standing, resort  to  the  pawnor  for  his  debt.  If,  however,  he 
refuses  to  deliver  the  pawn  on  tender  of  the  debt,  his  special 
property  then  ceases,  and  he  becomes  a  wrongdoer,  and  will  be 
answerable,  at  all  events,  for  any  loss  or  damage  which  may 
afterwards  happen  to  the  pawn,  (d)  It  is  likewise  admitted  that 
the  pawnee  may  assign  over  the  pawn,  and  the  assignee  will  take 
it  under  all  the  responsibility  of  the  original  pawnee.  («)  So  the 
pawnor  may  sell  or  assign  his  qualified  property  in  the  pawn. 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  pawnee.  (/) 

If  the  pawn  be  lost  by  casualty,  or  unavoidable  accident,  or  by 
superior  force,  or  perishes  from  intrinsic  defect  or  infirmity,  the 
pawnee  is  not  answerable,  if  the  loss  from  such  causes  be  duly 
made  to  appear,  and  no  act  was  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done, 
inconsistent  with  the  pawnee's  duty  ;  for  he  was  only  bound  to 

{d)  Mores  v.  Gonham,  Owen»  123 ;  Pothier,  Trut^  da  Gontnit  de  NantiseeoMot, 
n.  23,  36,  86;  Civil  Code  of  LoaistanA,  art  2919,  8136;  ThompMO  ».  Patri^ 
4  Watts,  414. 

(a)  Story's  Coram.  232,  [§  343.] 

(6)  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Naotiaseiiieiit,  n.  01. 

(c)  Code  Civil  of  France,  art.  20SO ;  Code  of  LouiaiaBa,  art.  31S9l 

(d)  2  Ld.  Raym.  916,  917. 

(e)  Mores  v.  Conham,  Owen,  123;  Kemp  ti.  Westbrook,  1  Yes.  178;  Batdiif 
r.  Vance,  2  Const  (S.  C.)  289;  Whitaker  v.  Sumner,  SO  Pick.  899;  Stoij  od  Bail- 
ments,  §§  814,  324-828. 

(/)  Franklin  r.  Neate,  18  M.  &  W.  481 ;  BUxrj  on  Bsll«wnto,  §  860. 
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bestow  ordinary  care  and  diligenoe.  (ff)  If  the  pawn  be  stolen, 
it  would  be  presumptive  evidence  that  the  pawnee  had  not  used 
ordinary  care,  and  he  ought  to  show,  by  the  circumstances,  that 
he  was  in  no  default.  Sir  William  Jones  (A)  enters  into  a 
critical  examination  of  the  cases,  to  prove  that  *  the  paw-  *  580 
nee  is  responsible,  if  the  pawn  be  stolen  or  taken  from  him 
clandestinely,  and  not  if  it  be  robbed  or  taken  from  him  by  vio- 
lence. The  ground  he  takes  is,  that  the  loss  of  the  pawn  by 
theft  is  evidence  of  ordinary  neglect ;  and  he  vindicates  his  prin- 
ciple against  a  contrary  doctrine  of  Lord  Coke,  with  great  acute- 
ness  and  learning.  Lord  Coke  held,  (a)  that  if  the  goods  were 
delivered  to  one  in  pledge,  and  they  were  stolen,  he  should  not 
be  answerable  for  them ;  for  he  only  undertook  to  keep  them  as 
his  own.  The  opinion  of  Lord  Holt  would  rather  seem  to  agree 
with  that  of  Coke,  as  he  refers  to  him  on  this  point  without 
objection ;  and  he  says,  that  if  the  pawnee  uses  due  diligence,  and 
the  pawn  be  lost,  he  is  not  responsible.  Bracton  uses  the  same 
language.  If  the  pawnee  bestows  an  exact  diligence,  and  the 
pawn  be  lost  by  chance,  he  is  not  responsible  for  the  loss.  ( 5) 
Bracton  took  all  his  principles  from  the  Roman  law ;  and  Pothier 
has  written  a  particular  treatise  upon  this  identical  species  of 
contract  (c)  He  discusses  the  question,  what  degree  of  care  a 
pawnee  is  bound  to  bestow  upon  the  pawn ;  and  as  it  is  a  con- 
tract made  for  the  reciprocal  benefit  of  the  contracting  parties, 
the  creditor  is  bound  to  bestow  upon  the  preservation  of  the 
pledge  ordinary  care.  He  is  bound,  according  to  the  civil  law, 
to  bestow  that  care  which  a  careful  man  bestows  upon  his  own 
property.  He  is  not  bound  to  bestow  the  exactest  diligence,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  loan  to  use,  which  is  beneficial  to  the  bailee  only, 
nor  is  he  responsible  for  the  smallest  neglect.  He  is  responsible 
for  light,  but  not  the  lightest,  neglect,  de  Uvi  cnlpa^  and  not  de 
levissima  culpa.  ((2) 

The  rule  would  appear  to  be,  that  the  pawnee  was  neither 
absolutely  liable,  nor  absolutely  excusable,  if  the  pledge  be 
stolen.     It  would  depend  upon  circumstances  whether  he  was 

{g)  Code,  4. 24.  5;  Pothier,  TraM  da  Contrat  da  NantlMemeot,  o.  81 ;  StMy'i 
Comm.  [|  889.] 

{k)  Essaj  on  BaUment,  88,  60, 00, 68, 09. 

(a)  Co.  Litt  SO,  a ;  4  Co.  SS,  b.  (6)  Bracton,  00,  li. 

(c)  Pothier,  Traittf  da  Contrat  de  Nantiiaenieiit.  (<f )  lb.  n.  82, 80. 
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*  581  or  was  not  liable.  A  theft  may  happen  without  even  *  a 
slight  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  possessor  of  the  chattel ; 
and  I  think  it  would  be  going  quite  far  enough  to  hold  that  such 
a  loss  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  neglect,  and  that  it  lays  with  the 
pawnee  to  destroy  the  presumption.  It  is  not  sufficient,  says 
Pothier,  that  the  pawnee  allege  that  the  pledge  is  lost.  He  must 
show  how  it  was  lost,  and  that  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  preyent 
it.     This  was  also  the  decision  of  the  civil  law.  (a) 

In  the  case  of  Cortelyou  y.  Latmng^  (6)  it  was  shown,  by  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  old  authorities,  to  have  been  the  ancient 
and  settled  English  law,  that  delivery  was  essential  to  a  pledge, 
and  that  the  general  property  did  not  pass,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
mortgage,  but  remained  with  the  pawnor.  The  pledge  of  mova- 
bles without   delivery  is  void,  as  against  creditors,  (c)  ^     The 

(a)  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  NantiMement,  n.  31.  Mr.  Justice  Story  (Comm. 
H  333-S38)  hai  verj  folly  and  ably  yindicated  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Coke  against 
that  of  Sir  William  Jones,  and  he  has  satisfactorily  proved  that  theft  per  ae  estab- 
lishes neither  responsibility  nor  irresponsibility  in  the  bailee. 

(6)  2  Gaines's  Cases  in  Error,  200. 

(c)  2  Beirs  Comm.  25,  6th  ed. ;  Story's  Comm.  201,  202,  2d  ed.  [§§  297,  29a] 

sion,  see  492,  n.  1,  (a) ;  Markham  v.  Jan- 
don,  41  N.  T.  235,  242;  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  52. 
As  to  a  pledge  made  illegally  or  nltra  mrm, 
see  492,  n.  1 ;  300,  n.  1,  (a). 

In  general,  the  pledgee  loses  hia  ri^ti 
by  giving  back  possession  of  the  property 
to  the  pledgor^  Day  r.  Swift,  48  Me.  968; 
Kimball  v.  Hildreth,  8  Allen,  167 ;  Boden- 
hammer  v.  Kewsom,  5  Jones  (N.  C),  107; 
although,  when  the  pledgor  Is  allowed  the 
custody  of  the  thing,  as  the  senrant  onlj 
of  the  pledgee,  the  latter  is  regarded  as 
still  in  possession,  Heeres  v.  Capper,  6 
Bing.  N.  C.  186;  Martin  v.  Beid,  11  C.R 
V.  8.  730;  Way  r.  Davidson,  12  Gray, 
465;  Barber  v.  Meyerstein,  L.  B.  2  C  P. 
88,  62.  x^  The  same  principle  as  to  sales 
has  been  explained  aii/«,  492,  n.  1,  (a). 


*  Pledge.  —  (o)  How  made  and  loei.'^ 
Delirery  is  still  necessary  to  the  yalidity 
of  a  pledge,  notwithstanding  the  cases  like 
Halliday  v.  Holgate,  infra,  which  seem  to 
assimilate  pledge  to  the  transfer  of  a 
particular  estate  terminable  by  payment 
of  the  debt,  and  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  upon  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  delirery  is 
not  necessary  to  pass  the  title.  Meyerstein 
V.  Barber,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  38,  51.  But  it  is 
said  that  the  handing  over  a  bill  of  lading 
for  an  advance,  under  ordinary  circum- 
stances, as  completely  vests  the  property 
In  the  goods  in  the  pledgee  as  if  the  goods 
had  been  put  Into  his  own  warehouse, 
lb. ;  B.  c.  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  817,  336 ;  ante,  549, 
n.  1.  Compare  585,  n.  1 ;  638,  n.  1.  As 
to  what  Is  a  sufficient  change  of  posses- 


x^  In  order  to  defeat  the  pledge,  the 
delivery  to  the  owner  must  be  with  the 
intent  to  transfer  the  legal  possession. 
This  will  be  presumed  when  delivery  is 
shown;  but  if  it  also  appear  that  the 
pledgee  delivered  for  a  special  purpoae 
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only,  and  did  not  know  he  was  delivering 
to  the  true  owner,  or  that,  knowing  this, 
he  intended  to  part  with  the  custody  only, 
the  lien  will  not  be  lost,  even  as  against 
innocent  puBchasers  from  the  pledgor. 
Thacher  v.  Moors,  134  Maaa.  156;  Ex 
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Roman  law  allowed  the  creditor,  after  delivery  of  the  pledge^  to 
return  it  to  the  debtor  on  the  footing  of  location ;  but  Voet  and 


Gf.  flOO,  11.  1.  But  see  Bodenhammer  v, 
Kewtom,  6  Jones  (N.  C),  107.  Perhaps, 
in  general,  a  rebailment  to  the  pledgor 
for  a  special  purpose  does  not  put  an  end 
to  the  pledge.  Thus,  in  Hays  v.  Riddle, 
1  Band!.  848,  ^here  a  pledged  bond  was 
giren  up  to  the  pledgor,  at  his  request, 
that  he  might  get  it  exchanged  for  stock, 
and  he  promised  to  substitute  the  stock 
as  security,  he  could  hardly  be  called 
tb#  se^Tant  of  the  pledgee.  Cooper  t;. 
Ray,  47  Ul.  53;  Thayer  v.  Dwight,  104 
Mass.  264. 

(b)  Sights  9f  Pledgee.  —  A  pledge,  al- 
though less  than  a  mortgage,  creates  a 
right  of  property  in  the  goods  which  is 
more  than  a  mere  lien.  In  ordinary  cases, 
#here  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing 
a  personal  confldehce  ib  the  pledgee,  he 
does  not  determihe  his  Interest  by  sub- 
pledging  it,  and  possession  of  the  article 
cannot  be  recovered  from  the  subpledgee, 
by  the  original  owner,  until  the  latter  has 
discharged  his  debt.  Donald  v.  Suckling, 
L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  685,  614 ;  Johnson  v.  Stear, 
15  C.  B»  x.  a.  890.  In  a  later  case  than 
Donald  v.  Suckling  it  has  been  said,  in 
a  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
that  until  the  debt  is  paid  off  the  pledgee 
has  the  whole  present  interest,  and  that 
even  a  sale  by  him  will  not  entitle  the 
pledgor  to  bring  an  action  of  trover  or  of 
detinue,  each  of  which  assumes  an  imme- 
diate right  to  possession  in  the  plaintiff. 
In  other  words,  the  sale  does  not  put  an 
tad  to  the  bailment,  or  revest  the  imme- 
diate right  to  the  pledge  In  the  pledgor. 
Halliday  r.  Holgate,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  200. 
6ut,  of  course,  in  so  far  ss  the  pledgee, 
fcy  disposing  of  the  reversionary  interest 


parU  Fitas,  Re  Rawson,fi  Low.  610 ;  Palm- 
tag  r.  Doutrick,  GO  Cal.  154 ;  Casey  v. 
Cavaroc,  06  U.  a  467 ;  Clatk  v.  Iselin.  21 
Wall.  860 ;  Caldwell  v,  Tutt,  10  Lea,  268. 
8^  Thompson  v.  Dolliver,  182  B[as«.  108 , 
VOL.  n.  —  68 


of  the  pledgor,  causes  him  any  difficulty 
in  obtaining  possession  of  the  pledge  on 
payment  of  the  sum  due,  and  thereby 
does  him  any  real  damage,  he  commits  n 
legal  wrong  against  the  pledgor.  Halliday 
&.  Holgate,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  299,  802.  This 
explains  the  rule  of  damages  in  Johnson 
V.  Stear,  $apra.  See  also  Baltimore  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Dalfymple,  26  Md.  260 ;  Davis  v. 
Funk,  89  Penn.  St.  248;  Bulkeley  v. 
Welch,  81  Conn.  389,  848.  As  stated  in 
the  text,  the  pledgee  cannot  sell  even  after 
default  without  giving  reasonable  notice. 
Davis  V.  Funk,  89  Penn.  St.  243 ;  Stevenrf 
V.  Hurlbut  Bank,  81  Conn.  146 ;  Cushmad 
V,  Hayes,  46111. 146;  Markhadi  if.  Jaudon. 
41  N.  Y.  236,  248  (explaining  Milliken  v. 
Dehon,27  N.  T.  864) ;  [GbldSmidt  <;.  Ffaat 
M.  E.  Church,  26  Minn.  202;  see  Chotttettfi 
V.  Allen,  70  Mo.  290.]  And  in  the  case  ttf 
commercial  paper  it  has  been  held  that 
he  cannot  sell  at  all,  but  must  collect 
it  at  maturity.  Wheeler  v.  Newbould,  16 
X.  T.  302 ;  Fletcher  v.  Dickinson,  7  Allen, 
^3 ;  Nelson  v.  Wellington,  6  Bosw.  178 ; 
Lamberton  r.  Windom,  12  Minn.  282, 242 ; 
[Whitteker  o.  The  Charleston  Gas  Co., 
16  W.  Va.  717.]  See  Rice  v.  Benedict,  19 
Mich.  132.  Perhaps  a  pledge  of  bonde 
with  coupons  authorizes  the  pledgee  to 
collect  the  interest  as  it  falls  due,  and  to 
hold  the  amount  in  pledge.  Androscog 
gin  R.  R.  r.  Auburn  Bank^  48  Me.  88ft 
See  iii.  81,  n.  1. 

(c)  Carrying  Stock.  —  After  consider 
able  discussion  it  has  been  held  In  New 
Tork,  that  when  brokers  carry  itock  for 
third  persons,  —  t. «.  purchase  stock  irt 
their  own  names,  and  with  their  own 
funds,  receiving  a  margin  or  sum  equal 


Shaw  V.  Wilshire,  65  Me.  485.  But  thai 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  a  pledgor  wM 
has  obtained  possession  by  fraud  will  h6ld 
against  the  pledgee,  seel  Babeock  a.  Law^ 
son,  6  Q.  B.  D.  284. 
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Bell  very  properly  condemn  the  Roman  rule,  as  leading  to  iraud 
and  the  insecurity  of  property,  {d)  At  common  law,  if  the  pledge 
was  not  redeemed  by  the  stipulated  time,  it  did  not  then  become 
the  absolute  property  of  the  pawnee,  but  he  was  obliged  to  have 
recourse  to  process  of  law  to  sell  the  pledge ;  and  until  that  was 
done,  the  pawnor  was  entitled  to  redeem,  (e)  If  the  pledge  was 
for  an  indefinite  time,  the  creditor  might,  at  any  time,  call  upon 
the  debtor  to  redeem  by  the  same  process  of  demand. 
*  582  Where  no  time  was  limited  for  the  *  redemption,  the  paw- 
nor had  his  own  lifetime  to  redeem,  unless  the  creditor,  in 
the  mean  time,  called  upon  him  to  redeem  ;  and  if  he  died  with- 
out such  call,  the  right  to  redeem  descended  to  his  personal  re)h 
i*esentatives.  (a)  The  law  now  is,  that  after  the  debt  is  due,  the 
pawnee  may  not  only  proceed  personally  against  the  pawnor  for 
his  debt  without  selling  his  pawn,  for  it  is  only  a  collateral  secu- 
rity, (6)  but  he  has  the  election  of  two  remedies  upon  the  pledge 

(</)  Dig.  20. 1.  37 ;  Voet,  Comni.  ad  Pand.  20.  1.  12;  2  Bell's  Comm.  22.  The 
pledge  may,  however,  as  it  would  seem,  be  delivered  back  to  the  owner  in  a  new 
character,  as  a  special  bailee  or  agent,  and  the  pledgee  will  still  be  entitled  to  the 
pledge,  even  as  against  third  persons.  Macomber  r.  Parlcer,  14  Pick.  487 ;  Story 
on  Bailment,  203,  2d  ed.  [f  2(^.]  If  a  thing  be  not  hi  existence,  there  cannot  be  a 
technical  pledge ;  but  there  may  be  a  hypothecary  contractp  which  will  attach  as  a  lien 
or  pledge  to  them  as  soon  as  they  come  in  to  existence.  Macomber  v.  Parker,  13  Pick. 
176 ;  Calkins  v.  Lock  wood,  16  Conn.  276 ;  Story  on  Bailment,  §  290 ;  vide  sv/vo,  517, 
678. 

(«)  Glanville,  lib.  10,  c.  6 ;  Cortelyou  v.  Lansing,  2  Cauies's  Cases,  204,  206. 

(a)  Cortelyou  v,  Lansing,  uhi  supra ;  Ratcliff  v.  Davis,  1  Bulst.  20;  Telv.  178 ;  Cn>. 
Jac.  244,  B.  c. ;  Demandmy  v.  Metcalf,  Prec.  in  Ch.  420 ;  Vanderzee  r.  WiUis,  3  Bro. 
C.  C.  21.  The  pledgee,  by  the  Roman  law,  might  also  insist  upon  a  compulsory  sale  by 
the  creditor.  Potliier,  Pand.  20.  6.  16.  This  is  also  Uie  law  in  Louisiana.  WUltama 
9.  Schooner  St.  Stephens,  14  Martin  (La.),  24. 

(b)  South  Sea  Company  v.  Duncomb,  Str.  919;  Elder  v.  Rouse,  16  Wend.  218; 
Story  on  Bailment,  211,  2d  ed.  [f  816] 

to  the  probable  depreciation  of  the  stock,  shares  pledged,  Langton  ».  Waite,  L.  R. 
which  is  to  be  kept  good  (see  post,  622,  6  Eq.  166, 173 ;  L.  R.  4  Ch.  402 ;  McNett 
n.  1),  -.  their  relation  to  their  employers  v.  Tenth  N.  Bank  of  N.  Y.,  66  Barb.  69 ; 
is  that  of  pledgees  of  the  stock,  and  that  but  in  the  New  York  case  the  contrary  was 
a  custom  of  the  broker's  board,  by  which  admitted  to  be  true,  seemingly  on  the 
tlte  stock  may  be  sold  without  notice  if  the  ground  stated  in  Horton  v.  Morgan,  19 
margin  is  allowed  to  be  exhausted,  is  bad.  N.  Y.  170,  that  the  law  would  presume  the 
Markham  v.  Jaudon,  41  N.  Y.  236,  248 ;  identity  of  the  shares  on  hand,  from  time 
[Baker  v.  Drake,  66  N.  Y.  618 ;  Gruman  to  time,  because  the  parties  had  not  re- 
V.  Smith,  81  N.  Y.  26.  But  see  Corell  v.  duced  them  to  any  more  certainty.  Tans- 
Loud,  186  Mass.  41.]  In  general,  a  pledgee  sig  v.  Hart,  68  N.  Y.  426.  But  see  Wood  «. 
of  stock  is  bound  to  retain  the  identical  Hayes,  16  Gray,  876.   Compare  600,  n.  1. 
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itself.  He  may  file  a  bill  in  chancery,  and  have  a  judicial  sale 
under  a  regular  decree  of  foreclosure  ;  and  this  has  frequently  been 
done  in  the  case  of  stock,  bonds,  plate,  and  other  chattels,  pledged 
for  the  payment  of  the  debt  (c)  But  the  pawnee  is  not  bound 
to  wait  for  a  sale  under  a  decree  of  foreclosure,  as  he  is  in  the 
case  of  a  mortgage  of  land  (though  Lord  Chancellor  Harcourt 
once  held  otherwise)  ;  and  he  may  sell  without  judicial  process, 
upon  giving  reasonable  notice  to  the  debtor  to  redeem.  This  was 
80  settled  in  the  cases  of  Tucker  v.  WiUon  (d)  and  of  Lockwood  v. 
Ewer,  (e)  The  notice  to  the  party  in  such  cases  is,  however,  in- 
dispensable. This  was  conceded  in  Tucker  v.  Wilson^  and  it  has 
been  since  so  ruled  in  this  country.  (/)  The  old  rule  existing  in 
the  time  of  Glanville,  and  which  is  now  the  rule  on  the  continent 
of  Europe  and  in  Scotland,  required  a  judicial  sentence  to  warrant 
the  sale.  (^)  The  Code  Napoleon  (A)  has  retained  the  same 
check,  and  requires  a  judicial  order  for  the  sale ;  and  the 
Code  of  Louisiana  (t)  has  *  followed  the  same  regulation.  *  583 
The  civil  law  allowed  the  pawnee  to  sell,  in  case  of  default 
of  payment,  and  after  due  notice,  on  his  own  authority ;  but  if 
there  was  no  special  agreement,  it  required  a  two  years'  notice  to 
the  debtor,  by  an  order  of  Justinian,  (a)  The  English  and  Amer- 
ican law,  with  the  exception  of  Louisiana,  agree  in  the  prompt 
and  easy  remedy  which  they  place  in  the  hands  of  the  creditor, 
when  the  pawn  is  not  under  the  control  of  a  special  agreement ; 
and  there  is  not  any  distinction  as  to  the  right  to  sell  between  the 
case  of  a  pledge,  and  of  a  mortgage  of  chattels.  (6)  But  the 
creditor  will  be  held  at  his  peril  to  deal  fairly  and  justly  with 
the  pledge,  both  as  to  the  time  of  the  notice  and  the  manner  of 
the  sale.  The  law,  especially  in  the  equity  courts,  is  vigilant  and 
zealous  in  its  circumspection  of  the  conduct  of  trustees,  (c) 

(c)  Demandray  v,  Metcalf,  Free,  in  Ch.  419;  Gilbert's  Eq.  104;  Kemp  v.  West- 
brook,  1  Vesey,  278 ;  Vanderzee  v.  Willis,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  21. 

(rf)  1  P.  Wms.  261 ;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  494.  (e)  2  Atk.  303. 

(/)  I)e  Lisle  v.  Priestman,  1  Browne  (Penn.),  176 ;  Covell  v.  Gerts,  9  Law  Reporter 
for  July,  1846. 

ig)  Glanyille,  lib.  10,  c.  6,  8 ;  Huber's  Pnelec.  iii.  1072,  sec.  0 ;  Pcrezius  in  Cod,4i. 
63,  sec.  8;  Domat,  ii.  862,  sec.  9, 10 ;  Ersk.  Inst  ii.  465 ;  Pothier,  Traite'  du  Contrat  de 
Nantissement,  n.  24 ;  2  Bell's  Comm.  22,  5th  ed. 

{k)  Art.  2078.  (t)  Art.  8132. 

(a)  Code,  8.  84.  3. 1.    See  also  Dig.  13.  7.  4;  Pothier,  Pand.  20. 4,  n.  18, 19. 

(6)  Hart  v.  Ten  Eyck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  62, 100;  Patchln  o.  Pierce,  12  Wend.  61. 

(c)  Cortelyou  r.  Lansing,  2  Cainrs's  Cases,  200;  Hart  ».  TenEyck,  2  Johiu.  Ch. 
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Bjr  the  lex  eommUiaria  mt  Route,  the  debtor  and  ereditor  itiight 
agree  that  if  the  debtor  did  not  pajr  at  the  daj^  the  pledge  should 
become  the  absolute  propertj  of  the  creditor.  But  a  law  of 
Constantino  abolished  this  power*  as  unjust  and  oppressiTef  and 
having  a  growing  asperitj  in  practice.  ((2)  Every  agreement 
preventing  the  right  of  redemption,  in  mortgages  of  chattels,  as 
of  lances,  would  no  doubt  be  equally  condemned  iii  the  English 
law.  (e) 

The  pledge  eoverd  not  only  the  debt,  but  the  interest  upon  it, 
and  all  necessary  expenses  that  may  have  attended  the  possession 
of  the  pledge ;  and  the  lien  may«  by  agreement,  be  created  to 
extend  to  cover  subsequent  advances.  This  has  been  considered 
to  be  the  law  in  respect  to  mortgages  and  judgments ;  (/)  but 
the  power  is  subject  to  some  (lualifioatidnsi  as  respects  the  rights 
of  third  persons.  Lord  Chancellor  Cowper  gave  validity 
*  584  and  operation  to  such  a  ^  mortgage,  as  against  a  subsequent 
mortgagee,  who  had  hoUce  of  the  agreement  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  first  mortgage; (a)  and  ih  Connecticut,  it  has 
been  justly  held,  that  the  mortgage  must  contain  within  itself 
reasonable  notice  of  the  iucumbrances,  by  stating  the  nature  of 
those  thereafter  to  arise,  and  the  mahner  in  which  they  were  to 
be  created ;  so  that  collusion  and  fraud  may  be  avoided,  and  the 
extent  of  the  incumbrances  ascertained,  by  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary discretion  and  diligence,  (i)  Though  there  be  no  express 
agreement  that  a  pledge  for  a  debt  shall  be  held  as  security  for 
future  loans,  yet  if  circumstances  warrant  the  presumption  that 
a  further  loan  was  made  upon  the  credit  of  the  pledge,  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  suffer  the  debtor  to  redeem  the  pledge  without 

62.  See  also  infia,  It.  ISO,  s.  r.  TU  holdtr  6t  hypothecated  stock  cantiolj  on  default, 
without  an  express  stipulation,  hare  it  sold  at  the  board  of  brokers.  It  most  be  sold 
at  irablle  auction  on  responsibIS  notMe.  Bjr  asrisUni  Tioe^hanoeUor  In  CasteUo  v. 
City  Bank  of  A..  1  N.  Y.  Legal  Obserter,  96. 

(d)  Code,  8.  86.  3;  Hub.  lil,  1038,  sec.  IT)  1  DoiMt«  368,  iec  11;  Fotfaier,  de 
Nantissement,  n.  18. 

(<)  Cortelyou  p.  Lansing,  2  Gaines's  Cases,  200;  Garllck  v.  James,  12  Johoi. 
146. 

(/)  United  States  tf.  Hdoei  8  Grandh,  78;  SMrrU  9.  Oaig  &  MItcbel,  7  W.  34; 
Hendricks  v.  Robinson,  2  Johns.  Ch.  800;  Lifinfrton  P.  M'Inlay»  16  Johns.  166;  L/ie 
V.  Duconib,  5  Binney,  686.    8o«  f^^,  It.  176. 

(a)  Gordon  V,  Qraham*  7  Viher^  Abr.  62;  B.  pi.  a 

(6)  Pettibone  o.  Qristrold,  4  Own.  168;  Btdighton  0.  P6m6,  6  H.  440 ;  CraDe  9. 
DemiBf,  7  id.  887. 
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payment  of  the  further  loan,  (i?)  If,  however,  there  be  no  rea- 
sonable ground  for  such  a  presumption,  the  better  opimoa  is, 
that  the  pawnee  will  not  be  allowed  to  retain  the  pledge  for  ^nj 
other  debt  ihan  that  for  which  it  was  made,  (d) 

In  JarvU  v.  Bogert,  (e)  this  question  was  extensively  discussed, 
and  the  weight  of  opinion  would  seem  to  have  been,  that  th^ 
pawnee  eould  not  retain  the  pledge,  independent  of  a  special 
agreement,  for  any  other  debt  than  that  for  which  the  chattel 
was  specifically  given;  and  that  good  faith  would  require  the 
restoration  of  it,  without  deduction,  on  account  of  any  cross 
demand.  This  I  think  to  be  the  better  opinion.  It  was,  how- 
ever, stated,  in  that  case,  that  by  the  civil  law  the  pawnee  might 
retain  the  pledge,  not  only  for  the  aum  for  which  the 
pledge  was  taken,  but  for  the  general  *  balance  of  accounts,  *  585 
unless  there  were  circumstances  to  show  that  the  parties 
did  not  so  intend,  (a)  If  the  pawnor  has  only  a  limited  interest 
in  the  articles  pawned,  the  pawnee  cannot  hold  theni  against  the 
person  entitled  in  remainder,  after  the  particular  interest  has 
expired  \  (6)  and  if  a  factor  pledges  the  goods  of  his  principal, 
the  pawnee  cannot  detain  them,  not  even  to  the  extent  pf  the 
loan,  (c)  *  And  if  there  be  various  claims  upon  the  fund  after 
the  pledge  has  been  duly  sold,  the  party  who  was  in  possessioQ  of 
the  pledge  is  to  be  first  satisfied  his  debt.  (4) 

(e)  Df;m»n4rf7  9.  M^tcalf,  F^rec.  in  Civ  419;  >  Vem.  691;  GilUnt  9.  Lynch, 
2  Leigh.  4da 

(d)  Ex  parte  Ockenden,  1  Atk.  286;  Jones  v.  Smith,  8  Ves.  Jr.  372;  Vandenee 
V.  Willis,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  21.  But  see  Adams  0.  Clazten,  0  Yes.  220,  where  th^  aathoritj 
of  the  two  last  cases  is  somewhat  disturbed.  J^rvia  9,  Bogeit,  16  Kitts.  889, 897, 414 ; 
Story  on  BaiimenU,  205,  2d  ed.  [f  304.] 

(«)  16  Mass.  889.    [See  also  Duncan  v.  Breonsn,  83  N.  T.  487.] 

(a)  Code,  8. 27;  Heinec.  Elem.  Jur.  sec.  ord.  Pand.  4,  ^c  46,  and  Hub.  Prsdeo. 
lib.  20,  tit  6,  sec.  1,  were  referred  to  in  support  of  the  doctrine  in  (he  ciril  law? 
Pothier,  in  his  Traittf  dn  Oontrat  de  ^antimmenl,  n.  47,  layi  down  the  same  rule, 
and  it  also  exists  in  the  Scottish  law.    2  Ball's  Comm.  22,  6tb  ed. 

(h)  Hoara  9.  Parker,  2  T.  B.  876. 

(c)  Patterson  0.  Tash,  2  Str.  1178;  Danbigny  «.  Par^l,  6  T*  R.  604;  M'Combie 
V.  Daries,  7  East,  6. 

(</)  Marshall  t;.  Bryant,  12  Mass.  821.  This  was  alio  the  rule  in  thia  cinl  Uw. 
Dig.  60. 17. 128 ;  Story  on  BaUmentp,  209, 910, 24  ^d.  [H  312,  818.] 

1  Bui  the  relation  of  principal  anc|  fue-  ci|ioni  ^t  conipon  law.  Smarl  v.  Sandarv, 

tor,  where  money  had  been  ad? ano^  pa  3C.  B.  880, 400;  Donald  v.  Suckling,  L.  ^ 

goods  consigned  for  sale,  waa  not  (h»t  U  I  Q.  B.  M^  4W»  ^l^    See,  however,  638^ 

pawnor  and  pawnee  by  the  English  de-  n.  1. 
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As  every  bailee  is  in  the  lawful  possession  of  the  subject  of 
the  bailment,  and  may  justly  be  considered,  notwithstanding  all 
the  nice  criticism  to  the  contrary,  as  having  a  special  or  qualified 
property  in  it  for  the  protection  of  that  possession ;  and  as  he  is 
responsible  to  the  bailor  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  for  the  custody 
of  it,  he,  as  well  as  the  bailor,  may  have  an  action  against  a  third 
person  for  an  injury  to  the  thing ;  and  he  that  begins  the  action 
has  the  preference ;  and  a  judgment  obtained  by  one  of  them  is 
a  good  bar  to  the  action  of  the  other,  (e) 

9.  Of  Looatum,  or  fiUring  for  a  Reward.  —  This  is  the  fifth  and 
last  species  of  bailment  remaining  to  be  examined.  It  is  a  con- 
tract by  which  the  use  of  a  thing,  or  labor  or  services  about  it  are 
stipulated  to  be  given  for  a  reasonable  compensation,  express  or 
implied.  (/)  It  includes  the  thing  let,  the  price  or  recompense, 
and  a  valid  contract  between  the  letter  and  hirer.  (^)  This  bail- 
ment, or  letting  for  hire,  is  of  three  kinds :  hcatio  rei,  by 
*  586  which  the  *  hirer,  for  a  compensation,  gains  the  tempo- 
rary use  of  the  thing;  loeatio  operii  faeiendi  or  letting 
out  of  work  and  labor  to  be  done,  or  care  and  attention  to 
be  bestowed  by  the  bailee  on  goods  bailed  for  a  recompense ; 
loeatio  operit  mereium  vehendarum^  as  when  goods  are  bailed 
to  a  public  carrier  or  private  person,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
carried  from  one  place  to  another  for  a  stipulated  or  implied 
reward,  (a) 

(!•)   Cf  letting  to  hire.  —  In  the  case  of  the  loeatio  rei^  or  letting 

(«)  Flewellin  v.  Haye,  1  BaUt.  6S ;  9  Bl.  Corom.  S06 ;  Rooth  p.  Wilson,  1  B.  &  Aid. 
60;  Faulkner  v.  Brown,  18  Wend.  68 ;  Thayer  v,  Hutchinson,  13  Vt  604.  See  tmpra, 
668,  and  see  Story  on  BailmenU,  74,  191,  192,  206,  2d  ed.  [§§  94,  270, 280.]  The 
pawnee  maj  maintain  rpplevin  against  the  pawnor  as  well  as  against  a  stranger,  for 
a  wrongful  taking  of  the  goods  pledged.  Story  on  BaUmenU,  |  308 ;  Gibson  r.  Boyd, 
Kenr  (N.  B.),  150. 

(/)  1  Bell's  Comm.  266,  461,  6th  ed. ;  Story  on  Bailments,  261-264,  [{|  874-^7.| 

ig)  Pothier,  Tralti^  du  Contrat  de  Louage,  n.  0;  Story's  Comro.  250,  [§  372.]  The 
books  usually  foliow  the  ciril  law,  and  consider  the  price  as  being  payable  in  money ; 
but  the  contract  at  common  law  may  be  classed  under  the  head  of  location,  or  loeatio 
eondudio  rn,  be  the  recompense  what  it  may.    lb.  §  377. 

(a)  Coggs  V.  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  909 ;  Jones  on  Bailment,  86, 00.  The  letter  or 
owner  who  lets  out  a  thing  for  hire.  Is  called  in  the  ciril  law  locator ;  and  the  hirer, 
who  has  the  benefit  of  the  thing  for  a  compensation,  the  amduetor;  and  the  bailment 
or  contract  for  hire  itself,  is  called  loeatio  or  locatio-conditdioy  or,  in  English,  location ; 
and  this  is  the  language  used  in  the  Scottish  law.  1  Stair's  Inst.  b.  1,  tit  15,  sec.  1. 6, 
6 ;  Wood's  Inst,  of  the  CirU  Law,  286;  Stoij  on  Bailments.  247-249,  2d  ed.  [§§  368^ 
869.] 
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to  hire,  the  hirer  gains  a  special  property  in  the  thing  hired,  and 
the  letter  to  hire  an  absolute  property  in  the  price,  and  retains  a 
general  property  as  owner  in  the  chattel.  This  is  a  contract  in 
daily  use  in  the  common  business  of  life  ;  and  it  is  very  important 
that  the  rules  regulating  it  should  be  settled  with  clear  and  exact 
precision.  The  letter,  according  to  the  civil  law,  is  bound  not  to 
disturb  the  hirer  in  the  use  of  the  thing  during  the  period  for 
which  it  was  hired,  and  to  keep  the  subject  in  suitable  order  and 
repair,  and  to  pay  for  extraordinary  expenses  necessarily  incurred 
upon  it.  (()  But  the  extent  of  the  obligations  of  the  letter,  under 
the  common  law  on  the  point  of  repairs  and  expenses,  remains  to 
be  defined  and  settled  by  judicial  decisions.  (<?)  The  hirer  is 
bound  to  ordinary  care  and  diligence,  and  is  answerable  only  for. 
ordinary  neglect ;  for  this  species  of  bailment  is  one  of  mutual 
benefit.  He  is  bound  to  use  the  article  with  due  care  and  mode- 
ration, and  not  apply  it  to  any  other  use,  or  detain  it  for  a  longer 
period  than  that  for  which  it  was  hired,  (d)  The  responsi- 
bility of  the  hirer  is  suflSciently  shown  by  Sir  William  Jones  in 
his  subtle  but  perfectly  judicious  criticism  on  the  cases  in  the 
English  and  the  Roman  law.  (e)  The  hirer,  saj's  Pothier, 
is  only  held  to  a  common  diligence,  and  *  answerable  only  *  687 
for  slight  neglect.  He  is  bound  to  bestow  the  same  de- 
gree of  diligence  that  all  prudent  men  use  in  keeping  their  own 
goods,  and  to  restore  the  article  in  as  good  condition  as  he  received 
it,  unless  it  be  deteriorated  by  internal  decay  or  by  external 
means,  without  his  default ;  and  if  the  article  be  injured  or  de- 
stroyed without  any  fault  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  pei*son 
who  takes  on  hire,  the  loss  falls  upon  the  owner,  for  the  risk 
is  with  him.  (a)  But  if  the  thing  hired  be  lost  or  damaged  by 
the  hirer,  or  by  his  servants  acting  under  him,  for  want  of  ordi- 

(6)  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Louage,  n.  77, 106,  107, 180, 189;  Civil  Code  of 
LouisUna,  art  2663, 2664 ;  1  Bell's  Comm.  4&3, 5th  ed. ;  [Leach  t;.  French,  09  Me.  8S9. 
See  also  Healey  v.  Gray,  68  Me.  489.] 

(c)  Story's  Comm.  260,  261,  [§  892.] 

(cf)  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Lonnge,  180 ;  Johnson,  J.,  in  De  Tollenere  v. 
Fuller,  1  Const.  (S.  C.)  121 ;  Wheelock  v.  Wheelwright,  6  Mass.  104;  Story's  Comm. 
263,  264,  272,  278,  2d  ed.  [§§  397,  898,  418-415.] 

(e)  Essay  on  Bailment,  66-69. 

(a)  Pothier,  Trait^  du  Contrat  de  Lottage,  n.  190, 192, 107, 200 ;  Garside  p.  T.  &  M. 
Karigation  Company,  4  T.  R.  581 ;  Cooper  v.  Barton,  8  Campb.  6,  note ;  MiUon 
V.  Salisbury,  18  Johns.  211 ;  Story's  Comm.  268,  272,  [§§  406-412] ;  Salter  v.  Hont^ 
6  La.  7;  ReeTes  v.  The  Constitution^  Gilpin,  570. 
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nary  oare  and  diligence,  he  is  responsible,  (i)  The  bailee,  when 
called  upon  for  the  article  deposited*  must  deliver  it,  or  account 
^r  bis  default  by  showing  a  losa  of  it  by  some  violence,  theft,  or 
aooident,  {e)  When  the  loss  is  shown,  the  proof  of  negligence 
or  want  of  due  care  is  thrown  upon  the  bailor,  and  the  bailee 
i^  not  bound  to  prove  affirmatively  that  he  used  reasonable 
oare.  (4)  ^    The  oare  must  rise  in  proportioi^  to  the  demand  for 

(6)  Braf  «.  Mayne,  Gow,  1 ;  Dean  v,  Keate,  8  Campb.  4 ;  Stor/'s  Comm.  {  399 
«l  f^. ;  Sinclair  v.  Pearton.  7  N.  H.  219. 

(c)  U  a  bailee  for  hire  tella  the  goods  without  authority,  the  bailor  nmy  maintain 
IroTer  against  eren  the  btma  fide  pnrcbaier.  Loes chman  0.  Machin,  2  Starkie,  SlI ; 
Pooper  r.  WiUomatt,  1  C.  B.  672. 

(d)  Uarria  v.  Packwood,  3  Taunt.  264 ;  BCanh  v.  Home,  6  B.  ft  C.  822;  7  Cowen, 
.  600,  pote. 


1  Bimim  of  Proving  N^^igii¥»,^S9e 
an  article  bj  Judge  Bennett,  6  Am.  Law 
PeT.  206,  criticising  Cass  v.  Boston  &  L. 
B.  R,  14  Allen,  448,  where  the  majority 
of  the  court  held  that  in  an  action  of 
contract  against  warehousemen  for  not 
delirering  goods  received  by  tliem  upon 
demand,  the  burden  was  on  them  to  show 
that  the  goods  were  lost  without  their 
fault.  See  also  the  able  dissenting  opinion 
of  Bigelow,  C.  J.,  in  that  case.  Browne 
r.  Johnson,  20  Tex.  40 )  Cross  v.  Brown, 
41  N.  H.  283 ;  pott,  611,  n.  1.  But  Cumins 
V.  Wood,  44  III.  416,  agrees  with  Cass  v. 
B.  ft  L.  R.  R.  [See  also  Claflin  v.  Keyer, 
76  N.  T.  260.  As  to  damages,  see  Ulley  », 
Poubleday,  7  Q.  B.  P.  510  j  McMahon  v, 
F|eld,  ib.  691.  Comp.  Hobbs  v.  London, 
ftc.  Ry.  Co.,  10  L.  R.  Q.  B.  111.]  See 
Boies  V.  Hartford  ft  N.  H.  R.  R.,  87 
Conn.  272;  Logan  v.  Mathews,  6  Penn. 
gt.  417.  As  to  burden  of  proof  in  case 
of  risks  excepted  in  the  contract  of  car- 
riage, see  iii.  217,  n.  1,  (a).  As  to  contrib- 
utory negligence,  see  iii.  282,  n.  1,  {b). 
As  to  degrees  of  negligence,  see  561, 
n.  1. 

BailmenU  vpon  Jllegnl  ContractM.  ^  An 
iatoresting  question  is  raisad  liy  some 
c#ses  which  have  been  referred  to  in  a 
fonner  pote,  241,  b.  1,  and  which  deter- 
mine the  rights  of  the  parties  to  a  bailment 
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In  connection  with  an  illegal  oontraoi, 
such  as  the  letting  and  hiring  of  a  hone 
to  drive  for  pleasure  on  Sunday.  The 
earlier  Massachusetts  cases  denied  the 
right  of  the  owner  to  recorer  for  tlie  de- 
stmctiDn  of  his  property  by  negligent 
OTer-driving  within  the  limits  conteai- 
plated  by  the  agreement.  Way  r.  Foster,  1 
Allen,  406 ;  or  for  its  conyerslon  by  drtT- 
ing  to  a  different  point  from  the  one  ooii- 
templated;  or  for  negligently  destroying 
it  while  so  driytng,  Gregg  v.  Wyman,  4 
Cush.  822.  The  case  of  Gregg  v.  Wyman 
has  been  disapproTed,  and  the  last  point 
dcci4ed  differently  in  other  states.  Wood- 
man V.  Hubbard,  26  N.  H.  67 ;  Wentworth 
V,  McDufBe,  48  N.  H.  402,  406;  Mortop 
V.  Gloster,  46  Me.  520 ;  Nodine  p.  Doherty, 
46  Barb.  69;  Phil,  Wil.,  ft  Bait.  R  R.  9. 
Phil,  ft  H.  de  G.  Steam  Towboat  Co.,  98 
How.  200,218;  Sutton  v.  Wauwatoea,  29 
Wis.  21,  26;  and  it  is  no  longer  ipaii^- 
tained  eren  in  Massachusetts,  Hall  v. 
Corcoran,  107  Mass.  26|.  It  \^  said,  in 
the  latter  cases,  that  when  the  hirer  nses 
the  horse  in  a  manner  wholly  onuide  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  contract  Is 
no  part  of  tlie  plaintiff's  case,  apd  he 
reooTers  on  the  strength  of  his  general 
properly.  It  is  a  conression  to  nae 
another  man's  property  in  an  uaothor- 
ia^  maimer,  n^kH  i^  defaodaivt,  ereii  ft 
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it ;  and  things  that  may  easily  be  deteriorated  require  an  increase 
of  care  and  diligence  in  the  use  of  them.  Negligence  is  a  rela- 
tive term;  and  the  value  of  the  article  and  the  means  of  security 
possessed  by  the  bailee  are  material  circumstances  in  estimating 
the  requisite  care  and  diligence.  That  may  be  gross  negligence 
in  the  case  of  a  parcel  of  articles  of  extraordinary  value,  which, 
in  the  ca^e  of  another  parcel,  would  not  be  so ;  for  the  tempta- 
tion to  theft,  and  the  necessity  for  care,  are  in  proportion  to  the 
value,  (e)  Qaius  uses  the  word  ^iligentiBiimuB  when  the 
rule  is  applied  *  in  the  Roman  law  to  the  case  of  an  under-  *  588 
'taking  to  remove  a  column  from  one  place  to  another,  (a) 

(2.)  Of  hiring  Mechanic  Skill.  —  The  case  of  loeaUo  operis 
faciendi  is,  where  work  and  labor,  or  care  and  pains,  are  to  be 
bestowed  on  the  thing  delivered,  for  a  pecuniary  recompense ; 
i^nd  the  workmen  for  hire  must  answer  for  ordinaiy  neglect  of 
the  goods  bailed,  and  apply  a  degree  of  skill  equal  to  his  under- 
taking, ^very  man  is  presumed  to  possess  the  ordinary  skill 
requisite  to  the  due  exercise  of  the  art  or  trade  which  he  assumes, 
Spandet  peritiam  artis^  and  Imperitia  cuipce  annumeratur.     If  he 

(«)  Batson  v.  Donovan,  4  B.  &  Aid.  21 ;  Tracy  v.  Wood,  3  Ma9on,  134, 185.  See 
the  caseB  put  by  Sir  William  Jones  and  Lord  Stowell,  by  way  of  illustration  of  the 
reason  of  the  distinction  between  different  degrees  of  diligence  requisite  in  diiferent 
cases.    Jones  on  Bailment,  62 ;  6  C.  Rob.  Adm.  142,  166. 

(a)  Dig.  19.  2.  25.  7.  Sir  William  Jones,  in  his  Essay  on  Bailfnent,  67,  says  thi^^ 
the  superlative  diltgentitsimus  was  here  improperly  applied,  and  that  it  would  be  a 
case  only  of  ordinary  care.  But  l^erriere,  in  his  Commentaries  upon  the  Institutes, 
V.  138,  thinks  otherwise ;  and  that  Qaius  was  speakiqg  qt  things  that  might  easily 
be  deteriorated,  and  would  require  the  most  exact  diligence  for  their  preservation. 
The  case  would  depend  upon  circumstances.  Gains  was  speaking,  not  of  unhewn 
blocks  of  granite  or  marble,  but  of  columns,  which  implied,  In  the  midst  of  the 
splendid  architecture  of  lipnie,  productions  of  great  labor  and  skill ;  and  in  such 
a  case,  it  would,  no  doubt,  require  the  utmost  attention  to  avoid  injury  to  the  polished 
shaft  or  capital,  and  especially  if  that  capital  was  finished  in  the  Corinthian  style,  or 
surmounted  by  an  entablature,  adorned  with  aU  the  beauty  and  elegance  of  the 
Grecian  art 

he  proves  the  contract,  cannot  show  any  tion  permits  the  acts  which  caused  the 

authority  to  use  the  horse  as  he  did.    It  injury,— imprudent  driving, for  histance, 

remains  to  be  determined  whether  this  —  he  shows  no  authority  for  using  the 

reasoning  is  not  equally  inconsistent  with  horse  as  he  did.    The  strongest  argument 

the  decision  in  Way  v.  Foster.    An  owner  suggested  on  the  other  side  seems  to  be 

has  a  right  of  action  for  the  negligent  that  the  owner  permits  the  illegal  me, 

injuiy  or  destruction  of  his  property.    If  and  that,  as  to  injuries  received  in  the 

th0  defendant  proves  ai|  illegal  contract,  course  of  that  illegal  employment,  he  is 

which  ndther  expressly  nor  by  implica^  in  pari  delicto, 
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performs  the  work  unskilfully,  he  becomes  responsible  in  dam- 
ages. (6)  Every  mechanic  who  takes  any  materials  to  work  up 
for  another  in  the  course  of  his  trade,  as  where  a  tailor  receives 
cloth  to  be  made  into  a  coat,  or  a  jeweller  a  gem  to  be  set  or 
engraved,  is  bound  to  perform  it  in  a  workmanlike  manner;  he 
must  bestow  ordinaiy  diligence,  and  that  care  and  fidelity  which 
every  man  of  common  prudence,  and  capable  of  governing  a 
family,  takes  of  his  own  concerns,  (c)  As  this  contract  is  of 
mutual  benefit,  the  bailee  is  not  answerable  for  slight  neglect, 
nor  for  a  loss  by  inevitable  accident  or  irresistible  force,  or  from 
the  inherent  defect  of  the  thing  itself;  (d)  he  is  only  answerable* 

for  ordinary  neglect.  («) 
•689  *But  though  he  must  exercise  a  care,  diligence,  and 
skill,  adequate  to  the  business ;  and  if  he  fails  in  the  ordi- 
nary care  and  skill  which  belongs  to  his  undertaking,  and  the 
bailor  sustains  damage,  he  must  answer  for  that  damage  ;  yet  if 
the  delivery  was  of  a  nature  to  transfer  the  property,  a  different 
result  would  follow.  In  the  case  of  a  delivery  to  a  goldsmith  of 
a  bar  of  silver,  to  be  made  into  vases,  or  an  ingot  of  gold  to  be 
made  into  rings,  by  the  civil  law  the  whole  property  passed  to 
the  smith,  and  the  employer  was  merely  entitled,  as  a  creditor, 
to  have  metal  equally  valuable  returned  in  a  certain  shape,  (a) 
If  the  metal  in  that  case  should  be  lost,  even  by  irresistible  force, 
the  smith,  as  the  owner  of  it,  would  be  held  to  bear  the  loss, 
and  the  creditor  to  be  entitled  to  his  vase  or  ring;  though  it 
would  be  otherwise  if  the  same  metal  was  to  be  returned  in  its 
new  form.  (6) 

In  the  case  of  Seymour  v.  Broum^  (c)  a  quantity  of  wheat  was 
sent  to  a  miller  to  be  exchanged  for  flour,  at  the  rate  of  a  barrel 
of  flour  for  every  five  bushels  of  wheat.  The  miller  mixed  the 
wheat  with  a  mass  of  the  wheat  of  the  same  quality  belonging 

(6)  Beirs  Comm.  i.  469;  Pothier,  Traits  da  Contrat  de  Louage,  n.  425^  426; 
McDonald  v.  Simpson,  4  Ark.  628. 

(r)  Dig.  19.  2.  9.  6;  Pothier,  ib.  n.  419.  42S;  1  BeU's  Comm.  466.  468;  Dancan  «. 
Blundell,  3  Stark.  6;  Story  on  Bailment.  281,  2d  ed.  [§  431.] 

(d)  Pothier.  Trait^  du  Contrat  de  Louage.  n.  428 ;  Dig.  19.  2. 18.  6. 

(«)  Story  on  Bailment.  282.  283.  284.  2d  ed.  [§§  433-487.] 

(a)  Dig.  19.  2.  31. 

{h)  Jones  on  Bailment.  78  [102] ;  Buffum  v.  Merry.  8  Maton.  478. 

(c)  19  Johns.  44.  This  decision  has  been  overruled  in  the  very  analogous  case  of 
Ewing  r.  French,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  863,  and  in  Hurd  v.  West,  7  Cowen,  762,  766,  note, 
and  in  Smith  v.  Clark,  21  Wend.  86. 
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to  himself  and  othera,  and  before  the  flour  was  delivered,  the 
mill,  with  all  its  contents,  was  destroyed  by  fire.  It  was  held, 
upon  the  question  who  was  to  bear  the  loss,  that,  as  there  was  no 
fault  or  negligence  imputable  to  the  miller,  he  was  not  respon- 
sible for  the  loss,  and  that  the  property  was  not  transferred.  It 
was  considered  that  there  was  no  sale  within  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  If  the  same  identical  wheat  Wiis  to  have  been  returned 
in  the  shape  of  flour,  the  decision  was  correct,  according  to  the 
general  principles  of  law  applicable  to  the  case.  But  as  it  did 
not  appear  to  have  been  understood  that  the  wheat  deliv- 
ered was  to  be  kept  separate,  and  returned  *  in  flour,  but  *  590 
only  flour  equal  to  wheat  of  such  quantity  and  quality, 
and  as  the  miller  acted  upon  that  understanding,  the  decision 
was  not  conformable  to  the  true  and  settled  doctrine.  There 
was  in  that  case  a  transfer  6f  the  property  in  the  wheat  to  the 
miller,  and  he  was  bound,  at  his  own  risk,  and  at  all  events,  to 
have  returned  the  flour,  (a)  ^ 

(a)  Where  an  article  is  deliyered  to  be  manufactured  or  altered,  and  the  Bpeciflc 
thing  to  be  then  restored,  it  is  not  a  contract  of  sale,  but  a  regular  bailment  locatio 
open*  faciendi,  and  the  bailor  retains  his  general  property,  and  the  bailee  acquires  no 
interest  in  anj  part  of  the  articles  (as  logs  to  be  sawed  into  boards)  b/  a  mere  part 
performance.    Pierce  v.  Schenck,  8  Hill  (N.  Y.),  28. 

1  Bailment  or  Sale? — (a)   The  state-  to  be  mixed  with  certain  other  specified 

ment  in  the  text  and  in  note  (a)  that  the  parcels,  and  a  proportionate  amount  of 

property  does  not  pass  by  the  delivery  of  the  wheat  or  of   flour  into  which  it  is 

an  article  when  the  specific  thing  is  to  ground  is  to  be  returned.     Inglebright  r. 

be  restored,  although  in  an  altered  form,  Hammond,   19  Ohio,  387,  explained  in 

is  confirmed  by  other  cases.     Foster  r.  Chase  v.  Washburn,  1  Ohio  St  244,  261. 

Pettibone,  8  Seld.  438;  Mallory  ?^  Willis,  As  to  the  nature  of  the  interests  of  the 

4   Comst  76,  85;   Hyde  v.  Cookson,  21  parties,  see  365,  n.  l.x^ 
Barb.  92.     And  the  law  is  the  same  when  (b)  Deposits  in  Grain  Elevators.  —  The 

a  parcel  of  wheat,  for  instance,  is  allowed  usual  course  of  dealing  with  grain  in 

x^  Whether  a  transaction  amounts  to  a  that  it  shall  be  consumed  or  disposed  of, 

■ale  or  a  bailment  depends  upon  whether  yet  if  it  is  intended  that  the  transferee 

the  parties  intend  the  title  to  pass,  sup-  shaU  all  the  time  keep  on  hand  a  like  quan- 

posing  it  to  be  a  case  in  which  it  is  legally  tity  of  other  property  of  similar  kind  and 

possible  that  it  should  pass.    The  general  quality,  even  though  not  separated  from 

test  is,  as  stated  supra,  whether  it  is  con-  other  like  property,  the  presumption  is 

templated   that   the   identical  property  that  the  transferror  becomes  a  tenant  in 

transferred  shall  be  returned,  though  in  al-  common  of  the  entire  mass.  Such  an  intei^ 

tered  form.    Powder  Co.  v.  Burkhardt,  07  est,  though  continually  shifting  both  as  to 

U.  S.  110;  Dittmarw.  Norman,  118  Mass.  the  property  covered  by  it  and  as  to  the 

819.    But  even  where  it  is  contemplated  proportion  of  the  entire  mass,  is  at  any 
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There  ure  yery  erabarrassing  questionsv  as  has  been  justly 
observed,  (()  aris>ing  in  cases  where  the  labor  bestpwed  has  not 

(6)  Story's  Coram.  287,  [§  441.] 


elerators  raiaef  harder  quettions.  Qrain 
ia  delirered  to  these  storehottset,  either 
on  an  express  understanding,  or  under  a 
custom  which  authorizes  tlie  warehouse- 
man, not  only  to  mix, certain  specified 
parcels*  hut  to  add  any  other  grain  of 
the  same  quality,  either  of  his  own  or 
of  others',  and  to  draw  from  the  mass  to 
meet  the  orders  of  receipt  holders  as  they 
may  be  presented.  Even  if  tho  ware- 
houseman is  bound  to  leave  enough  grain 
in  the  mass  to  meet  outstanding  receipts, 
as  has  been  laid  down  (Young  v.  Miles, 
20  Wis.  615;  23  Wis.  648),  and  as  seems 
to  be  recognized  by  the  usual  charge  for 
storage,  it  is  obvious  that  a  depositor 
cannot  assert  title  to  his  proportion  on 
the  ground  that  his  grain  i«  part  of  the 
piass,  for  ten  times  the  cop  tents  of  the  bin 
piay  have  passed  thrpugh  it  since  he 
deposited.  It  has  accordingly  been  laid 
down  that  the  transaction  is  a  sale,  {n 
several  cases,  which  possibly  could  have 
}teen  decided  on  narrower  grounds  (that 
the  party  bad  an  option  of  taking  grain  or 
inoncy,  &c.).  Chase  f.  Washburn,  1  Ohio 
St  244;  6  Aifi.  Uw  Rev.  450;  Wilson  v. 
Cooper,  10  Iowa,  665 ;  South  Australian 
Ins.  Co.  r.  Randell.  L.  R.  3  P.  q.  lOl. 

Seme  practical  objections  to  this  view 
are  stated  in  sn  amplification  of  this  note, 
0  Am.  lALvr  Rev.  455,  404;  and  there  are 
cases  where  it  has  been  assumed,  although 
without  satisfactory  discussion,  that  the 
depositor  in  these  public  warehouses  re* 


tains  his  title.  Cushing  v.  Breed,  14  Allen, 
876;  Warren  v,  Milliken,  57  Me.  97; 
Dole  r.Olmstead,  96  liL  150;  41  HI.  344; 
Young  V.  Miles,  20  Wis.  615 ;  23  Wis.  643; 
[BroadweU  v,  Howard,  77  IlL  806.]  In 
the  latter  view  the  warehonaeman  seems 
to  be  considered  a  bailee,  with  power  to 
change  the  bailor's  tenancy  in  aeveralty 
into  a  tenancy  in  common  of  a  propor- 
tionately larger  mass,  and  back  again,  at 
will,  or  to  substitute  other  grain  of  tfa^ 
same  quality  for  that  received  (which  is 
not  within  the  powers  of  an  ordinary 
bailee.  Burton  r.  Curyea,  40  III.  390, 829; 
cf .  661,  n.  1,  (c). )  He  would  difiCer  from  a 
banker  to  whom  he  has  been  likened,  be- 
cause the  latter  is  not  bound  to  keep  on 
hand  a  specif  heap  of  money,  or  eren  a 
tpeci^c  fund,  out  of  wliich  his  cuatomer 
may  demand  payment 

(c)  PurchaM  /rsfli  Qrain  Elevatvn.  — 
The  generi^  rule  of  the  English  law  is^ 
that  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  a 
certain  quantity,  Di|t  of  a  lai^per  amount, 
does  not  pass  the  title  until  separation. 
AnU,  402,  n.  1,  (6) ;  Gillett  v.  Hill,  2  Cr.  A 
Mees.  530, 635 ;  Campbell  v.  Mersey  I>ocka 
&  Harbor  Board,  14  C.B.K.  a.  412.  Som« 
American  cases  show  a  contrary  tendency. 
Kimberly  v.  Patchin,  19  K.  Y.  880  (where, 
however,  the  parties  supposed  cliat  the 
hesp  specified  contained  lets  tlian  tha 
number  of  bushels  sold) ;  Clark  r.  GrifiStl^ 
24  N.  Y.  505 :  Russell  v.  Carrington,  42 
H.  Y.  118;  lOall  v.  Boston  &  Worceater 


one  moment  definite,  being  expressed  by 
the  fraction  having  as  a  numerator  the 
number  of  bushels  transferred,  and  as  ^ 
denominator  the  number  of  bushels  ip 
the  eptire  mass.  Ledyard  v.  Hibbard,  48 
Mich.  421 ;  Sexton  p.  Qrahum,  53  Iowa, 
181;  Irons  v.  Kentner,  51  Iowa,  88;  Nel- 
son p.  Browo,  44  Ip  wa,  455.  But  if  it  wer« 
showii  that  the  warehonsemao  had  the 
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right  to  use  the  property,  being  bound 
only  to  restore  a  like  quantity  on  demand* 
it  would  seem  that  the  transaction  should 
be  treated  as  a  sale.  Rahilly  r.  Wilson,  3 
Dill.  420;  McCabe  v.  McKinstiy,  ^  DilL 
^.  But  see  Nelson  p.  Brown,  npra. 
The  case  is  then  analogoi|s  to  a  loaa. 
See  Shoemaker  p.  Hinze,  68  Wla.  116. 
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been  properly  applied,  or  not  Hccording  to  contract,  ot  left  Incom* 
t)lete,  or  where  the  subject  haft  peiished  before  it  was  finished.  (<?) 
Thus,  it  was  held,  in  Ellis  v.  Harhlen^  (d)  that  if  a  person  under- 
takes to  build  a  house  upon  a  specified  plan,  and  with  certain 
materials,  and  he  departs,  without  leare,  from  the  termd  of  the 
Odntroot,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  compensation  for  his  labor. 
Thi^  decision  rests  on  the  strict  ground  of  oontrftot;  but  the 
eivil  law  speaks  a  more  benign  language,  and  gived  the  builder^ 
aoting  in  good  faith,  and  in  cases  where  the  work  is  utdted  with 
the  property  of  the  employer,  ati  indemnity  to  the  eltent  of  the 
benefit  Conferred.  This  is  also  the  rule  in  the  Scotch  law.  («) 
If  the  employer  derives  no  benefit  from  the  work  and  labor  of  the 
ftnechanlc  (as  where  the  \^hole  subject-matter  of  the  undertaking 
U  destroyed,  by  inevitable  accident,  before  the  wotk  is  completed 
and  the  thing  delivered)  ;  even  in  that  casfe  the  civil  law  gave  to 
the  mechanic  a  ratable  compensation  fot  his  labor  and  expenses 
bestowed  upon  the  materials  of  his  employer.  And  Pothier  con-^ 
eludes  that  it  is  just  and  equitable ;  for,  aa  fast  as  the  building 
advanced,  it  bad  become,  by  accession,  part  of  the  property  of 

(c)  See  supra,  509,  note.  The  Scottish  law  deaU  on  this  subject  upon  verf  equi- 
table grounds,  for  it  balances  the  incQnyenience  and  damage  arising  from  the  imper- 
fect or  faulty  performance  against  the  benefit  actually  derived  from  the  Work,  and 
gives  the  workman  either  a  prd  ianto  compensation,  or  assesses  him  in  damages,  as 
the  difference  in  the  result  may  require.    1  Bell's  Comm.  465, 456. 

((/)  3  Taunt.  62.  (<)  1  Bell's  Comm.  456. 

K.  U,,  14  Allen,  430,  443;  VlTaldron  v.  be  a  sufficient  tender  in  Chicago  to  satisfy 

Chase,  87  Me.  414;  Young  v.  Miles,  20  a  contract  to  deliver  grain,  unless  the  pur- 

Wis.  015  (which  was  not  a  case  of  sale  ex  chaser  should  insist  on  seeing  the  grain, 

a  mass).    At  all  events  a  title  to  an  un-  McPlierson  v.  Gale,  40  III.  868;  Gregory 

divided  interest  may  pass,  if  such  is  the  v.  Wendell,  40  Mich.  432 ;  549,  n.  1. 
intention  of  the  partiesi  and  the  parties  to         On  the  otlier  hand,  if  the  warehouse- 

an  agreement  for  a  sale  of  grain  in  an  man  is  the  owner  of  all  the  grain  in  his 

eleyatoT  may  properly  enough  be  sup-  warehouse^  and  only  liable  ex  e&ntradu  to 

posed  to  have  such  an  intention^  if  depos-  a  depositor,  it  would  seem  that  if  he  is 

itortf  are  held  to  be  owners.    In  several  of  liable  to  a  stranget  to  the  eensideration, 

the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  as  it  must  be  either  on  the  ground  of  cuitom 

takiiig  that  view*  it  has  been  held  that  (7  Am.  Law  Rev.  657),  or  else  that  the 

the  UtM  passed  to  purchasers  from  depos-  customary  receipt  for  grain  deliverable  to 

iters  before  separation,  although  less  than  A.  or  order  operates  as  a  letter  of  credit; 

Ihtf  amount  deposited  Was  bought.    Cush-  {post,  iii.  84,  n.  (c) ;  89,  n.  2  ad  Jin, ;)  which 

hk^  e.  dr6<sd  (an  action  tat  ^ods  sold  and  Is  not  the  effect  of  a  similar  teceipt  by  an 

deiheNtt) ;  Warren  e.  Mllliken  (trof er),  oi^in«fy  bailee.    But  see  Second  Nat. 

iupra,  A  warehouse  receipt  is  thoaghi  la  Bank  V.  Walbridge,  19  OMo  8t.  419. 
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the  owner.  C/)  So,  if  an  article  be  delivered  to  a  mechanic  to 
be  repaired,  or  materials  are  delivered  to  be  wrought  into  a  new 
form  and  shape,  and  the  thing  is  accidentally  destroyed  before 

the  work  is  finished  and  ready  for  delivery,  without  any 
*  691    fault  or  negligence  *  on  the   part  of  the  mechanic,  the 

entire  loss,  according  to  the  English  law,  falls  upon  the 
owner  of  the  materials ;  for  he  is  bound  to  answer  for  the  work 
and  labor  already  bestowed.  This  is  the  general  rule  of  law, 
though  it  is  liable  to  be  controlled  by  the  custom  of  the  trade,  (a)  ^ 
According  to  the  French  law,  if  the  mechanic  was  to  furnish  the 
materials,  and  the  thing  accidentally  perished  before  completion 
and  delivery,  he  bears  the  loss  both  of  the  materials,  and  of  his 
work ;  but  if  the  materials  were  furnished  by  the  employer,  and 
the  workman  furnished  only  his  skill  and  labor,  and  the  article 
was  destroyed  without  fault,  and  before  it  was  finished,  the  one 
loses  the  materials  and  the  other  his  labor,  (i)  The  Civil  Code 
of  Louisiana  follows,  in  this  respect,  the  rule  in  the  French 
code,  (c)  The  reason  of  the  distinction  is,  that,  in  the  one  case, 
the  employer  is  the  owner  of  the  article  or  subject  with  which 

(/)  Dig.  19.  2.  60;  Pothler,  Tn\t4  da  Contrat  de  Louage,  n.  433. 

{a)  Menetone  v.  AthaweB,  8  Burr.  1692 ;  Gillett  v,  Mawman,  1  Taunt.  137 ;  Story  on 
Railment,  287,  2d  ed.  [§  441.]  But  if  the  mechanic  waa  hy  contract  to  complete  the 
work  before  payment  for  a  specific  sum,  and  the  employer  to  fumiah  the  materials, 
and  when  the  work  was  nearly  finished,  the  same  be  destroyed  by  an  accidental  fire, 
no  compensation  is  recoverable,  for  the  contract  is  entire,  and  performance  is  a  con- 
dition precedent.  But  without  a  contract  postponing  the  payment  to  the  completion 
of  the  work,  the  workman  would  be  entitled  to  a  pro  raia  payment  8  Burr,  supra; 
Story  on  Bailment,  287,  2d  od.  [§426] ;  Brumby  v.  Smith,  3  Ala.  123,  where  A.  con- 
tracted with  B.  to  build  a  house  on  A.'s  land,  and  A.  to  furnish  the  materials,  and 
the  builder  to  be  paid  when  the  house  was  finished.  It  was  burnt  down  by  accident 
when  nearly  completed,  and  the  builder  was  held  entitled  to  the  value  of  his  labor, 
on  the  maxim  that  A.  was  owner  of  the  materials  and  the  structure,  and  res  pent 
domino.  Wilson  r.  Knott,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.)  473.  So  when  a  manufacturer  agrees 
to  construct  an  article  out  of  his  own  materials,  the  property  remains  with  him  until 
completed  and  delivered.  It  would  be  the  same  if  the  manufacturer  furnished  tlte 
principal  part  of  the  materials ;  but  if  the  employer  furnished  the  whole  or  principal 
part  of  the  materials,  he  would  retain  the  property  during  the  performance  of  the 
work.    Gregory  v.  Stryker,  2  Denio,  028. 

(6)  Civil  Code,  n.  1788, 1789, 1790;  2  Paidessus.  Droit  Com.  2,  tit.  7,  art.  628. 

(c)  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  2731 ;  Seguin  v.  Debon,  3  Martiu  (La.),  6. 

^  Both  parties  were  thought  to  be  certain  materials,  was  held  not  entitled  to 

excused  from  the  further  performance  of  reoover  for  what  he  had  done,  in  Appleby 

the  contract,  but  the  party  who  had  com-  o.  Myers,  L.  B.  2  C.  P.  661.     See  468, 

pleted  part  of  the  work,  and  furnished  n.  1. 
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the  labor  is  incorporated ;  and,  in  the  other  case,  the  workman 
is  the  owner.  The  principle  is  still  the  same.  Res  perit 
domino.  ((2) 

Mr.  Justice  Story  (e)  subdivides  this  head  of  Locatio  into  1. 
Loeatio  operis  faciendi^  or  hire  of  labor  and  services.  2.  Locatio 
tnutodice^  or  receiving  goods  on  deposit  for  hire.  He  includes 
under  the  last  head,  agisters  of  cattle,  warehousemen,  and  wharf- 
ingers ;  and  to  these  may  be  added,  a  class  of  bailees  known  in 
this  country  by  the  term  of  forwarding  men,  or  merchants.  They 
are  all  responsible  for  want  of  good  faith,  and  of  reasonable  care 
and  ordinary  diligence,  and  not  to  any  greater  extent,  unless  the 
business  and  duty  of  carriers  be  attached  to  their  other 
character.  (/)  *  But  innkeepers  form  an  exception  to  •  592 
the  general  rule,  and  they  are  held  responsible  to  as  strict 
and  severe  an  extent  as  common  carriers ;  and  the  principle  was 
taken  from  the  Roman  law,  and  adopted  into  modern  juris- 
prudence, (a) 

(8.)  Of  Innkeepers.  —  The  responsibility  of  an  innkeeper  for 
the  horse  or  goods  of  his  guest,  whom  he  receives  and  accommo- 
dates for  hire,  has  been  a  point  of  much  discussion  in  the  books. 
In  general,  he  is  responsible  at  common  law  for  the  acts  of  his 
domestics,  and  for  thefts,  and  is  bound  to  take  all  due  care  of  the 
goods  and  baggage  of  his  guests  deposited  in  his  house,  or 
intrusted  to  the  care  of  his  family  or  servants,  without  subtrac- 
tion or  loss,  day  and  night.  He  is  said  to  be  chargeable  on  the 
ground  of  the  profit  which  he  receives  for  entertaining  his 
guests.  (6)     The  custody  of  the  goods  of  his  guest  is  part  and 

[d)  Story's  Comm.  285,  [§  438.] 

{e)  lb.  276,  [§  422.] 

(/)  Cailiflf  V.  Dan  vers,  Peake,  114;  Unacane  ».  Small,  1  Esp.  815;  Ganide  v. 
Trent  Navigation  Co.,  4  T.  R.  581 ;  Sidaways  ».  Todd,  2  Stark.  400 ;  Piatt  r.  Hihbard, 
7  Cowen,  497 ;  Brown  v.  Dennison,  2  Wend.  593 ;  Schmidt  ».  Blood,  9  Wend.  268 ; 
Streeter  v.  Horlock,  1  Bing.  34;  Roberts  i;.  Turner,  12  Johns.  282;  Story's  Comm. 
28^297,  2d  ed.  [§§  442-456;]  see  also  supra,  800,  n.  a;  [see  especially  Searle  v. 
Laverick,  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  122.] 

(a)  Dig.  4.  9.  The  edict  of  the  praetor  included  shipmasters,  innkeepers,  and 
atablekeepers  in  the  same  severe  but  wise  and  wholesome  responsibility.  See  infra, 
ilL  7,  note  (a),  where  the  edict  is  specially  noticed.  Mr.  Justice  Story  has  given  a 
general  view  of  the  responsibility  of  innkeepers  in  the  civil  law  and  in  the  law  of 
those  nations  of  Europe  which  have  adopted  it.    Story  on  Bailments,  §§  464-469. 

(h)  Morse  ».  Slue,  1  Vent.  288;  Lane  v.  Cotton,  12  Mod,  483,  487;  Towson  v. 
Havre-de-Grace  Bank,  6  Harr.  &  J.  47. 
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parcel  of  the  contract  to  feed,  lodge,  and  accoinmodate  the  guest 
for  a  suitable  reward.  ((?) 

In  Calye^9  case^  (d)  it  was  decided,  upon  the  authority  of  the 
original  writ  in  the  register  (and  which  Lord  Coke  said  was  the 
ground  of  the  common  law  on  the  subject),  that  if  a  guest  came 
to  an  inn,  and  directed  that  his  horse  be  put  to  pasture,  and  the 
horse  Nvas  stolen,  the  innkeeper  was  not  responsible,  in  his  char- 
acter of  innkeeper,  for  the  loss  of  the  horse.  However,  it  was 
agreed  in  that  case,  that  if  the  owner  had  not  directed  that  the 
horse  be  put  to  pasture,  and  the  innkeeper  had  done  it  of  his  own 
accord,  he  would  be  responsible. 

Perhaps  this  rule  might  admit  of  some  limitations ;  for  if  the 

putting  the  traveller's  horse  to  pasture  in  the  summer  season,  or 

leaving  the  carriage  in  an  open  shed  in  the  street^  be  the 

*  fi98  usual  custom,  as  it  is  in  many  parts  of  *  this  country,  the 

consent  or  direction  of  the  owner  to  that  effect  might  be 

fairly  presumed,  (a) 

It  was  laid  down  in  the  same  case  in  Coke,  that  the  innkeeper 
was  bound  absolutely  to  keep  safe  the  goods  of  his  guest  deposited 
Within  the  inn,  and  whether  the  guest  acquainted  the  innkeeper 
that  the  goods  were  there,  or  did  not ;  and  that  he  would  in  every 
event  be  bound  to  pay  for  tlie  goods  if  stolen,  unless  they  were 
stolen  by  a  servant  or  companion  of  the  guest.  The  responsibility 
of  the  innkeeper  extends  to  all  his  servants  and  domestics,  and  to 
all  the  movable  goods  atid  chattels  and  moneys  of  his  guest  which 


(e)  Holt,  C.  J.,  12  Mod.  487 ;  Grinnril  v.  Cook,  3  HiU,  486.  Afi  innkeeper  < 
lawfully  refuse  to  receive  guesta  to  the  extent  of  his  reasonable  accommodations ; 
nor  can  he  impose  unreasonable  terms  upon  them.  Bennett  o.  Mellor,  6  T.  R.  274; 
Thompson  r.  Lacy.  8  B.  &  Aid.  286;  Hawthorn  p»  Hammond,  1  Carr.  &  Kir.  404. 
And  as  a  compensation  for  the  innkeeper's  responsibility,  the  better  opinion  ia,  that  be 
has  a  lien  on  all  the  goods  of  his  ^est  at  the  inti,  for  all  his  expenses  there.  Stoiy 
on  Bailments,  811, 2d  ed.  [§  476] ;  Ijofd  Kenyon  and  Ashhurst,  JF.,  in  Kirkman  v.  Shaw- 
cross,  6  T.  R.  14;  Grinneli  v.  Cook,  tupm;  [Angus  v.  McLachlan,  23  Oh.  D.  330.] 
But  the  innkeeper  is  not  responsible  in  that  character  for  goods  left  in  his  cnstody, 
unless  the  owner  be  his  ^est,  by  either  having  heetk  there,  or  intending  to  go  tlieie^ 
in  that  capacity.  He  must  be  eitlier  actually  or  constructively  tlie  innkeepir'a 
guest.    Id. 

(d)  8  Co.  82. 

(a)  Story's  Comm.  812,  [|  478.]  If  the  traveller  directs  his  horse  ttf  be  put  into 
the  stable,  and  says  nothing  about  his  gig,  and  it  be  left  in  the  highway  with  other 
carriages,  and  is  stolen,  ttie  innkeeper  has  been  held  liable,  under  the  implied  promise 
to  take  the  gig  infra  hoaptiium,  Jones  v.  Tytef ,  8  Nev.  &  M.  676 ;  1  Ad.  &  £1.  £22, 
a.  c.    This  was  carrying  the  protection  of  the  inn  tttfidently  far. 
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are  placed  within  the  inn  (infra  hospitium) ;  but  it  does  not  eittend 
to  trespasses  committed  upon  the  person  of  the  guest,  nor  does  it 
extend  to  loss  occasioned  by  inevitable  casualty,  or  by  superior 
force,  as  robbery,  (i)  ^  It  is  no  excuse  for  the  innkeeper  that 
he  was,  at  the  time  the  goods  of  his  guest  were  lost,  sick,  or 
insane,  for  he  is  bound  to  provide  careful  servants,  (c)  In  Ben- 
nett V.  Mellor^  (jl)  the  responsibility  of  innkeepers  was  laid  down 
with  great  strictness,  and  even  with  severity.  The  plaintiffs 
servant  came  to  an  inn  to  deposit  some  goods  for  a  week.  The 
proposal  was  rejected,  and  the  servant  sat  down  in  the  inn  as  a 
guest,  with  the  goods  placed  behind  him,  and  very  shortly  there- 
after they  were  stolen.  It  was  held  that  the  innkeeper  was 
liable  for  the  goods ;  for  the  servant  was  entitled  to  protection 
for  his  goods  during  the  time  he  continued  in  the  inn  as  a  guest. 
It  was  not  necessary  that  the  goods  should  have  been  in  the 
special  keeping  of  the  innkeeper,  in  order  to  make  him  liable ; 
if  they  be  in  the  inn,  that  is  sufficient  to  charge  him. 
*  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  negligence  in  the  innkeeper ;  *  594 
for  it  is  his  duty  to  provide  honest  servants,  according  to 
the  confidence  reposed  in  him  by  the  public  ;  (a)  and  he  ought 
to  answer  civilly  for  their  acts,  even  if  they  should  rob  the  guests 
who  sleep  under  his  roof.  An  innkeeper,  like  a  common  carrier, 
is  an  insurer  of  the  goods  of  his  guests,  and  he  can  only  limit  his 
liability  by  express  agreement  or  notice,  (h)  ^    Rigorous  as  this 

(6)  Calye's  Cafe,  ubi  supra;  Morse  r.  Slue,  1  Vent.  190,  2dS;  Kent  v.  Shnckard, 
2  B.  &  Ad.  803 ;  Story's  Comm.  808,  309,  [§§  471-473]  But  from  the  case  of  Mason 
V.  Thompson,  and  from  the  dictum  of  Bailey,  J.,  in  Richmond  v.  Smith,  8  B.  ft  C.  9, 
it  would  seem  that  innkeepers  were  responsible,  like  common  carriers,  for  robbery 
and  burglary.  Story  on  Bailmenta,  309, 2d  ed.  [§  472.]  If  a  horse,  chaise,  and  hamets 
be  delivered  to  an  innkeeper,  the  payment  for  the  horse  includes  a  compensation  for 
keeping  the  chaise  and  harness,  and  he  is  liable  as  an  innkeeper  for  the  loss  of  them. 
Mason  t;.  Thompson,  9  Pick.  280.  This  last  case  was  questioned  and  oyermled  in 
Grinnell  v.  Cook,  3  Hill,  486,  so  far  as  it  went  to  hold  the  innkeeper  in  that  character 
responsible  for  the  goods  of  a  person  who  was  not  at  the  inn,  and  did  not  intend  to  go 
there  as  a  guest,  and  therefore  was  no  guest. 

(c)  Calye's  Case,  ubi  supra ;  Cross  v.  Andrews,  Cro.  Eliz.  022. 

(rf)  6  T.  R.  273. 

(a)  If  the  goods  of  a  gnest  be  deposited  in  a  public  inn,  and  be  lost  or  injured, 
the  prima  facts  presumption  is,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  loss  or  negligence 
of  the  innkeeper  or  his  serrants,  but  the  presumption  may  be  rebutted.  Dawson  p. 
Chamney,  5  Q.  B.  164. 

(6)  Richmond  r.  Smith,  8  B.  ft  C.  9. 

1  See  696,  n.  1.  i  See  696^  n.  1. 
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law  may  seem,  and  hard  as  it  may  actually  be  in  some  instances, 
it  is,  as  Sir  William  Jones  observes,  founded  on  the  principle  of 
public  utility,  to  which  all  private  considerations  ought  to  yield. 
Travellers,  who  must  be  numerous  in  a  rich  and  commercial 
country,  are  obliged  to  rely  almost  implicitly  on  the  good  faith 
of  innkeepers ;  and  it  would  be  almost  impossible  for  them,  in 
ftoy  given  case,  to  make  out  proof  of  fraud  or  negligence  in  ihe 
landlord.  The  Roman  prsBtor  held  innkeepers  responsible  for 
the  goods  of  their  guests,  on  the  same  principle  of  public  utility. 
It  was  necessary,  says  Ulpian,  in  commenting  on  the  edict  of  the 
pndtor,  to  confide  laigely  in  the  honesty  of  such  men ;  and  if 
they  were  not  held  very  strictly  to  their  duty,  they  might  yield 
to  the  temptation  to  commit  a  breach  of  trust  They  were 
bound  to  answer  for  all  losses,  and  damages  happening  even 
without  their  default,  unless  they  were  fatal  losses,  occurring 
from  vi8  mqfor  or  irresistible  force,  (^e) 

The  responsibility  of  innkeepers,  to  the  full  extent  of  the  Eng- 
lish law,  has  been  recognized  in  the  courts  of  justice  in  this 
country,  (d^  Thus,  in  Quintan  v.  Courinejf  (e)  the  innkeeper 
was  held  liable  for  money  stolen  out  of  the  saddlebags  of  the 
guest,  which  he  had  delivered  to  the  servant  without  informing 
him,  or  his  master,  that  there  was  money  in  them.    And 

*  695  in  Clute  v.  Wiggim^  (/)  the  innkeeper  was  ♦  held  respon- 

sible for  a  theft  of  bags  of  grain  in  a  loaded  sleigh  of  a 
guest  which  had  been  placed  for  the  night  in  a  wagon  or  out- 
house appurtenant  to  the  inn,  with  fastened  doors.  The  sleigh 
was  deemed  if{fra  hospitium^  and  the  innkeeper  liable,  without 
any  negligence  being  proved  against  him. 

Under  so  extended  a  responsibility,  it  becomes  very  important 
that  the  nature  of  inns  and  guests,  and  the  person  to  whom  the 
description  applies,  should  be  precisely  understood. 

Common  inns  were  declared  in  C<dye^9  ea»e  to  be  instituted 
for  passengers  and  wayfaring  men,  and  that  a  neighbor,  who  was 
no  traveller,  and  lodged  at  the  inn  as  a  friend,  at  the  request  of 
the  innkeeper,  was  not  a  guest  whose  goods  would  be  under 

(c)  Big.  4.  0. 1.  3 ;  Jones  on  B«ilment,  05,  96. 
{d)  Mason  v.  Thompson,  0  Pick.  280. 
(«)  1  Hayw.  (N.  C.)  40. 

(/)  14  Johns.  175;  Newson  v.  Axon,  1  McCord,  500,  and  Ffper  v.  lUnny,  SI 
Wend.  282;  contain  a  recognition  of  the  same  principle. 
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special  protection.  A  house  merely  for  lodging  strangers  for  a 
season,  who  came  to  a  watering  place,  and  furnishing  hay  and 
stable  room  for  their  horses,  and  selling  beer  to  them  and  to  no 
one  else,  has  been  held  not  to  be  a  public  inn.  (a)  It  must  be  a 
house  kept  open  publicly  for  the  lodging  and  entertainment  of 
travellers  in  general,  for  a  reasonable  compensation.  If  a  person 
lets  lodgings  only,  and  upon  a  previous  contract  with  every  per- 
son who  comes,  and  does  not  afford  entertainment  for  the  public 
at  large  indiscriminately,  it  is  not  a  common  inn.  (i)  In  Thomp- 
son V.  Laey^  (js)  this  subject  was  fully  discussed ;  and  it  was 
decided  that  a  house  of  public  entertainment  in  London,  where 
provisions  and  beds  were  furnished  for  travellers,  and  all  others 
capable  of  paying  a  suitable  compensation  for  the  same,  was  a 
public  inn.  The  owner  was  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  of  an 
innkeeper,  even  though  he  kept  no  stables,  and  was  not  fre- 
quented by  stage  coaches  and  wagons  from  the  country;  and 
even  though  the  guest  did  not  appear  to  have  been  a  traveller, 
but  to  have  previously  resided  in  furnished  lodgings  in  the  city. 
A  lodging-house  keeper  was  one  that  made  a  contract 
with  every  *  person  that  came ;  but  an  inn,  said  one  of  *  596 
the  judges  in  that  case,  is  a  house,  the  owner  of  which 
holds  out  that  he  will  receive  all  travellers  and  sojourners  who 
are  willing  to  pay  a  price  adequate  to  the  sort  of  entertainment 
provided,  and  who  come  in  a  situation  in  which  they  are  fit  to  be 
received,  (a)  ^    But  the  keeper  of  a  mere  coffee  house  or  private 

(a)  Parkhunt  v.  Foster,  1  Salk.  887;  Carth.  417,  s.  c. 

(6)  Entertaining  strangers  occasionally  for  compensation  does  not  make  a  person 
an  innkeeper.    The  Stote  v,  Mathews,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  424. 

[t)  8  B.  &  Ad.  288. 

(a)  Parker  v.  Flint,  12  Mod.  254,  s.  p.  A  guest  is  not  entitled  to  select  a  particQ- 
lar  room  or  a  bedroom  for  the  pnrpose  of  sitting  up  all  night,  so  long  as  the  innkeeper 
offers  to  famish  him  with  a  proper  room  for  that  purpose.  FeU  v.  Knight,  8  M.  ft 
W.209. 

1  Innkeeper,  ire,  —  (a)  Who  is'i  —  For  of  course,  stop  at  an  inn  in  the  character 

definitions, and  for  the  distinction  between  of  a  lodger  and  not  of  a  guest,  but  he  does 

innkeepers  and  lodging-house  keepers,  see  not  necessarily  become  a  mere  lodger  by 

Wintermnte  v.  Claris,  5  Sandf.  242, 247 ;  agreeing  to  pay  by  the  week,  nor  lose  his 

Walling  V.  Potter,  86  Corni.  188 ;  Crom-  character  of  guest  by  staying  a  consid- 

well  V.  Stephens,  2  Daly,  16;  Pinkerton  erable  length  of  time.  Berkshire  Woollen 

p.  Woodward,  88  CaL  667.  696.    And  for  Co.  v.  Ph)ctor,  7  Cosh.  417 ;  Hall  t;.  Pike, 

the  distinction  between  lodgers  and  ten-  100  Mass.  406 ;  Norcross  v,  Norcross,  63 

ants,  see  iii.  462,  n.  1,  (6).    A  party  may,  Me.  168 ;  Pinkerton  v.  Woodward,  supra; 
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boarding  or  lodging  house  is  not  an  innkeeper  in  the  sense  of 
the  law.  (&)  If  a  guest  applies  for  a  room  in  an  inn,  for  a  pur- 
pose of  business  distinct  from  his  acoommodation  as  a  guest,  the 
particular  responsibility  does  not  extend  to  goods  lost  or  stolen 
from  that  room.  (<?)  Though  a  landlord  cannot  exonerate  him- 
self by  merely  handing  oyer  a  key  to  his  guest,  yet,  if  the  guest 

(h)  Doe  V.  Laming,  4  Campb.  77 ;  WaOiDg  v.  ITDowal,  1  Bell's  Comm.  4001 

(c)  BitrgeM  V,  Clements,  4  Maule  ft  8.  806;   Faraworth  v.  Packwood,  1  Holt, 


209. 

Allen  V.  Smith.  12  C.  B.  k.  8.  638.  Slight 
drcomstances  hare  been  held  to  consti- 
tute a  party  coming  to  an  Inn  a  guest, 
McDaniels  v.  Robinson,  26  Vt  816,  883; 
Bead  o.  Aniidon,  41  Vt.  15;  Berkshire 
Woollen  Co.  r.  Proctor,  7  Cush.  417, 425 ; 
McDonald  r.  Edgerton,  5  Barb.  560 ;  see 
IngalUbee  v.  Wood,  33  N.  T.  577 ;  and 
when  he  has  become  one,  his  temporal/ 
absence  will  not  affect  the  innkeeper's 
liability  for  property  left  at  the  inn, 
McDonald  v.  Edgerton,  tttpra;  Day  v. 
Bather,  2  H.  ft  C.  14.  Bo,  when  he  de- 
parts, leaving  his  baggage  in  the  inn- 
keeper's charge,  the  latter  may  be  liable 
for  it  as  such  for  a  reasonable  time 
afterwards.  Adams  v.  Clem,  41  Ga.  65. 
[Comp.  Whitemore  u,  Haroldson,  2  Lea, 
812 ;  Lynar  v,  Mossop,  infra,  n.  r^.]  x^ 

(6)  lAohiUty  of. »  Dawson  v.  Chamney, 
6M,  n.  (a),  has  been  followed  in  a  few 
cases,  McDaniels  v,  Robinson,  26  Vt. 
816 ;  Read  v.  Amidon.  41  Vt.  15,  18 ; 
Laird  v.  Eichold,  10  Ind.  212;  Metcalf  v. 
Hess,  14  ni.  129  (cf.  Johnson  v.  Richard- 
son, 17  III.  802 ;  Kelsey  v.  Berry.  42  01. 
460) ;  but  it  has  been  criticised  in  others, 
and  the  law  generally  preyalling  in  Amer- 
ica and  England  is  that  there  is  a  dffedui 
of  the  innkeeper,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  writ  in  Calye's  Case,  and  he  is  liable 


x^  As  to  who  is  an  innkeeper,  see 
further,  The  Queen  v.  Rymer,  2  Q.  B.  D. 
186 ;  Minor  v.  Staples,  71  Me.  816.  As  to 
who  is  a  guest,  see  Healey  v.  Gray,  68  Me. 
489;  Mowers  v.  Fethers,  61  N.  T.  84; 
Lynar  o.  Mossop,  86  U.  C.  Q.  B.  280; 

[852] 


wbereyer  there  is  a  loss  not  arising  from 
the  pUintiff's  negligence,  the  act  of  God, 
or  the  public  enemy,  Morgan  v.  Rarey, 
6  Hurlat  ft  N.  266, 277 ;  Mateer  v.  Brown, 
1  CaL  221 ;  Pinkerton  v.  Woodward,  83 
Cal.  557 ;  Day  o.  Bather,  2  H.  ft  C.  14; 
Cashill  V.  Wright,  6  £1.  ft  Bl.  801,  900; 
Oppenhdm  v.  White  Lion  Hotel  Co.,  L.  R. 

6  C.  P.  616;  Hnlett  v.  Swift,  38  N.  T. 
571;  WilUns  v.  Earle,  44  N.  T.  172; 
Norcross  u,  Norcross,  58  Me.  168 ;  Shaw 
V.  Berry,  81  M&  478 ;  Sibley  v.  Aldrich, 
88  N.  U.  558;  Thickstun  v.  Howard,  8 
Blackf.  585;  Fuller  r.  Coats,  IS  Ohio  St 
848, 850;  [Dnnbler  o.  Day,  12  Neb.  566.] 
Some  of  the  aboTe  cases  deny  that  the 
liability  of  innkeepers  for  money,  ftc,  is 
limited  to  what  is  reasonabl/  necessary 
for  trarellhig.  7  Cush.  417 ;  88  Cal.  567, 
600  si  se7.;  44  N.  T.  172.  See  Saaseen  r. 
Cbtfk,  87  Ga.  242, 240.  But  see  Treiber 
V.  Burrows,  27  Md.  180 ;  Simoo  o.  Miller, 

7  La.  An.  800. 

A  lodging-house  keeper  ia  under  no 
duty  to  take  care  of  his  lodger's  goods, 
and  where  the  former  has  done  nothing 
which  amounts  to  misfeasance,  the  lodger 
must  take  care  of  his  goods  himself. 
Holder  v.  Soulby,  8  C.  B.  k.  b.  254  (ex- 
plaining Dansey  V.  Richardson,  8  El.  ft  Bl. 
144) ;  Mannhig  v.  Wells,  9  Humph.  746w 


Strauss  v.  County  Hotel  Co.,  12  Q.  B.  D. 
27 ;  Miller  o.  Peeples,  60  Miss.  SIO.  The 
liability  extends  to  all  property  placed 
within  the  protection  of  the  inn.  Hilton 
V.  Adams,  71  Me.  10. 
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t&keg  the  key,  it  will  be  a  question  of  fact  whether  he  took  it 
anitno  eustodiendU  so  as  to  exempt  the  landlord. 

In  New  York,  and  throughout  the  Union,  inns  and  taverns  are 
under  statute  regulations,  and  their  definition  and  character  are 
contained  in  the  statute.  Taverns  in  New  York  are  to  be  licensed 
by  the  commissioners  of  excise ;  and  the  license  is  necessary 
except  in  cases  of  necessity,  and  it  is  deemed  a  personal  trust, 
and  cannot  be  assigned,  ((f)  There  are  licenses  merely  to  sell 
strong  and  spirituous  liquors  under  five  gallons,  granted  to  mer- 
chants and  grocers,  but  they  cannot  be  sold  to  be  drunk  in  the 
house  or  store  of  the  seller ;  and  there  are  other  licenses  to  retail 
strong  and  spirituous  liquors,  granted  to  persons  who  keep  an  inn 
or  tavern.  Those  persons  so  licensed  are  the  ordinary  innkeepers, 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  statute  law  of  New  York ; 
for  the  statute  declares  *  that  no  person  who  has  not  at  *  597 
the  time  a  license  to  sell  strong  or  spirituous  liquors  or 
wines,  to  be  drunk  in  his  house,  shall  put  up  any  sign  indicating 
that  he  keeps  a  tavern,  (a) 

{d)  Alger  v.  Weston,  14  Johns.  231 ;  Palmer  v.  Donej,  2  Johns.  Cas.  S46 ;  Com- 
monwealth r.  Brjan,  9  Dana,  810. 

(a)  N.  Y.  Revised  Statutes,  i.  078-682 ;  ib.  Ml,  sec.  6.  By  the  statute,  everx 
keeper  of  a  pablic  inn  or  tavern,  except  in  the  citj  of  New  York,  is  required  to  keep 
at  least  two  spare  beds  for  guests,  well  provided,  and  good  and  sufficient  stabling, 
grain,  hay,  or  pasturage,  for  horses  and  other  catUe  belonging  to  travellers.  Every 
Innholder  or  tavern-keeper,  who  is  licensed  as  such,  is  also  required  to  put  and  keep 
up  a  proper  sign  on  or  adjacent  to  the  front  of  his  house ;  and  every  person  who 
erects  or  keeps  up  such  a  sign  without  a  license  to  sell  spirituous  liquors  by  retail, 
or  sells'  them  by  retail  to  be  drunk  in  his  house,  outhouse,  yard,  or  garden,  without 
entering  into  recognizance  as  an  innkeeper,  is  subjected  to  a  penalty  for  every  offence. 
If  the  innkeeper  has  not  put  up  a  sign,  yet  if  he  keeps  a  tavern,  he  is  still  responsible 
at  common  law  as  an  innkeeper.  Calye's  Case,  8  Co.  82.  At  common  law,  any  per- 
son might  keep  a  tavern  and  sell  vinous  liquors  there  without  control ;  but  under  the 
English  statute  of  6  &  0  Edw.  IV.,  a  license  to  keep  a  tavern  would  not  authorize 
the  retail  of  liquors  without  another  license.  Stevens  v.  Duckworth,  Hard.  888.  The 
better  opinion  would  seem  to  be,  that  under  the  New  York  statute  there  may  lawfully 
be  a  public  inn  without  an  excise  license,  though  without  a  license  no  person  can  put 
up  a  sign  indicating  thai  he  keepB  a  tavern  ;  and  if  he  has  the  excise  license  to  retail  in 
small  quantities  liquor  to  be  drunk  in  his  house,  he  must  be  bound  also  to  keep  an 
inn  for  the  accommodation  of  travellers,  in  the  common-law  sense  of  the  term.  The 
excise  license  may  perhaps  be  regarded  as  a  criterion  to  determine  between  the  com- 
mon-law inn,  and  the  statute  inn  and  tavern  combined.  In  the  case  of  The  Overseers 
of  Crown  Point  v.  Warner,  3  Hill,  160,  occurring  in  1842,  since  the  preceding  obser- 
vations were  made,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  words  inn  and  tavern,  and  innholder  and 
tavern-keeper,  were  used  in  the  N.  Y.  R.  S.  i.  676,  synonymously,  and  that  the  right  to 
keep  an  inn  without  an  excise  license  is  common  to  all  persons.  But  if  a  license  to 
sell  spirituous  liquors  be  add«d,  the  inn  then  becomes  a  statute  franchise,  and  the 
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(4.)   (y  CofrMMm  CarrierB.  —  The  hcatio  operu  mercium  vehenr 

darum  is  a  contract  relating  to  the  carriage  of  goods  for  hire; 

•totnte  regaUtiont  pretcribiDg  nilei  of  ooDdoet  to  Inn  aad  Ureni  keepers,  apply  oidj 
to  rach  licented  hooMf .  By  %  ftatate  of  New  York  of  UHh  April,  VMZ,  c.  97«  Ucenaes 
to  keep  tATenu  may  now  be  granted,  without  including  a  license  to  sell  spirituous 
liquors  or  wine.  So  in  Alabama,  no  person  can  keep  a  public  inn  without  a  license, 
though  spirituous  liquors  be  not  retaUed.  The  State  v.  Cloud,  0  Ala.  828.  The  Act 
of  Michigan  of  1883  is  essentially  the  same^  for  no  person,  wkm  Uoeamd  to  hup  a 
fawem,  can  seU  spirituous  liquors  by  retail  under  a  quart  In  Pennsylvania,  a  license 
to  keep  a  tavtm  or  ma,  would  seem,  ipm  faeiOf  to  imply  a  license  to  retail  rinoos  and 
spirituous  liquors,  though  licenses  to  sdl  liquors  may  be  granted  to  persons  combin- 
ing other  business  with  the  same.  Purdon's  Dig.  602-607.  ^  the  law  of  Ohio,  no 
person  is  permitted  to  keep  a  4aotm  without  a  license  from  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  the  county.  Statutes  of  Ohio,  18S1.  By  the  act  of  Kentucky  of  1884,  no 
tavern  withhi  any  town  or  dty,  or  within  one  half  mfle  thereof,  can  be  kept  without 
license,  wen  though  $pirUuou$  Uqutn  be  nti  rvtaUtd.  So  in  Vermont,  no  person  can  keep 
4m  tnii  without  a  license  from  the  county  court ;  and  a  license  to  keep  a  victualling 
house  will  not  authoriie  a  person  to  keep  a  house  for  public  entertainment ;  and  a 
person  may  keep  an  inn  without  selling  spirits  or  wine.  State  v.  Stone,  6  Yt.  295. 
In  Connecticut,  a  distinction  is  made  by  statute  between  taverns  and  victualling 
houses.  Both  kinds  require  a  license,  but  tavern-keepers  only  have  a  right  to  retail 
spirituous  liquors.  The  victualling  houses  are  called,  also,  houses  of  refreshment. 
Sututes  of  Connecticut,  1838,  pp.  602-^5.  In  MassachusetU,  there  seem  to  be 
three  descriptions  of  persons  in  purview  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  c  47 ;  (1.)  A  com- 
mon hmholder,  who  sells  liquors  and  provides  accommodation  for  man  and  beast ; 
(2.)  A  common  victualler,  who  sells  liquors  and  food  only.  Both  of  these  must  be 
licensed;  (3.)  A  common  grog-shop  or  drinking^honse  keeper,  who  is  not  entitled  to 
a  license.  Commonwealth  v.  Pearson,  8  Metcalf ,  449.  In  North  and  South  Carolina, 
a  person  is  indictable  for  retailing  spirituous  liquors  without  license ;  and  in  the  for- 
mer sute,  public  inns  are  called,  hi  the  statute,  ordinaries.  1  N.  C.  R.  S.  446 ;  Sute 
V.  Morrison,  8  Dev.  (N.  C.)  299;  The  Sute  v,  Mooty,  8  HiU  (S.  C),  187.  Tavern- 
keepers  and  mnholders  are  generally  used  synooyniously ;  and  as  the  local  laws  in 
all  tlie  sUtes  prohibit  persons  from  retailing  spirituous  liquors*  and  in  Alahamay  by 
act  of  1807,  even  beer  or  cider,  without  a  license,  that  license  ordinaii^  becomes 
essential  to  the  character,  and,  in  some  instances,  to  the  lawfulness  of  a  public  inn  or 
tavern.  In  Tennessee,  the  prohibition  to  retail  spirituous  liquors  is  held  not  to 
include  wine  which  is  procured  by  fermentation,  and  only  those  liquors  which  are 
procured  by  distillatiim.  Caswell  v.  The  State,  2  Humph.  402.  Since  the  growth 
and  diffusion  of  temperance  societies,  the  restrictions  by  law  on  the  retgil  of  spirituoua 
liquors  have  greatly  increased.  In  Massachusetts,  by  statute,  in  1888,  the  retail  of 
spirituous  liquors  under  fifteen  gallons  was  wholly  prohibited.  By  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  Massachusetts  of  1830^  c  47,  no  person  can  be  an  innholder  or  seller  of  spirit- 
uous liquor,  to  be  used  about  his  house  or  other  building,  without  license.  licenaes 
to  innkeepers  and  retailers  may  be  granted  for  each  town  and  city,  and  licenses  sMjr 
he  confined  to  the  sale  of  fermented  liquors,  such  as  wine,  beer,  ale,  and  cider,  and 
excluding  the  sale  of  brandy,  rum,  or  other  spirituous  liquors.  The  interdiction  in 
Mississippi  was  limited  to  one  gallon,  and  in  most  of  the  states  the  regulations  on  the 
subject  have  become  very  strict  The  laws  of  the  Old  Plymouth  Colony  (ed.  1836,  by 
W.  Brigham,  287),  declared  that  no  person  licensed  to  keep  a  public  house  of  enter- 
tainment ihotdd  he  without  good  beer. 

Innkeepers  are  liable  to  an  action  if  they  refuse  to  receive  a  guest  without  just 

[864] 


LBCT.  XL.]  OP  PERSONAL  PBOPEBTT.  •697 

and  this  is  by  far  the  most  important,  extensive,  and  useful  of  all 
the  yaiious  contracts  that  belong  to  the  head  of  bailment.  The 
carrier  for  hire  in  a  particular  case,  and  not  exercising  the  busi- 
ness of  a  common  carrier,  is  only  answerable  for  ordinary  neglect, 
unless  he,  by  express  contract,  assumes  the  risk  of  a  common  car- 
rier, (b)  But  if  he  be  a  common  carbibb,  he  is  in  the  nature 
of  an  insurer,  and  is  answerable  for  accidents  and  thefts,  and 
even  for  a  loss  by  robbeiy.    He  is  answerable  for  all  losses  which 

cause.  See  injra,  631  The  innkeeper  U  even  indictable  for  the  refusal,  if  he  has 
room  ia  bis  house,  and  the  guest  behayes  properly.  Rex  v.  Ivens,  7  Carr.  &  Fa.  218. 
(See,  especiallj,  The  Queen  o.  Rymer,  2  Q.  B.  D.  186.]  In  the  case  of  The  State 
V.  Chamblyss^  1  Cheyes  (S.  C),  220,  the  subject  of  inns  and  tayems  was  elaborateij 
dbcussed.  It  was  held  by  a  majoriiy  of  the  court,  that  a  license  to  keep  a  tapem 
included,  also,  the  priyilege  of  retailing  spirituous  liquors,  in  small  quantities,  to 
trayeDen  and  guests.  The  minority  of  the  court  held  that  the  tayem  license  and  the 
license  to  retail  were  two  distinct  things,  and  that  the  former  license  did  not  neces- 
sarily include  the  other.  It  would  appear,  from  the  learned  investigations  in  that 
case,  that  a  ictvem  was  originally  a  place  where  the  keeper  sold  wine  alone,  but.  In 
process  of  time,  the  seller  of  wine  (including  other  strong  drinks)  began  to  supply 
food  and  lodging  for  wayfaring  men,  and  the  term  laiwni  came  to  be  synonymous 
with  that  of  inn,  as  far  back  as  the  reign  of  Elisabeth.  The  preamble  to  the  statute 
of  1  James  I.,  c.  9,  declared,  that  ''  the  ancient,  true,  and  principal  use  of  inns,  ale- 
houses, and  yictualling-houses,  was  for  the  receipt,  relief,  and  lodging  of  wayfaring 
people,  trayelling  from  place  to  place,  and  not  meant  for  entertainment  and  harbor- 
ing of  lewd  and  idle  people,"  &c.  The  statutes  of  2  James  L,  c.  7, 4  James  L,  c.  £^ 
and  1  Chas.  L,  c.  4,  show,  also,  the  primltiye  use  of  tlie  inn,  now  commonly  called 
a  tayem.  In  the  statutes  of  South  Carolina,  both  under  the  colony  and  under  the 
state,  fams  and  tayems  haye  been  used  promiscuously  for  places  where  spiiituovs 
liqnon  were  sold  under  a  license.  But  there  were  licensed  retailers  of  spizituoos 
liquofs  who  do  not  keep  a  tayem,  and  there  were  licensed  retailov  who  keep  a  tayem 
and  retail  spirituous  liquors  as  part  of  the  entertainment,  together  with  food,  lodgings, 
Ac,  for  trayellers  and  wayfaring  people.  The  mere  business  of  entertaining  trayellers 
and  others  with  food,  lodging,  &c.,  does  not  require  an  excise  license.  They  are  not 
tayem-keepers  within  the  punriew  of  the  excise  laws,  but  innkeepers,  in  the  primltiye 
•ense,  and  they  are  entitled  to  some  of  the  priyileges  and  subject  to  some  of  the 
liabilities  of  keepers  of  tayems.  I  presume  they  are  responsible  for  the  goods  of 
their  guests  to  the  extent  of  innkeepers  and  tayem-keepers  at  common  law.  The 
regulations  of  some  late  English  statutes  (11  Qeo.  IV.  and  1  Wm.  IV.,  c.  64,  and 
4  &  6  Wm.  IV.,  c  85)  are  yery  strict,  even  as  to  beer-houses.  No  person  licensed  to 
seU  beer  by  retail  shall  haye  or  keep  his  house  open  for  the  sale  thereof,  nor  retail  the 
same,  or  suffer  it  to  be  drank  in  or  at  his  house  before  4,  a.  v.,  and  after  10,  p.  m.  ; 
nor  at  any  time  between  10,  a.  m .,  and  1,  p.  m .,  nor  between  the  hours  of  8  and  5 
o'clock,  p.  M .,  on  Sundays. 

(6)  Robinson  v.  Dunmore,  2  Bos.  &  P.  416 ;  Brind  v.  Dale,  8  Carr.  &  Pa.  207.  But 
In  Gordon  v.  Hutchinson,  1  Watts  &  S.  285,  the  rale  was  carried  out  more  extensiyely, 
and  it  was  held  that  a  wagoner,  who  carried  goods  for  hire,  was  responsible  as  a 
common  carrier,  though  transportation  was  only  an  occasional  and  incidental  em- 
ployment ;  and  this  decision  seems  to  be  founded  in  better  policy  as  applicable  to 
business  in  this  conntrr. 
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do  not  fall  within  the  excepted  cases  of  the  act  of  Giod  (meaning 
inevitable  accident,  without  the  intervention  of  man) ,  and  public 
enemies.  This  has  been  the  settled  law  of  England  for  ages; 
and  the  rule  is  intended  as  a  guard  against  fraud  and  collusion, 
and  it  is  founded  on  the  same  broad  principles  of  public 
*698  policy  and  couvenience  *  which  govern  the  case  of  inn- 
keepers, (a)  This  principle  of  extraordinary  responsibility 
was  taken  from  the  edict  of  the  pi-setor  in  the  Roman  law,  (i) 
and  it  has  insinuated  itself  into  the  jurisprudence  of  all  the  civil- 
ized nations  of  Europe.  But  the  rule  in  the  civil  law  was  not 
carried  to  the  severe  extent  of  the  English  common  law.  So  in 
France,  common  carriers  are  not  liable  for  losses  resulting  from 
superior  force,  as  robbery,  for  that  comes  within  the  damnum 
fatale  of  the  civil  law,  which  exempted  the  carrier ;  (c)  and  the 
same  rule  has  been  adopted  in  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  (d) 
In  Scotland,  loss  by  fire  is  also  considered  as  one  happening  by 
inevitable  accident,  and  for  which  the  carrier  is  not  responsible ; 
but  Mr.  Bell  insists  that  loss  by  robbery  ought  not  to  be  deemed 
an  exception  to  the  responsibility  of  the  carrier,  and  that  the 
many  practical  illustrations  in  the  English  law  ought  to  be 
received  ^^  as  of  more  authority  than  hundreds  of  dicta  rescued 
from  the  cobwebs  of  the  civilians.**  (e) 

Common  earners  undertake  generally,  and  not  as  a  casual 
occupation,  and  for  all  people  indifferently,  to  convey  goods,  and 
deliver  them  at  a  place  appointed,  for  hire  as  a  business,  (/) 
and  with  or  without  a  special  agreement  as  to  price.  (;)     They 

(a)  Co.  Litt.  89,  a ;  Woodleife  v.  Cortiet,  1  RoL  Abr.  2  C.  pi.  4 ;  Lord  Holt,  in 
CoggB  V,  Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  918;  Lee,  C.  J.,  in  Dale  v.  Hall,  1  Wilg.  281 ;  For- 
ward ».  Pittard,  1  T.  R.  27 ;  Proprietore  of  The  Trent  Navigation  v.  Wood,  3  Esp. 
127 ;  Riley  r.  Honie,  6  Ding.  217. 

(b)  Dig.  4.  9.  1 ;  lb.  4.  9.  3.  1.  [See,  howeTer,  the  judgment  of  Cockboni,  a  J., 
in  Nugent  v.  Smith,  1  C.  P.  D.  423.] 

{c)  Code  Civil,  art.  1782, 1784. 1929, 1954.  {d)  Art  2722,  2726,  2938. 

(e)  1  Bell's  Comm.  470.  The  English  and  American  decisions  held  the  common 
carriers  responsible  for  loss  by  fire.  See  infra,  ill  304;  Hale  v.  N.  Jersey  Steam 
Navigation  Company,  15  Conn.  589,  a.  p. 

(/)  Gisboum  v.  Hurst,  1  Salk.  249;  Brind  o.  Dale,  8  Carr.  &  P.  207.  In  this  last 
case  Lord  Abinger  suggested,  that  a  town  cartman,  whose  caru  ply  for  hire  near 
the  wharves,  was  not  a  common  carrier.  See  Story  on  Bailments,  323,  n.  3, 2d  ed. 
(§  496,  n.  3],  who  strongly,  and  I  think  properly,  questions  the  solidity  of  this  dis- 
tinction. 

ig)  Lawrence,  J.,  in  Harris  v.  Packwood,  8  Taunt  264;  Story  on  Bailments, 
[§]  495,  3d  ed. 
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consist  of  two  distinct  classes  of  men,. viz. :  inland  carriers  by 
land  or  water,  and  carriers  by  sea ;  and  in  the  aggregate  body 
are  included  the  owners  of  stage  wagons  and  coaches,  and  rail- 
road cars,  who  cariy  goods  as  well  as  passengers  for  hire,  wagon- 
ers, teamsters,  cartmen,  porters,  the  masters  and  owners 
of  ships,  vessels,  and  all  watercraft,  *  including  steam  *599 
vessels  and  steam  tow  boats,  belonging  to  internal  as  well 
as  coasting  and  foreign  navigation,  lightermen,  barge  owners, 
canal  boatmen,  and  ferrymen.  As  they  hold  themselves  to  the 
world  as  common  carriers  for  a  reasonable  compensation,  they 
assume  to  do,  and  are  bound  to  do,  what  is  required  of  them  in 
the  course  of  their  employment,  if  they  have  the  requisite  con- 
venience to  carry,  and  are  offered  a  reasonable  or  customary 
price ;  and  if  they  refuft  without  some  just  ground,  they  are 
liable  to  an  action,  (a)  y^ 

In  Marse  v.  Sliie^  (b)  it  was  decided,  in  the  reign  of  Charles 
II.,  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.,  upon  great  consideration,  that  the 
master  of  a  vessel  employed  to  carry  goods  beyond  sea,  in  con- 

(a)  Jackson  v,  Rogers,  2  Show.  382 ;  Lord  Eenyon  and  Ashurst,  J.,  in  Elsee  v. 
Gatward,  6  T.  R.  148 ;  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Batson  v.  Donovan,  4  B.  &  Ad.  32 ;  Fickford 
V.  Grand  J.  Railway  Co.,  8  M.  &  W.  372 ;  1  Bell's  Comm.  467;  Dwight  v.  Brewster, 
1  Pick.  60;  Jencks  v.  Coleman,  2  Sumner,  221 ;  Story's  Comm.  on  Bailments,  328, 
323»  2d  ed.  [§  496] ;  Bonney  v.  The  Huntress,  District  Court  of  Maine,  1810 ;  Pome- 
roj  V.  Donaldson,  6  Miss.  86;  Patton  r.  Magrath,  Dudley  (S.  C),  Law  &  £q.  159; 
Hale  V.  New  Jersey  Steam  Co.,  16  Conn.  689 ;  [Chicago  &  Alton  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Erickson, 
91  111.  613.]  See  also  infra,  608,  609.  An  action  against  a  common  carrier  upon 
the  custom  is  founded  upon  a  tort,  and  arises  ex  detido ;  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  join 
as  defendants  all  the  owners  of  the  vehicle  employed  in  the  conyeyance.  Orange 
Bank  v.  Brown,  3  Wend.  158. 

(h)  1  Vent  190,  288;  2  Lev.  69;  Barclay  v,  Gana,  8  Doug.  889,  a.  p. 

y^  Charges.  —  Even  at  common  law  a  Co.,  16  Fla.  623 ;  Messenger  o.  Penn.  R.  R. 

carrier  is  bound  to  make  only  reasonable  Co.,  37  N.  J.  L.  531.    See  McDuffee  v, 

charges,  and  perhaps  there  is  a  further  Portland,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  52  N.  H.  430. 

obligation  not  to  charge  two  persons  dif-  That  there  is  no  obligation  to  charge  the 

ferently  for  exactly  the  same  service,  same  rate  for  the  same  service,  see  Ex 

When  optional  rates  are  offered,  at  least  parte  Benson,  18  S.  C.  38.  But  see  note  to 

one  of  them  must  be  reasonable.    Galla-  g.  c.  44  Am.  R.  564,  568.    Undue  prefer- 

gher  V,  Great  Western  Ry.   Co.,  8  Ir.  ence  is  forbidden  by  statute  in  England. 

R.  C.  L.  326;  M'Nally  v.  The  Lancashire,  London,  &c.  Ry.  Co.  o.  Evershed,  3  App. 

&c.  Ry.  Co.,  8  L.  R.  Ir.  81 ;  Ruddy  v,  Cas.    1029.      Statutes  have   also    been 

Midland,  6c.  Ry.  Ca,  ib.  224;  Lewis  r.  passed  in  this  country  regulating  railroad 

Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  196;  charges,  and  have  been  held   constita- 

Manchester,  &c.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Brown,  8  App.  tional.    Chicago,  Ac.  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Iowa, 

Cas.  703 ;  Johnson  v.  Pensacola,  &c.  R.  R.  94  U.  S.  155. 
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sidOTation  of  the  freight,  was  answerable  as  a  common  carrier. 
It  was  admitted,  in  that  case,  and  afterwards  declared  by  Lord 
Hardwicke,  in  Boucher  y.  Lawson^  (c)  that  the  action  laj  equally 
against  masters  and  owners  of  vessels.  The  doctrine  in  thoee 
cases  has  been  recognized  ever  since  ;  (^d)  and  it  applies  equally 
to  the  carrier  of  goods  in  thts  coasting  tiade  from  port  to  port,  («) 
and  to  a  bargeman  and  hoyman  upon  a  navigable  river.  (/)  The 
eases  are  contradictory  as  to  its  ap[dication  to  wharfiu- 

*  600  gers ;  and  the  later  cases  do  not  *  make  the  application 

to  them,  (a)  They  are  all  liable  in  their  respective  char- 
acters as  common  carriers,  and  to  the  whole  extent  of  inland 
carriers,  except  so  far  as  they  may  be  exempted  by  the  excep- 
tions in  the  contracts  of  charter  party  and  bill  of  lading,  or  by 
statute.  They  are  bound  to  indemnify,  in  cases  in  which  they 
are  liable  as  common  carriers,  according  to  the  value  at  the  place 
of  destination  where  they  contracted  to  deliver  the  goods,  (i) 
There  is  no  distinction  between  a  land  and  a  water  carrier ;  and 
BO  it  was  declared  by  Lord  Mansfield,  and  the  other  judges  (tf  the 
E.  B.,  in  the  case  of  The  Proprietore  of  the  Trent  Navigation  v. 
Wood;  (<?)  and  the  carrier  is  equally  liable  for  the  acts  of  his 
servants  or  agents,  and  for  his  own.  The  maxim  of  reepandet 
euperior  applies.  (<i) 

The  proprietors  of  a  stage  coach  do  not  warrant  the  safety  of 
passengers  in  the  character  of  common  carriers ;  and  they  are  not 
responsible  for  mere  accidents  to  the  persons  of  the  passengera, 

(e)  Cases  temp.  Hardw.  86, 194. 

{d)  Bee  Goff  v.  Olinkard,  cited  in  1  Wib.  282. 

{e)  Dale  r.  HaU,  1  Wils.  281 ;  Proprietors  of  The  tVent  NaTigatfam  *.  Wood. 
3  £sp.  127. 

(/)  Ricliv.Kneeland,Cro.Jac88D;  WardeU  v.  Monrilljmii,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  Cm.  008 ; 
Elliott  V.  Rossell,  10  Johns.  1. 

(a)  Ross  p.  Johnson,  5  Burr.  2826 ;  Maring  v,  Todd,  1  SUrkie,  72,  are  cases  which 
countenance  the  idea  that  wharfingers  ars  liable  as  common  carriers,  but  later 
authorities  justly  question  this  doctrfaie;  and  in  Roberts  v.  Turner,  12  Johns.  232; 
Flatt  V.  Hibbard,  7  Cowen,  407 ;  Blln  v.  Mayo,  10  Vt  00 ;  and  Dncker  r.  Bamett, 
6  Ma  97,  it  was  considered  that  wkarfingen  were  not  liable  as  common  carriers, 
miless  they  superadd  the  character  of  canrier  to  tliat  of  wharifaiger;  they  are»  like 
tsarvAoMsniefi,  bound  only  to  ordinary  care.    S^qtra,  681. 

(6)  Watkinson  u,  Laughton,  8  Johns.  218;  Amory  v.  M'€hregor,  16  Id.  24;  Oakcj 
V.  Russell,  18  Martin  (La.),  02;  M'Gregor  v,  Kttgore,  0  Ohio,  868;  Se&gwkik  oo 
Damages,  870. 

(e)  8  Esp.  N.  P.  127;  4  Douglas,  287,  a.  c. 

{d)  Cavenagh  v.  Such,  1  Price,  E^h.  828;  Enis  v.  Tomer,  8  T.  B.  68L 
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bat  only  for  the  want  of  due  care,  (e)  ^   .Slight  fault,  nnskilf  ul- 
ness,  or  negligence,  either  as  to  the  competence  of  the  carriage,  or 

{e)  Aston  v.  Heaven,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  633;  ChriBtie  v.  Griggs,  2  Campb.  79;  Crofts 
V.  Watertiouse,  8  Bing.  821.  In  Boyce  v.  Anderson,  2  Peters,  U.  S.  150,  it  was 
decided,  that  the  law  regulating  the  responsibility  of  common  carriers  did  not  apply 
to  the  case  of  carrying  human  beings,  such  as  negro  slaves,  unless  the  loss  was 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  and  unskilfulness  of  the  carrier  or  his  agents.  It  was 
decided,  in  Talmadge  v.  Zanesville  &  M.  R  Co.,  11  Ohio,  197,  that  if  a  coach  be 
upset  by  the  negfigenet  of  the  driver,  an  Injured  passenger  may  recover  his  damages 
from  the  proprietors.  But  the  coach  proprietors  cannot  recover  an  indemnity  over 
against  the  R.  R.  company  for  their  negligence  in  not  keeping  the  road  in  repair. 
The  proprietors  in  both  cases  were  wrongdoers  by  Uieir  negligence,  and  the  proprietor 
of  the  coach  caa  only  recover  his  direct  damages  for  the  injury  done  to  his  coach  by 
the  bad  road  of  the  company. 


1  CtarierB.  —  (a)  Cff  Pauenffen,  —  The 
doctrine  of  Ingalls  v.  Bills,  001,  n.  (a),  was 
applied  in  England,  after  great  discussion, 
in  Readhead  v.  Midland  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4 
Q.  B.  879;  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  412;  [Bonce  v. 
Dubuque  Street  Ry.  Co.,  63  Iowa,  278 ;] 
where  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  war- 
ranty either  to  carry  the  passenger  safely, 
or  even  that  the  carriage  should  be  free 
from  defects  likely  to  cause  peril,  if  the 
defects  were  such  that  no  care  could  have 
detected  them.  See  also  Simmons  v.  New 
Bedford,  ftc.  St  Co.,  97  Mass.  881,  and 
cases  cited ;  Maverick  v.  Eighth  Av.  R.  R., 
38  N.  Y.  878,  and  cases  cited;  Brown  v. 
».  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  84  N.  Y.  404  (but  see 
Alden  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  26  N.  Y.  102) ; 
Sawyer  v.  Hann.  &  St.  Jo.  R.  R.,  87  Mo. 
240 ;  FUnt  v.  Norwich  &  N.  Y.  T.  Co.,  84 
Conn.  664 ;  Meier  v,  Penn.  R.  R,  64  Penn. 
8t  226 ;  Phil.  &  R.  R.  R.  v.  Derby,  14  How. 
468;  Parish  v,  Reigle,  11  Gratt.697;  Ed- 
wards a.  Lord,  49  Me.  279;   and  many 


s^  See  the  observations  of  Blackburn, 
J.,  hi  Searle  v.  Laverick,  9  L.  R.  Q.  B.  122, 
upon  Francis  r.  Cockrell.  In  Wabash 
Bailway  Co.  v,  McDanlels.  107  U.  S.  464, 
where  the  plaintiff  was  an  employee,  it 
was  held  that  the  degree  of  care  which 
a  railroad  company  Is  required  to  exercise 
is  suoli  as  is  fairly  commensurate  with  the 
consequences  likely  to  flow  from  a  lack  of 
Mich  care.  In  general  there  b  no  absolute 
warranty.  Grand  Rapids,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 


other  cases.  But  it  has  been  held  that 
in  these  and  similar  cases  there  is  a  war- 
ranty that  due  care  has  been  used,  not 
only  by  the  carrier  and  his  servants,  but 
also  by  any  independent  contractor  em- 
ployed by  him  to  construct  the  means  of 
conveyance.  Francis  v.  Cockrell,  L.  R.  6 
Q.  B.  184;  John  r.  Bacon,  L.  R.  6  C.  P. 
487,  44a  When  Francis  v.  Cockrell  was 
before  the  Exchequer  Chamber  (L.  R.  6 
Q.  B.  601),  some  of  the  judges  preferred 
to  express  the  principle  thus,  that  the 
defendant  contracted,  or  that  it  was  the 
defendant's  duty,  to  have  the  article  fur- 
nished (a  seat  on  a  grand  stand  at  a  race), 
reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  furnished,  or  for  which  it  was  held 
out  to  the  public,  subject  to  the  qualifi- 
cations explained  .by  Readhead's  case, 
9upra.  [PhiUdelphia,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Anderson.  94  Penn.  St.  351.]  x^ 

(ft)  Of  Live  Stock.  —  Since  the  carriage 
of  live  stock  has  become  an  important 


Huntley,  88  Mich.  637;  s.  c.  31  Am.  R. 
3S1  and  note ;  Richardson  v.  Great  East- 
em  Ry.  Co.,  1  C.  P.  D.  342;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Halloren,  63  Tex.  46.  For  further 
cases  to  the  effect  that  there  are  certain 
things  as  to  which  the  master  must  at 
his  peril  see  that  due  care  is  exercised, 
see  Bttpra,  il  260  and  notes.  A  carrier 
is  also  bound  to  a  high  degree  of  care  in 
the  vss  of  the  means  of  transportation, 
Penasylvania  Co.  v.  Roy,  102  U.  8.  461 ; 
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the  act  of  driving  it,  may  render  the  owner  responsible  in 
*  601   damages  for  an  injury  to  *  the  passengers ;  they  are  to  be 


branch  of  railroad  traniportation,  the 
qneitioa  hat  been  raited  whether  the 
common-law  liabilitj  of  a  carrier  for  the 
delivery  of  live  animalt  it  the  tame  at 
that  for  the  delivery  of  merchandite.  It 
hat  been  taid  that  it  it,  tabject  to  the 
apparent  exception  that  it  doet  not  extend 
to  iojuriet  canted  by  the  peculiar  charac- 
ter and  propentitiet  of  the  animalt  to 
themteWet  or  each  other,  Jntt  at  it  doet 
not  extend  to  lott  from  the  inherent 
defectt  of  other  merchandite.  Clarke  v. 
Bochetter  A  8.  B.  R.  (4  Kern.),  U  N.  Y. 
670 ;  Smith  v.  New  Haven  k  N.  B.  B.,  12 
Alien,  631,  633;  Wilton  v.  HamUton,4 
Ohio8t722;  Hallp.  Renfro,SMet.(Ky ) 
61 ;  Blower  v.  Great  Wettem  R.  Co.,  L.  B. 
7  C.  P.  666;  KendaU  v.  London  A  8.  R. 
Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  878.  But  this  hat  been 
denied;  and  where,  at  in  Michigan  and 
other  wettem  ttatet,  the  drover,  with  a 
•offlcient  force  of  hit  own  men,  habitually 


Jamiton  v.  8.  J.,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  66  Cal. 
608 ;  and  it  bound  to  at  leatt  a  reatonable 
degree  of  care  to  prevent  injury  to  pat- 
tengert  from  other  tourcet,  LouitvlUe 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  KeUey  (Ind.,  Oct.  1883).  17 
Rep.  203 ;  Putnam  v.  Broadway,  &c.  R.  R. 
Co.,  66  N.  Y.  108 ;  Weeks  v.  N.  Y.,  Ac.  Ry. 
Co.,  72  N.  Y.  60;  P.  &  C.  R.  R.  Co.  r. 
Pillow,  76  Penn.  8t  610 ;  N.  O.,  Ac.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Burke,  63  Mist.  200.  As  to  the  right 
to  preserve  order  on  the  train,  see  Railway 
Co  ».  Valleley ,  32  Ohio  St.  846 ;  PhiU..  Ac. 
R.  R.  Co.  f.Larkln,  47  Md.  166;  Murphy 
V.  Union  Ry.  Co.,  118  Matt.  228.  As  to 
the  right  to  eject  pattengert  for  non-pay- 
ment of  fare,  tee  T.  W.,  &c.  Ry.  Co.  v, 
Wright,  68  Ind.  686;  Stone  v.  Chicago, 
Ac.  Ry.  Co.,  47  Iowa,  82 ;  Hoffbauer  v. 
D.  &  N.  W.  Ry.  Co..  62  Iowa,  342 ;  Bland 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  66  Cal.  670; 
Frederick  t*.  The  Marquette,  Ac  Ry.  Co., 
87  Mich.  342. 

Who  u  a  Paueikfer,  — A  tretpatter  it 
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goes,  or  may  go  if  he  will,  upon  the  tame 
tram  with  hit  cattle,  free  of  charge,  in  a 
drovert'  car  provided  for  that  purpose, 
and  hat  the  entire  charge,  care,  and  man- 
agement of  the  cattle,  and  the  company 
only  fnmith  proper  cart  and  motive 
power,  being  retpontible  of  oonrte  for 
their  tufflciency  and  the  proper  mode  of 
making  up  and  running  the  train,  it  it 
well  held  tliat  there  it  a  lett  degree  of 
lUbility,  unlett  the  greater  it  attuned  hf 
contract,  or  the  carrier't  holding  himtelf 
out  at  attuming  it  The  burden  of  prov- 
ing that  the  greater  liability  wtt  astumed 
it  on  the  plamtilE.  Mich.  S.  &  N.  Ind. 
R.  R.  p.  McDonottgfa,  21  Mich.  166 ;  [L.  a 
&  M.  S.  Ry .  Co.  V,  Perkint,  26  Mich.  329 ;] 
Pardington  v.  South  Walet  R.  Co.,  1 
Hurltt  &  N.  802, 886.  Compare  a.  c.  88 
E.  L.  k  £q.  432,  486.  x^ 

(e)  PcLuengert^  Bag/gage,  —  The  limita- 
tion of  the  liability  of  common  carrieim, 


not.  Houiton,  4c.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Moore,  49 
Tex.  31 ;  Higlcy  v,  Gilmer,  3  Mont.  90 ;  T. 
W.  &W.Ry.Co.r.Beggt,86IU.80.  See 
alto  Lillis  v.  St.  Loub.  4bc.  By.  Co.,  64  Mo. 
464 ;  Duff  v.  Alleghany  B.B.  Co.,  91  Penn. 
St  468.  One  getting  off  the  train  while 
in  motion,  or  going  into  a  dangerout  place 
on  the  train  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
company,  ceatet  to  be  tuch.  Comm.  p. 
B.  &  M.  Ry.  Co.,  129  Matt.  600;  t.  c.  37 
Am.  R.  882  and  note ;  Penn.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Langdon,  92  Penn.  St  21 ;  Houtton,  4c 
Ry.  Co.  r.  Clemmont,  66  Tex.  88.  See 
further,  Railroad  Co.  v.  Jonet,  96  U.  & 
489 ;  Sherman  v.  Hannibal,  4c.  R.  R.  Co., 
72  Mo.  62 ;  Hoar  v.  Maine  Cent  B.  B. 
Co.,  70  Me.  66;  Creed  v.  Penn.  R. B.  Co^ 
86  Penn.  St  139 ;  MatUn  v.  B.  4  O.  B.  B. 
Co.,  14  W.  Ya.  180 ;  Bhur  r.  Erie  Rj.  Ca, 
66  N.  Y.  818;  Penn.  B.  R.  Ca  v.  Price. 
06  Penn.  St.  266. 

fS  It  teemt  clear  that  the  principki 
upon  which  the  exittenoe  and  extent  of 
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transported  as  safely  as  human  foresight  and  care  will  per- 
mit, (a)     It  was  held,  also,  by  Lord  Holt,  that  the  owners  were 

(a)  Wordsworth  v.  WilUn,  6  Esp.  N.  P.  278;  Majhew  v.  Boyce,  1  Starkie,  823; 
Jones  V,  Boyce,  ib.  493;  Jackson  v,  Tollett,  2  id.  87;  Dadlej  v.  Smith,  1  Campb. 
167 ;  Israel  p.  Clark  &  Clinch,  4  Esp.  N.  P.  269;  Sharp  i;.  Grey,  9  Bmg.  457.    If  a 


as  snch,  for  baggage  of  passengers,  stated 
001,  n.  (e),  will  be  foand  confirmed  by 
Merrill  v.  Grinnell,  80  N.  Y.  594 ;  Dunlap 
V,  Int.  St  Co.,  08  Mass.  371 ;  Stimson  v. 
Conn.  R.  R.  R.,  ib.  83 ;  Jordon  v.  Fall  R. 
R.  R.,  6  Cush.  69;  Dibble  r.  Brown,  12 
Ga.  217;  Hickox  v,  Naugatuck  R.  R.,  31 
Conn.  281 ;  Smith  v.  Boston  &  Me.  R.  R., 
44  N.  H.  325;  Cincinnati  &  Chic.  Air  L. 
R.  R.  V.  Marcus,  38  III.  219;  Illinois  C. 
R.  R.  V.  Copelaud,  24  HI.  332 ;  Missis- 
sippi C.  R.  R.  V.  Kennedy,  41  Miss.  671 ; 
[Macrow  v.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  6  L.  R. 
Q.  B.  612;  N.  Y.  Cent.,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fralofif,  100  U.  S.  24;  Ailing  t;.  B.  &  A. 
R.  R.  Co.,  126  Mass.  121 ;  Blumantle  v. 
Fitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  127  Mass.  822 ;  Penn. 
Co.  V.  Miller.  85  Ohio  St.  541;  Weeks  v. 
N.  Y.,  &c  R.  R.  Co.,  72  N.  Y.  50.]  Dex- 
ter V.  Syracuse,  B.  &  N.  Y.  R.  R.  42  N.  Y. 
826,  is  perhaps  somewhat  more  liberal, 
where  there  is  no  implied  misrepresenta- 
tion of  the  character  of  the  goods.  See 
Ouimit  V.  Henshaw,  35  yt.605;  Hopkins 
V.  Westcott,  6  Blatchf .  64.  The  English 
turn  on  statute.    Hudston  v.  Mid- 


land R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  366.  And  the 
duties  of  railroads  as  to  passengers  and 
their  baggage  are  more  or  less  regulated 
by  statutes  of  the  different  states.  The 
carrier  remains  liable  somewhat  as  a 
warehouseman,  after  the  Upse  of  a  rea- 
sonable time,  withm  which  the  passenger 
does  not  remove  his  baggage.  Bumell  o, 
N.  Y.  C.  R  R.,  46  N.  Y.  184. 

The  statement  in  the  text,  601,  that 
the  exercise  of  care  over  his  baggage  does 
not  discharge  the  carrier,  applies  to  cases 
where  the  passenger  has  not  taken  the 
baggage  from  the  control  of  the  company ; 
as  where,  for  instance,  he  merely  directed 
their  porter  to  put  it  in  the  same  carriage 
with  himself.  Le  Couteur  v,  London  & 
S.  W.  R.  Ca,  6  Best  &  S.  961.  Compare 
Cohen  v.  Frost,  2  Duer,  835.  But  it  would 
be  otherwise  if  he  retained  the  custody 
himself.  For  instance,  he  could  not  re- 
coyer  for  money  stolen  from  his  pocket 
by  parties  not  the  carrier's  servants. 
Abbott  v.  Bradstreet,  55  Me.  580;  Cohen 
V.  Frost,  8vpra ;  The  R.  E.  Lee,  2  Abbott, 
U.S.40.x> 


the  obligation  and  liability  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  carriage  of  live  stock  are  the 
same  as  in  the  case  of  other  merchandise. 
Under  tliese  general  principles  the  com- 
pany is  bound  to  provide  suitable  means 
of  transportation,  Combe  v.  London,  &c. 
Ry.  Co.,  81  L.  T.  613.  So  in  the  case  of 
pertMhabU  goods,  Merchants'  IHspatch,  Ac. 
Co.  9.  Comforth,  3  Col.  280.  And,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  not  lUble  for  injury  caused 
by  defects  in  the  thing  itself.  Nugent  v. 
Smith,  1  C.  P.  D.  423;  Mynard  v.  Syra- 
cuse, &c.  R.  R.  Co..  71  N.  Y.  180;  Bam- 
berg  V.  S.  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  0  S.  C.  61.  So  in 
the  caae  of  perishable  goods,  American 


Express  Co.  v.  Smith,  83  Ohio  St.  611 ; 
8.  c.  81  Am.  R.  561  and  note. 

x«  Weeks  i;.  N.  Y.,  &c  R.  R.  Co.,  72 
N.  Y.  50.  Le  Couteur  v.  London  &  S.W.  R. 
Co.,  so  far  as  it  supports  the  rule  stated  in 
the  note,  is  overruled.  Bergheim  v.  Great 
Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  8  C.  P.  D.  221 ;  Talley 
V.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  6  L.  R  C.  P. 
44.  But  of  course  the  carrier  remains 
liable  for  negligence  in  such  case.  Cases 
ntpra;  Kinsley  o.  L.  S.&M.  S.  R.  R.  Co., 
125  Mass.  54.  As  to  the  effect  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  servants  in  charge  of 
a  sleeper  or  drawingroom  car  not  owned 
by  the  company,  see  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
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not  answerable  as  carriers  for  the  baggage  of  the  passei^^ers, 
unless  a  distinct  price  was  paid  for  the  baggage  ;  and  that  it  was 
not  usual  to  charge  for  baggage,  unless  it  exceeded  a  certain 
amount  in  weight  or  quantity.  (6)  But  the  custody  of  the 
baggage  is  an  accessory  to  the  principal  contract ;  and  the  mod- 
em doctrine  and  the  tendency  of  the  modern  cases  seem  to  be, 
to  place  coach  proprietors,  in  respect  to  baggage,  upon  the  ordi- 
nary footing  of  common  carriers,  (e)     Whenever  the  owner  of 

cairiage  be  upeet  and  a  pataenger  Injiued,  it  is  incambent  on  the  part  of  the  owner, 
to  relieTe  himeelf  from  damages,  to  prove  that  the  diiTer  was  a  person  of  competent 
skill,  of  good  habits,  and  in  every  respect  qnalifled  and  suitablj  prepared  for  t)» 
business,  and  tiiat  he  acted  on  the  occasion  with  reasonable  skill,  and  with  the 
utmost  prudence  and  caution.  Stokes  v.  Saltonstall.  18  Peters,  U.  8. 181 ;  M'Kinney 
V.  NeU,  1  M'Lean,  540;  Peck  o.  NeU,  [8  id.  2S;]  Maury  v.  Tahnadge,  2  MXean.  167. 
This  question,  as  to  the  responsibility  of  the  proprietors  of  stage  coaches  for  moor 
dents  to  passengers,  was  ably  and  learnedly  discussed  hi  the  case  of  Ingalls  v.  Bills, 
9  Metcalf,  1,  and  it  was  adjudged  that  the  proprietors  were  answerable  for  injuries 
to  a  passenger  resulting  from  a  defect  in  a  coach  which  might  have  been  dlscoTeied 
by  the  most  careful  and  thorough  exambiation,  but  not  from  hijuries  resulting  Trora 
defects  not  so  discoverable.  This  appears  to  be  a  reasonable  and  sound  distinction. 
The  case  went  further,  and  held  that  the  proprietors  were  liable  for  an  injury  to  a 
passenger  hi  leaping  from  the  coach,  provided  it  was  an  act  under  the  circumstances 
of  "  reasonable  precaution." 

(6)  Middleton  o.  Fowler,  1  Salk.  282 ;  Upshare  v.  Aldee,  Comyn,  28. 

(c)  Brooke  e.  Pickwick,  4  Bfeig.  218;  1  BeU's  Comm.  476;  Story's  Comm.  §  «0; 
Hollister  r.  Nowlen,  10  Wend.  284;  Hawkins  v,  Hoffman,  6  HiU  (N.  T.),  688.  In 
the  case  of  The  Orange  County  Bank  ».  Brown,  9  Wend.  86,  it  was  held,  after  a  vety 
full  discussion,  that  a  common  carrier,  as  hi  tiie  case  of  the  owner  of  a  steamboat, 
who  carries  psssengers  and  their  baggage,  Is  responsible  for  the  baggage,  If  k)st» 
although  no  distinct  price  be  paid  for  ito  transportation.  But  where  the  baggage 
consists  of  an  ordinary  travelling  trunk,  hi  which  there  is  a  Urge  sum  of  money, 
exceeding  an  amount  ordhiarily  csrried  for  travelling  expenses,  such  money  U  not 
considered  as  included  under  the  term  **  baggage,"  so  as  to  render  the  carrier  responsi- 
ble for  it    So  If  a  trunk,  containing  valuable  merchandise,  was  deposited  as  baggagi^ 

Boy,  102  U.  8.  461 ;  Kinsley  v,  L.  A  able  Ume  to  remove  it;  or  untfl  actual 
M.  8.  B.B.Co.,««pro;  Thorpe  r.N.  Y.  deUvery  to  a  second  carrier  where  that  is 
Cent,  &c.  B.  R,  Co.,  76  N.  Y.  402.  contemplated.  Patsheider  ».  Great  West- 
It  has  been  held  that  the  liablUty  em  By.  Co.,  8  Ex.  D.  168;  Chapman  e. 
does  not  attach  where  baggage  is  cai^  Great  Western  By.  Co.,  6  Qr  B.  D.  278; 
ried  free.  Flint,  Ac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Weir,  37  Kent  v.  Midland  By.  Co.,  10  L.  R.  Qp  B.  L 
Mich.  111.  As  to  the  necessity  of  the  But  it  has  been  held  that  where  baggage 
owner  being  in  the  same  train,  see  Cui^  is  checked  through  to  final  destination, 
tis  V,  Delaware,  Ac.  R.  R.  Ca,  74  N.  Y.  the  first  carrier  is  Uable  for  a  loss  occur- 
116;  Wilson  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.,  66  ring  on  any  part  of  the  line.  B.  A  O. 
Me.  60.  In  general,  the  liabiUty  contin-  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  86  Ohio  St  647; 
ues  until  the  baggage  reaches  ito  des-  Hawley «.  Screven,  62  Qa.  847. 
tination,  and  the  passenger  has  a  reason- 
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the  coach  becomes  answerable  as  a  carrier  for  the  safety  of  the 
baggage,  he  is  not  discharged  in  consequence  of  any  particular 
care  over  his  baggage,  which  the  passenger  may  have  voluntarily 
assumed,  (d)  The  responsibility  of  the  proprietors  of  post 
coaches  is  now  usually  so  limited,  by  means  of  special  notice,  (e) 
as  probably  to  render  this  point  quite  unimportant.  The  coach, 
or  steamboat,  or  railroad  car  proprietor,  is  not  at  liberty  to  turn 
away  passengers,  if  he  has  sufficient  room  and  accommodation. 
He  is  bound  to  provide  competent  vehicles,  suitably  and  safely 
equipped,  and  with  careful  and  skilful  persons  to  manage  them.(/) 
He  is  bound  to  give  all  reasonable  facilities  for  the  reception  and 
comfort  of  the  passengers,  and  to  use  all  precautions, 
*  as  feu:  as  human  care  and  foresight  will  go,  for  their  *  602 
safety  on  the  road.  He  is  answerable  for  the  smallest 
negligence  in  himself  or  his  servants,  (a) 

The  books  abound  with  strong  cases  of  recovery  against  com- 
mon carriers,  without  any  fault  on  their  part ;  and  we  cannot 
but  admire  the  steady  and  firm  support  which  the  English  courts 

and  lost,  the  carrier  was  held  not  liable.  Pardee  v.  Drew,  25  Wend.  459 ;  Hawkins 
V.  Hoffman,  6  HiU  (N.  T.),  686,  a.  p.  The  act  of  Congress  of  March  2, 1819,  c.  170, 
regnlates  the  conyejance  of  passengers  in  American  yessels  from  foreign  conntries 
to  the  United  States,  as  to  numbers  and  their  subsistence.  The  substance  of  the 
English  statute  regulations  respecting  passengers  is  giyen  in  Abbott  on  Shippings 
6lh  Am.  ed.,  Boston,  1846,  c  8, 282.  An  English  statute  of  8  &  9  Victoria  enables 
canal  companies  to  become  common  carriers  of  goods. 

(d)  Chambre,  J.,  in  Robinson  v,  Dunmore,  2  Bos.  &  P.  416. 

(e)  Clarke  v.  Gray,  6  East^  664.  But  hi  Hollister  v.  Nowlen  {ubi  gnpra) ;  Cole 
V.  Goodwfai,  19  Wend.  251 ;  and  Camden  Ralboad  Company  v,  Belknap,  21  id.  854, 
it  was  held  that  a  carrier  could  not  restrict  his  common-law  liability  by  a  general 
notice  that  the  baggage  of  passengers  was  at  the  risk  of  the  owners,  even  though  that 
notice  be  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  the  owner.  The  restriction  can  only  be 
by  express  contract. 

(/)  Bretherton  o.  Wood,  8  Brod.  &  B.  64;  Israel  v.  Cbirk  &  Clinch,  4  Esp.  259; 
Aston  V,  Heayen,  2  id.  538 ;  Crof  to  v.  Waterhouse,  8  Bmg.  819 ;  Christie  v.  Griggs, 
2  Campb.  79;  Jackson  v.  ToUett,  2  Starkie,  87 ;  1  Bell's  Comm.  462 ;  Jencks  v.  Cole- 
man, 2  Sumner,  221,  224;  Sharp  v.  Grey,  9  Bingham,  457;  Ansell  v.  Waterhouse, 
2  Chltty,  1 ;  Massiter  v.  Cooper,  4  Esp.  260 ;  1  Bell's  Comm.  462 ;  Story  on  Bailment, 
875, 2d  ed.  [§§  591-597.]  In  the  case  of  Jencks  v,  Coleman,  it  was  held  that  the 
proprietor  was  not  bound  to  receive  passengers  who  would  not  comply  with  the  rea- 
sonable regulations  of  the  boat  or  vehicle,  or  were  guilty  of  gross  and  vulgar  habits 
of  conduct,  or  who  were  disorderly,  or  whose  characters  were  unequivocably  bad,  or 
whose  object  was  clearly  for  hostile  or  injuriaus  purposes.  Story  on  Bailment,  875 
2d  ed.  [§  591.] 

(a)  Aston  o.  Heaven,  2  Esp.  588 ;  Christie  o.  Griggs,  2  Campb.  79 ;  Story's  Comm. 
§  601 ;  Stokes  v.  Saltonstall,  13  Peters,  181, 192. 
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of  justice  have  uniformly  and  inflexibly  given  to  the  salutaiy 
rules  of  law  on  this  subject,  without  bending  to  popular  sympa- 
thies, or  yielding  to  the  hardships  of  a  particular  case.  In  Mane 
V.  Slue^  (()  armed  persons  had  entered  on  board  the  vessel  in 
the  night-time,  in  the  river  Thames,  under  pretence  of  impressing 
seamen,  and  plundered  the  vessel;  and  in  Fortoardv.  Pittard,  (c) 
the  common  carrier  lost  a  parcel  of  hops  by  a  fire  which,  in  the 
night,  originated  within  one  hundred  yards  of  the  place  where  he 
had  deposited  the  hops,  and,  raging  with  irresistible  violence, 
reached  and  destroyed  them.  The  loss,  in  both  those  cases,  was 
by  inevitable  misfortune,  without  the  least  shadow  or  fault  or 
neglect  imputable  to  the  carrier;  and  yet  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  in 
the  one  case,  and  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  other,  delivered  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  K.  B.  in  favor  of  a  great  principle  of 
public  policy,  which  has  proved  to  be  of  eminent  value  to  the 
morals  and  commerce  of  the  nation  in  succeeding  generations. 
The  rule  makes  the  common  carrier  in  the  nature  of  an  insurer, 
and  answerable  for  every  loss  not  to  be  attributed  to  the  act 
of  God,  or  public  enemies.^  According  to  Lord  Holt,  it  was  ^  a 
politic  establishment,  contrived  by  the  policy  of  the  law,  for  the 
safety  of  all  persons,  the  necessity  of  whose  affairs  obliged  them 
to  trust  these  sorts  of  persons ;  *'  and  it  was  introduced  to  pre- 
vent the  necessity  of  going  into  circumstances  impossible  to  be 
unravelled.    The  law  presumed  against  the  public  carrier 

*  603    unless  he  could  show  it  was  done  *  by  public  enemies,  or 

such  acts  as  could  not  happen  by  the  intervention  of  man, 
as  lightning  and  tempests.  If  it  were  not  for  such  a  rule,  the 
carrier  might  contrive,  by  means  not  to  be  detected,  to  be  robbed 
of  his  goods,  in  order  to  share  the  spoil,  (a)    SherifEs  and  jailers, 

(6)  Supra,  599. 

(c)  1  T.  R.  27. 

(a)  Jones  on  Bailment,  lOa-111 ;  Lord  Holt,  in  Cogg«  v.  Bernard,  2  Ld  Bajm.  909 ; 
Barclay  o.  Heygena,  cited  in  1  T.  R.  33;  Trent  Narigation  Co.  v.  Wood,  3  Esp.  127 ; 
Hyde  v.  Trent  and  Meney  Navigation  Co.,  5  T.  R.  339.  If  a  Tenel  be  lost  by  means 
of  the  shifting  of  a  buoy  in  the  channel,  the  common  carrier  is  still  responsible.  It 
was  not  an  unavoidable  peril    Reaves  v.  Waterman,  2  Speers  (S.  C),  197. 

1  See  Lloyd  o.  Guibert,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  ftc.  R.  R.  Ca  v.  HoUowell,  65  Ind.  188; 

115, 121 ;  6  Best  &  8. 100, 181 ;  [Nugent  EUet  r.  St  Louis,  &c.  By.  Co.,  76  Ma 

V.  Smith,  1  C.  P.  D.  423 ;  Pittsburg,  &&  518 ;  s.o.  12  Am.  A  Eng.  Railroad  Cases, 

R.  R.  Co.  9.  Hazen,  84  HI  86;  Pittsburg,  188  and  note.] 
[864] 
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in  respect  to  debtors  in  custody,  have  been  placed  under  the 
same  responsibility  as  common  carriers.  (() 

The  common  carrier  is  responsible  for  the  loss  of  a  box  or 
parcel  of  goods,  though  he  be  ignorant  of  the  contents,  or  though 
those  contents  be  ever  so  valuable,  unless  he  made  a  special 
acceptance.  (0)  But  the  rule  is  subject  to  a  reasonable  qualifica- 
tion ;  and  if  the  owner  be  guilty  of  any  fraud  or  imposition  in 
respect  to  the  carrier,  as  by  concealing  the  value  or  nature  of  the 
article,  or  deludes  him  by  his  own  carelessness  in  treating  the 
parcel  as  a  thing  of  no  value,  he  cannot  hold  him  liable  for 
the  loss  of  the  goods.  Such  an  imposition  destroys  all  just  claim 
to  indemnity ;  for  it  goes  to  deprive  the  carrier  of  the  compen- 
sation which  he  is  entitled  to,  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the 
article  intrusted  to  his  care,  and  the  consequent  risk  which 
he  incurs ;  *  and  it  tends  to  lessen  the  vigilance  that  the  *  604 
carrier  would  otherwise  bestow,  (a) 

If  goods  be  destroyed  by  necessity,  as  by  throwing  them  over- 
board from  a  vessel  or  barge,  for  the  preservation  of  the  vessel 
and  crew  in  a  tempest,  the  carrier  is  not  liable.  (5)  The  respon- 
sibility of  the  common  carrier  does  not  commence  until  there  has 
been  a  complete  delivery  to  him  ;  and  if,  according  to  the  usage 
of  the  business,  it  be  a  sufficient  delivery  to  leave  the  goods  on 
the  dock,  by  or  near  the  carrier's  boat,  yet  this  must  be  accom- 
panied with  express  notice  to  the  carrier,  (c)     When  the  respon- 

(5)  Elliott  V.  Duke  of  Norfolk,  4  T.  B.  789 ;  Akept  v.  Kjles,  2  H.  Bl.  108 ;  Green 
V.  Hem,  2  Penn.  by  P.  &  W.  167.  C.  J.  Gibson,  in  thts  last  case,  Tindicates  with 
great  force  the  stem  policy  of  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  in  its  application  to  sberifb 
and  jiulers.  The  Code  Napoleon,  and  the  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  have  declared,  in 
the  same  words,  that  carriers  and  watermen  were  subject  to  tlie  like  obligations  and 
duties  as  tavern  keepers,  and  that  they  were  responsible  for  goods  intrusted  to  them, 
against  loss  and  damage  by  theft  or  otherwise,  unless  they  could  show  that  the  loss 
proceeded  from  force  majeure,  or  uncontrollable  events.  Code  Napoleon,  art.  1929, 
1963, 1954, 1782, 1784;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  2722,  2725,  2910,  2989. 

(c)  Titclibume  v.  White,  1  Str.  145;  Phillips  t\  Earle,  8  Pick.  182;  Malpica 
v.  M'Kown,  1  La.  248.  The  latter  case  speaks  of  the  principle  as  doubtful ;  but  con- 
cludes it  to  be  the  better  opinion,  that  the  master  would  be  responsible  for  a  trank  or 
parcel  received  on  board  of  a  vessel  without  any  information  of  its  contents,  unless 
there  be  a  notice  or  declaration  that  he  was  not  to  be  responsible. 

(a)  Gibbon  v.  Paynton,  4  Burr.  2298;  Clay  v.  Willan,  1  H.  BI.  298;  Batwm 
V.  l>onovan,  4  B.  &  Aid.  21 ;  Phillips  v.  Earle,  8  Pick.  182 ;  Baldwin  o.  Collins,  9  Bob. 
(La.)  468.    And  see  iupra,  601,  note  (a). 

(6)  Mouse's  Case,  12  Co.  OS;  Smith  v,  Wright,  1  Caines,  43. 

(e)  Packard  v,  Getroan,  6  Cowen,  767.  And  see  also  Selway  v,  Holloway,  1  Ld. 
Baym.  46 ;  Cobban  v,  Downe,  6  £sp.  41. 
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ribitity  has  begun,  it  eontintiefl  until  there  has  been  a  due  delivery 
by  him,  or  he  has  discharged  himself  of  the  custody  of  the  goods 
in  his  character  of  common  carrier,  (i)  There  has  been  some 
doubt  in  the  books  as  to  what  facts  amounted  to  a  delivery,  so  as 
to  discharge  the  common  carrier.  If  it  be  the  business  of  the 
carrier  to  deliver  goods  at  the  house  to  which  they  were  directed, 
he  is  bound  to  do  so,  and  to  give  notice  to  the  consignee,  (e) 
In  Hyde  v.  7¥ent  and  Meruy  NavigaJtwn  Company ^  (/)  it  was 
much  discussed  whether  the  carrier  was  bound  to  deliver  to  the 
individual  at  his  house,  or  whether  he  discharged  himself  by 
delivery  to  a  porter  at  the  inn  in  the  place  of  destination.  The 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  (though  there  was  no  deci- 
sion on  the  point)  was,  that  the  risk  of  the  carrier  continued 
until  a  personal  delivery  at  the  house  or  place  of  deposit  of 
the  consignee,  with  notice.  The  actual  delivery  to  the  proper 
person  is  generally  conceded  to  be  the  duty  of  the  carrier ;  (^)  ^ 

id)  Ganide  v.  Tr«nt  and  Meney  Narigation  Company,  4  T.  R.  581 ;  Hyde  p. 
Trent  and  Meney  NaFigation  Company,  6  T.  R.  S80. 

(e)  Golden  v.  Manning,  2  W.  BL  016 ;  S  Wilton,  420, 483,  s.  o. ;  Stoir  v.  Orowhff 
1  K'aell.  ft  Toonge,  12a 

(/)  6  T.  R.  889. 

Ig)  Smith  v.  Home,  8  Taont  144 ;  Bodenham  v.  Bennett,  4  Price,  Ezch.  31 ;  Gar- 
nett  V.  Willan,  5  B.  &  Aid.  68;  Duff  o.  Badd,  3  BfOd.  &  B.  177 ;  Bonney  9.  The 
Huntresi,  District  Court  of  Me.  1840,  [DaTeis,82.]  In  Moschamp  v,  Lancaster  R.  W. 
Co.,  8  M.  A  W.  421,  the  important  principle  was  declafed,  that  if  a  parcel  be  deliTered 
to  the  carrier  whose  principals  carry  only  to  a  particular  place,  to  be  carried  con* 
ttnnousiy  by  different  lines  to  the  tiltimate  place,  the  principals  remain  reeponaible 
for  the  safe  deiiyery  to  the  ultimate  destiaatloii.    • 

1  Raaroa<U.  —  {a)  Peraonal  Ddivenf,-^  HL  188;  Morris  &  Essex  R.  R.  *.  Ayni^ 

Railroads  stand  on  a  peculiar  footing  as  6  Datcher,  308 ;  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  s^ 

to  this.   In  the  absence  of  usage  or  special  Champlain  T.  Co.,  28  Yt  186, 211 ;  [Rloe 

contract  they  are  not  bound  to  make  a  v.  Hart,  118  Mass.  201 ;  Merchants',  AOt 

personal  deliyery.    See  cases  cited  below  Co.  v.  Moore,  88  Bi.  188 ;  see  B.  o.  80 

in  this  note.    Vincent  v,  Chicago  &  A.  Am.  R.  541,  and  note.]     But  In  other 

R.  R.,  40  LI.  38.    And  their  liability  has  sUtes  they  haye  been  held  to  remain 

been  held  to  be  only  that  of  warehousemen  liable  as  carriers  until  the  consignee  haa 

Hf  ter  the  arriyal  and  storage  of  the  goods  had  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  take  the 

in  the  station,  or  in  a  reasonably  safe  goods  away,  Moses  r.  Boston  &  Me.  R.  R., 

place.    Rice  v.  Boston  &  W.  R.  R.,  08  82  N.  H.  623;  MUls  v,  Michigan  C  R.  R, 

Mais.  212 ;  Norway  Plains  Co.  v,  Boston  46  N.  T.  622 ;  or  agam,  until  he  has  had 

a  W.  R.  R.,  1  Gray,  263 ;  Bansemer  v.  notice  that  the  goods  have  arrived  (or 

Toledo  &  W.  R.  Co.,  26  Ind*  484 ;  Rich*  both.  Mills  o.  Michigan  C.  R.  R.,  ntpra), 

atds  o.  Mich.  8.  &  Northani  Ind.  R.  R.,  20  Michigan  C.  R.  R.  o.  Ward,  2  Mich.  638 ; 

HL  404;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  R.  v.  Scott,  42  Hedges  o.  Hudson  R.  R.  R.,  6  Robertaon 
[866] 


LBCT.  XL.] 


OF  PERSONAL  PROPERTT. 


^605 


*  and  it  is  settled  that  he  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  a   *  605 
party  who  delivers  goods  to  him.  (a)     The  consignee  may 

(a)  Miles  v.  Cattle,  6  Bing.  743. 


(N.  Y.),  119, 127 ;  Hermann  v.  Goodrich, 
21  Wis.  636;  Stephenson  9.  U.  S.  Bzp. 
Co.,  lb.  406 ;  McDonald  v.  Western  B.  R., 
34  N.  T.  497, 601 ;  [Pelton  v.  Kennselaer, 
&C.  R.  R.  Co.,  64  N.  T.  214.]  See  McMil- 
lan V.  Mich.  8.  &  N.  L  R.  R.,  16  Mich.  79; 
Shenk  v.  Phil.  St.  Co.,  60  Penn.  St  109, 
116.  But  there  is  no  rule  of  law  that  the 
carrier  must  notify  the  consignor  if  the 
consignee  refnses  to  receive  the  goods. 
Hudson  V.  Baxendale,  2  Hurlst.  &  N.  676 ; 
Kremer  v.  Sonthem  iBxp.  Co.,  6  Coldw. 
866.1^ 

(6)  ContraetB  to  carry  beyond  Terminw, 
— -Muschamp  v,  Lancaster  R.  Co.,  stated 
In  note  {g),  was  decided  on  the  principle 
that  when  a  common  carrier  accepts  a 
parcel  directed  to  a  point  beyond  the  end 
of  his  route,  this  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
an  undertaking  to  carry  to  that  point,  and 
that  he  is  therefore  liable  for  the  loss  of 
the  parcel  at  any  point  of  the  transit.  It 
follows  from  this  view  that  the  consignor's 
contract  is  with  the  first  carrier  only,  and 
it  would  seem  that  in  England  he  could 
not  recover  against  the  others  in  any  form 
of  action.  Bristol  &  £.  R.  v.  Collins,  7  H. 
L.  C.  194;  Mytton  v.  Midland  R.  Co.,  4 
Hurlst.  &  N.  616;  Coxon  v.  Great  W.  R. 
Co.,  6  id.  274;  Webber  v.  Great  W.  R. 
Co.,  3  Hurlst.  &  C.  771 ;  Becher  v.  Great 
£.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  241;  Illinois  C. 


B.  R.  p.  Cowles,  32  HI  110;  niinois  C. 
R.  R.  0.  Johnson,  34  HI.  389,  394.  See 
Peet  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  19  Wis. 
118 ;  Cntts  v.  Brainerd,  42  Yt  666,  and 
cases  cited.  The  American  cases  admit 
that  such  a  contract  can  be  made,  but 
many  of  them  differ  from  the  English  in 
holding  that  it  must  be  made  to  appear 
expressly,  and  will  not  be  implied  from  the 
destination  of  the  goods  alone.  According 
to  these  the  contract  of  the  receiving 
carrier  must  be  to  forward  the  goods  to 
the  end  of  his  line,  and  then  to  employ 
or  caase  to  be  employed,  on  behalf  of 
the  consignor,  such  other  carriers  as  are 
necessary  to  com{^ete  the  journey.  And 
it  naturally  follows,  contrary  to  the  Eng- 
lish doctrine,  that  each  of  the  carriers  so 
employed,  so  long  as  he  has  the  goods  in 
bis  custody,  becomes  liable  in  turn  to  the 
consignor  (or  the  several  carriers  may 
make  themselves  partners  by  arrange- 
ment). Post,  611,  n.  1;  Darling  v.  Bos- 
ton &  W.  R.  R.^  11  Allen,  296.  297,  298; 
Nutting  V,  Connecticut  R.  R.  R.,  1  Gray, 
602 ;  Qass  v.  N.  Y.,  P.,  &  B.  R.  R.,  99 
Mass.  220,  227;  Burroughs  v.  Norwich 
ft  W.  R.  R.,  100  Mass.  26 ;  Converse  v. 
Norwich  &  N.  Y.  T.  Co..  aS  Conn.  166, 
178;  Perkins  v,  Portland,  S.,  &  P.  R.  R., 
47  Me.  673;  Cin.,  H.,  &  D.  R.  R.  v.  Spratt, 
2  Duvall,  4 ;  McDonald  &.  Western  R.  R., 


x^  The  language  of  the  English  cases 
•eems  to  Imply  that  the  liability  as  carrier 
does  not  cease  until  notice  is  given  and  a 
reasonable  time  to  take  away  the  goods 
allowed,  Mitchell  v.  Lancashire,  &c.  Ry. 
Co.,  10  L.  R.  Q.  B.  266;  Great  Northern 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Swaffield,  9  L.  R.  Ex.  182; 
see  Bradshaw  v.  Irish,  ftc.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Ir. 
R.  C.  L.  262;  see  also  m^ftra,  600,  n.  1,  a*; 
unless  the  goods  be  refused  by  the  con- 
signee, when  the  carrier  at  onoe  becomes 


an  Involuntary  bailee,  Heugh  o.  London, 
ftc.  Ry.  Co.,  6  L.  R.  Ex.  61.  As  to  the 
measure  of  damages  in  case  of  a  non- 
delivery or  misdelivery,  see  Home  v. 
Midland  Ry.  Co.  8  L,  R.  C.  P.  131; 
Simpson  v,  London.  Ac.  Ry.  Co.,  1  Q.  B. 
D.  274;  Waller  ©.  MidUnd,  Ac.  Ry.  Co.. 
4  L.  R  Ir.  876;  Harvey  r.  Conn.,  &o. 
R  R.  Co.,  124  Mass.  421 ;  Ward's.  &c. 
Co.  V.  EUdns,  34  Mich.  439;  Devereox 
V.  Buckley,  84  Ohio  St  16. 
[867] 
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take  charge  of  the  goods  before  they  baye  arrived  at  their  ex- 
treme or  ultimate  place  of  delivery «  and  the  carrier's  risk  will 
then  terminate,  (i)  In  New  York,  it  was  held,  in  0%trander  y. 
Broum^  (c)  that  placing  goods  on  the  wharf,  without  notice  to 

(6)  Strong  v.  Natally,  4  Hot.  &  P.  16 ;  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  7  Hnri. 
4  N.  400;  [Cork  DUtilleriet  Co.  v.  Omt  Sonthem,  &&  By.  .Co.,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  209.] 

(  e)  16  Johns.  80.  In  Chkkering  v.  Fowler,  4  Pick.  871,  it  was  held  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  special  custom,  a  delivery  at  the  wkarf,  which  is  the  usoal  place  of 
delivery,  with  notice  to  the  consignee,  is  a  delivery  to  tlie  consignee.  House  r.  Schooner 
Lexington,  N.  Y.  District  Court,  2  N.  T.  Legal  Observer,  4,  s.  p.  The  same  rule  was 
declared  in  Cope  r.  Cordova,  1  Rawle,  203,  and  it  was  growided  on  the  fact  of  tlie 
general  practice  hi  relation  to  goods  coming  from  a  foreign  port  In  New  York,  in 
the  case  of  Fox  v.  Blossom  (N.  Y.  Common  Pleas,  October,  1828),  it  was  proved 
upon  the  trial  to  be  the  understanding  tliat  the  carrier's  responsibility  ceased  when 

84  N.  Y.  407.  x*    See  Lawrence  v.  Winona    charters  more  liberally.    Power  to  take 


&  St.  Peter  R.  R.,  15  MUin.  880;  and  as 
to  presumptions,  LaughUn  v.  Chicago  ft 
K.  W.  R.  Co.,  28  Wis.  204.  The  nature 
of  the  contract  in  this  respect  was  thought 
to  be  a  question  for  the  Jury  in  Gray  v. 
Jackson,  51  N.  H.  9. 

When,  as  is  usual,  the  carrier  is  a  oor^ 
poration,  the  question  whether  a  contract 
to  cany  beyond  the  limits  of  its  road  ia 
within  the  corporate  powers  or  iiftra  vin$ 
is  perfectly  distinct  from  the  question 
whether  such  a  contract  was  intended. 
The  point  was  not  raised  In  the  earlier 
English  cases,  but  such  a  contract  was 
held  ultra  vira  in  Hood  v.  N.  Y.  k  N.  H. 
R.  R.,  22  Conn.  502.  The  later  cases, 
however,  are  the  other  way,  and  construe 


tkromfk  /ragkt,  if  not  expressly  denied, 
seems  to  be  given  by  implication  by  the 
mere  fact  of  inooiporeting  a  railroad  at 
the  present  time.  Jute,  800,  n.  1 ;  Maghee 
V.  Camden  ft  Amboy  R.  R.,  45  N.  Y.  514; 
Najac  V.  Boston  &  Lowell  R.  R.,  7  Allen, 
829,  883;  Perkins  v.  Portland,  8.  ft  P. 
R.  R.,  47  Me.  578,  500  (some  of  the  hm- 
guage  quoted  in  this  case  on  pp.  GOO,  501, 
goes  rather  far) ;  Baltimore  ft  Phil.  St.  Co. 
V.  Brown,  54  Penn.  St.  77 ;  Wilby  v.  West 
C.  R.  Co.,  2  Hurlst  ft  N.  708;  South 
Wales  R.  Co.  v.  Redmond,  10  C.  B.  v.  a. 
075,681,682.  See  Converse  v.  Norwich  ft 
N.  Y.  T.  Co.,  83  Conn.  166, 170. 180;  Bof- 
fett  p.  Troy  ft  B.  R  R.,  40  N.  Y.  168, 172; 
Schroeder  v.  Hudson  R.  R.  R,  5  Duer,  5& 


**  Myrick  r.  Michigan  Cent  R.  R.  Co., 
107  U.  S.  102;  Railroad  Co.  p.  Pratt,  22 
Wall.  123 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Manufacturing 
Co.,  16  Wall.  318 ;  Bancroft  p.  MerchanU', 
ftc.  Co.,  47  Iowa,  262;  Graver,  ftc.  Co. 
V.  Missouri,  ftc.  Ry.  Co.,  70  Mo.  672; 
Hadd  p.  U.  S..  ftc.  Express  Co.,  52  Yt 
885;  see  a.  G.  86  Am.  R.  757,  and  note. 
So  it  is  held  that  a  carrier  of  passengere 
selling  a  thraugh  ticket  is  not  liable 
beyond  his  own  line.  Hartan  p.  Eastern 
R  R  Co.,  114  Mass.  44  ;  Railroad  Co. 
p.  Sprayberry,  8  Baxt.  841 ;  Knight  p. 
Portland,  ftc.  R.  R.  Co.,  56  Me.  234.  But 
that  the  presumption  is  of  a  contract  to 
cany  through,  see  Erie  Ry.  Co.  p.  Wilooz, 
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84  111.  280;  Mobile,  ftc  Co.  p.  Copeland. 
68  Ala.  219.  Further  cases  upon  the 
right  of  the  owner  to  sue  an  intermediate 
carrier  are  Lowenburg  v,  Jones,  56  Miss. 
688;  Packard  p.  Taylor,  85  Ark.  402; 
Sherman  p.  Hudson,  ftc.  R.  R  Co.,  64 
N.Y.254;  Dunham  p.  B.  ft  M.  R  R  Co., 
70  Me.  164;  Sliriver  p.  Sioux  City,  ftc 
R  R  Co.,  24  Minn.  506;  Dixon  p.  Rkdi. 
mond,  ftc.  RR  Co.,  74  N.C.  688.  With 
last  two  cases  oomp.  Marquette,  ftc  R  R 
Co.  p.  Kirkwood,  45  Mich.  51,  as  to  the 
burden  of  proof.  The  liability  of  one 
carrier  does  not  cease  until  delivery  to 
the  next.  Bancroft  v.  Merohants',  ftc  Co., 
Bailroad  Co.  p.  Manufacturing  Co.,  sipra. 


I£CT.  XL.]  OF  PEB80NAL  PBOPEBTT.  *  606 

the  consignee,  is  not  a  delivery  to  the  consignee,  so  as  to  dis- 
charge  the  carrier,  even  though  there  was  a  usage  to  deliver 
goods  in  that  manner.  The  carrier  must  not  leave  or  abandon 
the  goods  on  the  wharf,  even  though  there  be  an  inability  or 
refusal  of  the  consignee  to  receive  them. 

As  carriers  by  water  were  liable  at  common  law  to  the  same 
extent  as  land  carriers,  and  as  their  responsibility  was  more  exten- 
sive, and  their  risk  greater  from  the  facilities  for  the  commission 
of  acts  of  fraud  and  violence  upon  the  water,  it  was  deemed, 
in  England,  a  proper  case  for  legislative  interference  to  a 
guarded  and  limited  extent.  The  statute  *  of  7  Geo.  II.  *  606 
c.  15,  and  26  Geo.  III.  c.  86,  and  58  Geo.  III.  c.  159, 
exempted  owners  of  vessels  from  responsibility  as  common  carriers 
for  losses  by  fire ;  and  provided  further  that  the  owner  should 

the  goods  were  landed  on  the  wharf;  but  the  decision  was,  that  the  delivery  was  not 
complete  until  the  goods  were  carefully  separated  and  designated  for  the  consignee. 
And  in  the  case  of  Pacard  v.  Bordler,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  in 
the  winter  of  1831-32,  it  was  held  that  landing  goods  by  the  captain  of  a  vessel  on 
the  levee  at  New  Orleans,  being  the  usual  place  of  unloading,  with  notice  in  the 
newspapers  to  the  consignees,  was  not  sufficient  The  notice  must  be  brought  home 
to  the  consignee.  So,  a  person  undertook  to  carry  boxes  of  lumber  down  the  river 
to  a  certain  cove,  and  being  refused  a  place  of  deposit  there,  he  deposited  them  near 
by,  in  as  safe  a  place  as  could  be  found,  and  left  them,  and  they  were  afterwards 
carried  away  by  the  flood  and  lost,  and  he  was  held  responsible.  The  carrier  did 
not  continue  hi^care  until  he  had  given  notice  to  the  owner,  and  until  the  latter  had 
a  reasonable  time  to  assume  the  care  of  them,  and  therefore  he  was  held  liable. 
Pickett  V.  Downer,  4  Vt.  21.  In  the  case  of  Gibson  v.  Culver,  17  Wend.  305,  the 
duty  of  tlie  common  carrier  received  a  full  discussion,  and  it  was  considered  to  be  the 
settled  rule,  that  tidual  delieery  of  the  goods  to  the  consignee  was  necessary  in  order 
to  discharge  the  carrier,  unless  it  was  the  course  of  the  business  to  leave  the  goods  at 
specified  places,  and  then  notice  of  the  arri\'al  and  place  of  deposit  comes  in  lieu  of 
personal  delivery.  Carriers  by  ships  and  boats  must  stop  at  the  wharf,  and  railroad 
cars  must  remain  on  the  track.  Nothing  will  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  the 
notice  instead  of  actual  delivery,  but  some  uniform  and  notorious  usage  presumed  to 
be  known  to  the  consignee.  The  necessity  of  delivery  of  baggage  to  the  passenger 
at  the  end  of  his  journey  by  the  common  carrier,  before  his  responsibility  can  cease, 
was  strongly  inculcated  by  the  judges  in  the  case  of  Cole  v.  Goodwin,  19  Wend. 
251,  and  also  in  Powell  v.  Myers,  26  Wend.  591.  So,  in  Hemphill  v.  Chenie,  6  Watts 
&  S.  62,  it  was  held  that  the  responsibility  of  a  carrier  upon  the  Ohio  River  did  not 
cease  upon  the  delivery  of  goods  on  the  wharf,  with  notice  to  the  consignee.  There 
must  be  an  actual  delivery  to  the  consignee.  Though,  as  a  general  rule,  the  carrier 
must  deliver  the  goods  to  the  consignee  at  the  place  of  delivery;  yet  where  the 
transportation  is  by  vessels  or  boats,  notice  of  the  arrival  and  place  of  deposit 
comes  in  lieu  of  personal  delivery.  If  the  consignee  be  dead,  or  cannot  be  found,  or 
refuses  to  receive,  the  carrier  may  relieve  himself  by  placing  the  goods  in  store  with 
a  responsible  person  in  that  business  at  that  place,  and  the  storekeeper  becomes  tb» 
agent  or  baUee  of  the  owner  of  the  property.    Fisk  v.  Newton,  1  Denio,  46. 

[  869.] 


*  607  OF  pmaoMAL  pbopsbtt.  [part  r. 

not  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  gold,  silver,  diamonds,  watches,  jeweU, 
or  precious  stones,  by  robbery  or  embezzlement,  unless  the  shipper 
inserted  in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  otherwise  declared  in  writing  to 
the  master  or  owner  of  the  vessel,  the  nature,  quality,  and  value 
of  the  articles ;  nor  should  he  be  liable  for  embezzlements,  or  loss 
or  damage  to  the  goods  arising  from  any  act  or  neglect,  without 
his  {jEtult  or  privity,  beyond  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight ;  nor 
should  part  owners  in  those  cases  be  liable  beyond  their  respective 
shares  in  the  ship  and  freight,  (a)  Though  we  have  only  in  one 
or  two  instances  such  statute  provisions  in  this  country,  (i)  ^  yet, 
according  to  the  modern  English  doctrine,  which  may  be  appli- 
cable with  us,  carriers  may  limit  their  responsibility  by  special 
notice  of  the  extent  of  what  they  mean  to  assume.  The  goods 
in  that  case  are  understood  to  be  delivered  on  the  footing  of  a 
special  contract,  superseding  the  strict  rule  of  the  common  law ; 
and  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  notice,  that  it 
be  previoui«ly  brought  home  to  the  actual  knowledge  of  the 
bailor,  and  be  clear,  explicit,  and  consistent,  (e)  The  doctrine 
of  the  carrier's  exemption  by  means  of  notice,  from  his  extraor- 
dinary responsibility,  is  said  not  to  have  been  known  until 
•607  the  case  of  Forward  •v.  Pittard,  in  1786;  (a)  and  it 
was  finally  recognized  and  settled  by  judicial  decision  in 
NichoUim  V.  Wdlan^  (l)  in  1804.    The  language  of  the  court  in 

(a)  Wilton  v.  Dickton,  2  B.  A  Aid.  2.  The  statute  of  68  Geo.  IIL  farther  limited 
the  retpontibility  of  thipownert  for  damage  done,  without  their  faulty  to  other 
TetseU  or  their  cargoes,  to  the  Talue  of  the  ship  doing  the  damage  at  the  time  of  tbe 
accident. 

(h)  In  Maasachiisetts,  the  reepontibilitj  of  owners  waa,  bj  a  etatute  pasted  in 
1818.  and  reenacted  in  the  Rerised  Statutes  of  188S,  part  I,  tit.  12,  c.  82,  sec  1  and  ^ 
limited  to  the  value  of  their  interest  in  the  ship  and  freight,  in  cases  where  thej  were 
liable  for  loss  and  damage  occasioned  bj  the  acts  of  the  master  or  mariners.  By  the 
statute  of  New  Tork  of  April  13, 1820,  c.  302,  the  conduct  of  canal  boats  are  under 
specific  regulations,  and  freight  boats  are  bound  to  afford  facilities  to  the  passage  of 
packet  or  passenger  boats,  through  the  locks  and  on  the  canals,  and  the  master  and 
owners  are  held  responsible  in  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from  waj  undue  non- 
compliance with  their  dutj.    Famsworth  v.  Qroot,  6  Cowen,  008. 

(e)  Butler  v.  Heane,  2  Camp.  416;  Cobden  v.  Bolton,  ib.  108;  Gouger  v.  JoUj, 
1  Holt,  817 ;  Mayhew  v.  Eames,  3  B.  a  C.  001 ;  Brooke  v.  Pickwwk,  4  Bing.  2ia  It 
is  not  sufficient,  in  order  to  fix  notice  on  a  party,  that  it  was  faiserted  weekly  in  a 
newspaper  which  the  party  took.  Rowley  p.  Home,  3  Bing.  2.  The  difficulty  of 
giving  the  requisite  notice,  said  the  K.  B.,  in  Kerr  v.  WUUn,  2  Starkie,  63, 
from  the  attempt  of  the  carrier  to  depart  from  the  old  rule  of  the  common  law. 

(a)  Burrough,  J.,  8  Taunt  146.  (6)  6  East,  607. 

1  See  act  of  Match  8, 1861, 0  St.  al  Large,  086 ;  |ms<,  ill  217,  n.  1,  (6). 
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JSodenham  v.  Bennett^  (e)  and  in  Q-amett  y.  WUlan^  (^oF)  is,  that 
those  notices  were  introduced  to  protect  the  carrier  only  from 
extraordinary  events,  or  from  that  responsibility  by  mistake  or 
inadvertence  which  belongs  to  him  as  an  insurer,  and  not  from 
the  consequences  of  the  want  of  due  and  ordinary  personal  care 
and  diligence.  It  has  been  strenuously  urged,  in  some  of  the 
cases,  that  there  was  no  sound  distinction,  as  to  the  responsibility 
of  the  common  carrier  under  the  notice,  between  ordinary  neg- 
ligence and  misfeasance  of  him  or  his  servants.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  it  is  perfectly  well  settled,  that  the  carrier,  notwithstanding 
notice  has  been  given  and  brought  home  to  the  party,  continues 
responsible  for  any  loss  or  damage  resulting  from  gross  neg* 
ligence  or  misfeasance  in  him  or  his  servants ;  and  the  question 
of  responsibility  has  generally  turned  upon  the  fact  of  gross 
negligence,  (e) 

The  English  judges  have  thought  that  the  doctrine  of 
•  exempting  carriers  from  liability  by  notice  had  been  •  608 
parried  too  far ;  and  its  introduction  into  Westminster  Hall 
has  been  much  lamented,  (a)  The  decisions  in  this  country 
have  shown  a  firmness  of  purpose  not  to  relax  the  strictness  of 
the  English  rule  in  respect  to  the  responsibility  of  common  car<> 
riers,  and  they  have  shown  an  inclination  even  to  restrict  the 
effect  of  notice  upon  that  responsibility,  (6)  * 

(c)  4  Priee,  Exch.  SI. 

(d)  5  B.  Jb  Aid.  6d.  Mr.  Bell  ttroDglj  eondemni  the  policj  of  mtrietiDg  (be 
raponubUitj  of  the  cooimoQ  carrier  by  meaiu  of  the  notice ;  and  he  says  the  eifeel 
of  notice  ooght  legitimately  to  be  confined  to  the  regulation  of  the  consideration  for 
risk;  and  that  the  carrier  oaght^  at  all  events,  to  be  held  to  the  ordinary  diligence  of 
the  contract,  and  responsible  for  the  reasonable  amount  of  loss,  according  to  the 
appearance  of  the  package  delivered,  if  the  owner  does  not  choose  to  pay  the  amount 
of  the  premium,  unless  he  shows  a  special  agreement,  or  eyidenee  not  merely  of 
notice,  but  of  a$mu  to  that  notice.    1  Bell's  Comm.  473-475. 

(«)  Bllis  9,  Turner,  S  T.  B.  681 ;  Beck  v.  Brans,  16  Bast.  247 ;  Smith  v.  Home, 
8  Taunt  144 ;  Birkett  v,  Willan,  2  B.  &  Aid.  866 ;  Batson  v.  DonoTan,  4  id.  21 ;  Gai^ 
neCtv.WUlan,6  id.  68;  Sleat  v.  Fagg,6  id.  842;  Duff  v,  Bndd,  8  Brod.  a  B.  177; 
Lowe  V.  Booth,  18  Price,  Exch.  829;  Brooke  v.  Pickwick,  4  Bing.  218;  Id  B.  Moore, 
447,  a.  o.;  Wyld  p.  Fickford,  S  At  &  W.  448.  Carriers  after  the  noUce  are  not 
liable  for  a  robbery  by  their  serrants,  if  there  has  been  great  carelessness  on  the  part 
of  the  owner,  and  no  gross  negUgenoe  on  their  part  Bradley  v.  Waterhouse,  1  Dans. 
&  Lloyd,  1. 

<o)  See  Smith  v,  Borne,  8  Taunt  144. 

(6)  Eagle  v.  White,  6  Wharton,  616.    In  the  case  of  Barney  r.  Ptentiss,  4  Harr.  k 

^  LifRitatian  0j  Lta6i/i<y. ---Common  .  contract  With  refersnoe  to  the  particular 
carriers  may  limit  their  liability  by  special    traasactSon  tbey  become  ordinary  baileea 
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In  New  York,  the  English  common  law  on  the  subject  of  the 
general  responsibility  of  common  carrieis  has  been  fully,  explio- 

J.  817,  It  WM  a  question  raised,  bat  left  undecided,  whether  a  common  carrier  can 
exonerate  himself  from  the  responsibiiitj,  bj  means  of  a  previous  notice ;  but  if  he 


for  hire.  Famham  v.  Camden  St  Amboy 
R.  R.,  66  Fenn.  8t.  63 ;  American  Express 
Co.  V.  Sands,  ib.  140 ;  York  Co.  v.  Central 
B.  R.,  3  WaU.  107.  But  it  is  generalljr  held 
that  an  agreement  is  neoessaiy,  and  that 
a  general  notice  is  not  enough  unless 
clearly  brought  home  to  the  consignor  and 
assented  to  bj  him ;  nor  is  the  fact  that 
the  receipt  given  by  the  carrier  contained 
exemptions,  if  the  chrcumstances  were 
such  that  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  the 
other  party  understood  and  assented  to 
the  contents  of  the  receipt  as  fixing  the 
terms  of  the  contract  of  carriage.  Back- 
land  r.  Adams  Express  Co.,  97  Mass.  124, 
explained  in  Grace  v,  Adams,  100  Mass. 
606.  See  the  other  cases  there  cited; 
Judson  V,  Western  R.  R.,  6  Allen,  486 ; 
Blossom  V,  Dodd,  43  N.  Y.  264;  Strohn 
9.  Detroit  Jb  M.  R.  Co.,  21  Wis.  664 ; 
King  V.  Woodbridge,  84  Vt  666 ;  Graham 
9.  Davis,  4  Ohio  St.  362,  876 ;  Western  T. 
Co.  V,  NewhaU,  24  111.  466.  See  Cooper 
9.  Berry,  21  Ga.  626 ;  Southern  Express 
Co.  V.  Newby,  36  Ga.  636 ;  ib.  632.  But 
■ee  Peck  v.  North  Staffordshire  R.  Co.,  10 
a  L.  C.  473, 406. 

It  is  laid  down  in  many  cases  that 
common  carriers  cannot  exempt  them- 


x^  Where  carriers  are  allowed  to 
exempt  themseWes  from  liability  for  loss 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  or  miscon- 
duct of  their  employees,  the  agreement 
to  do  so  must  appear  in  unmistakable 
terms.  Gill  v.  Manchester,  &c.  Ry.  Co., 
8  L.  R.  Q.  B.  186 ;  D' Arc  v.  London,  Ac. 
Ry.  Co.,  0  L.  R.  C.  P.  826;  Goldsmith 
V.  Great  Eastern  Ry.  Co ,  44  L.  T.  181 ; 
Mynard  v.  Syracuse,  dbc.  R.  R.  Co.,  71 
N.  Y.  180.  Under  the  statute  in  Eng- 
land, and  it  would  seem  generally,  a 
carrier  may  regulate  or  limit  his  liability 
hj  reasonable  conditions.    A  condition  ex- 
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selTes,  even  by  contract,  from  liability  for 
loss  caused  by  the  negligence  or  fraud 
of  their  senrants,  Pennsylrania  R.B.  v. 
Henderson,  61  Penn.  St.  316;  Reno  v, 
Hogan,  12  B.  Monroe,  68 ;  York  Co.  v. 
Central  R.R.,  8  Wall.  107. 113;  Western 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Downer,  11  WalL 
129;  Graham  v.  Davis,  4  Ohio  St  862; 
Welsh  V.  PIttoburg,  Ft.  W.,  &  C.  R.  R.,  10 
Ohio  8l  66 ;  Sager  r.  PorUmooth  R.  R^ 

81  Me.  228;  Squire  v.  N.  Y.  C.  R.R.,  66 
Mass.  280,  246;  Goldey  v.  Peon.  R.R. 
80  Penn.  St.  242 ;  Powell  v,  Penn.  R.  R., 

82  Penn.  St  414 ;  Indianapolis  &  C.  R.  R. 
v.Cox,20Ind.d60,302;  Ind.&C.  R.Re. 
Allen,  31  Ind  304;  see  Illinois  C.  R.R. 
p.  Read,  87  Ul.  484,  610 ;  although  the 
contrary  was  held  in  England  before  the 
St.  17  Jb  18  Vict.  c.  31,  §  7,  Peek  v. 
North  Staffordshire  R.  Co.,  10  H.  L.  C 
478,  404 ;  and  is  now  where  that  does  not 
apply.  The  Duero,  L.  R.  2  Ad.  &  £c 
303,  306 ;  Peninsular  db  O.  S.  N.  Co.  v. 
Shand,  3  Moore,  P.  C.  h.  a.  27S.  See 
Cooper  V,  Berry,  21  Ga.  £26,  641 ;  Bis- 
sell  r.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  26  N.  T.  442; 
Hawkins  v.  Great  W.  R.  R.,  17  Midi. 
67 ;  Betts  v.  Fanners'  Loan  &  T.  Co.,  21 
Wis.80.xi 


empting  from  liability  for  loss  < 
by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  de- 
fendant's own  serrants  was  lield  reason- 
able in  Lewis  v.  Great  Western  Ry.  Co., 
8  Q.  B.  D.  106 ;  Manchester,  &&  Ry.  Col 
V.  Brown,  8  App.  Cas.  708.  But  an 
exemption  from  loss  in  any  case  was  held 
unreasonable  in  Ashenden  v.  London,  ftc. 
Ry.  Co.,  6  Ex.  D.  IW.  That  a  carrier 
cannot  exempt  himself  from  liability  for 
loss  due  to  the  negligence  or  misconduct 
of  his  own  servants,  see  Lockwood  s. 
Railroad  Co.,  17  WaU.  867;  Bank  of 
Kentucky  ^  Adams  Exprev  Co., 03 U.S. 
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idj,  and  repeatedly  recognized  in  its  full  extent ;  and  equally  in 
respect  to  carriers  by  land  and  water,  and  equally  in  respect  to 

can,  the  Dotice  should,  at  least,  be  phun,  explicit,  and  free  from  all  ambiguity.  It 
was,  however,  declared  in  Beckman  v,  Shouse,  5  Rawle,  170,  and  in  Bingham  v, 
Bogers,  6  Watts  &  S.  495,  that  common  carriers  might,  by  special  contract,  limit  the 
extent  of  their  responsibility.  In  Atwood  v.  The  Reliance  Transportation  Company, 
9  Watts,  87,  C.  J.  Gibson  questions  the  policy  of  the  new  rule,  that  the  carrier  may 
lessen  his  common-law  responsibility  by  a  special  agreement,  and  it  was  held  that 
exceptions  to  the  common  rule  were  to  be  strictly  construed.  In  Ohio,  in  the  case  of 
Jones  V.  Yoorhees.  10  Ohio,  146,  the  court  declared  that  the  proprietors  of  stage 
coaches  were  common  carriers,  and  that  their  liabilities  could  not  be  limited  by  actual 
notice  to  a  traveller  that  his  baggage  was  at  his  own  risk,  and  that  a  watch  in  his 
trunk  was  part  of  his  baggage.  So  also  in  New  York,  in  the  case  of  HoUister  v, 
Nowlen,  19  Wend.  234 ;  Cole  v.  Goodwm,  ib.  251 ;  Camden  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Belknap,  21  id. 
854,  and  Gould  v.  Hill,  2  Hill  (N.  T.),  623,  it  was  decided  that  stage-coach  proprie- 
tors, and  other  common  carriers,  could  not  restrict  their  common-law  liability  by  a 
general  notice  that  the  baggage  of  passengers  was  at  the  risk  of  the  owners,  even 
though  the  notice  was  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  the  owner.  Nothing  short 
of  an  express  contract  or  special  acceptance,  as  between  the  proprietor  and  owner, 
would  be  sufficient.  Those  decisions  contain  very  learned  and  able  discussions  on  the 
subject,  and  the  solidity  and  policy  of  the  stem  rule  of  the  common  law  are  ably  and 
successfully  vindicated.  But  though  common  carriers  cannot  contract  for  a  restricted 
responsibility,  yet  other  bailees  for  hire  may  so  contract,  and  leave  the  whole  risk,  in  cases 
free  from  fraud,  on  the  owner  of  the  property ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  owners 
of  a  steamboat  undertaking  for  hire  to  tow  a  canal  boat  and  her  cargo  on  the 
Hudson  River,  while  the  master  and  hands  of  the  canal  boat  remain  on  board,  and 
in  possession  and  charge  of  the  property,  are  not  common  carriers,  but  ordinary 
bailees  for  hire ;  and  as  it  was  stipulated  that  the  canal-boat  was  to  be  towed  of  the 

174 ;  Shrivcr  v.  Sioux  City,  &c.  R  R.  Co.,  sidered  in  legal  contemplation  as  having 
24  Minn.  506 ;  New  Orleans,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  assented  to  them,  the  cases  are  in  much 
V.  Faler,  58  Miss.  911 ;  Merchants'  Dis-  confusion.  The  question  is,  Indeed,  prop- 
patch,  &c.  Co.  V.  Comf orth,  3  Col.  280 ;  erly  one  of  fact  for  the  jury  in  each  case, 
Maslin  v.  B.  &0.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  W.  Va.  180;  subject  to  the  usual  limitation,  that  the 
Galveston,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.  v,  Allison,  59  court  is  to  determine  whether  there  is  any 
Tex.  193;  Alabama,  &c.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Little  evidence  for  the  jury.  Henderson  v.  Ste- 
(AU.,  1882) ;  Canfleld  v.  B.  &  O.  R.  R.  venson,  2  L.  R.  H.  L.  Sc.  470 ;  Harris  u. 
Co.,  93  N.  T.  532.  Conditions  fixmg  the  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  D.  515 ; 
time  within  which  notice  of  loss  must  be  Parker  p.  South  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  2 
given  have  been  held  valid.  Express  Com-  C.  P.  D.  416;  Burke  v.  South  Eastern 
pany  v.  Caldwell,  21  Wall.  264 ;  Southern  Ry.  Co.,  5  C.  P.  D.  1 ;  Germania  Fire  Ins. 
Express  Co.  v.  Hunnicutt,  54  Miss.  566.  Co.  v.  Memphis,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  72  N.  Y. 
But  see  Capehart  p.  Seaboard,  &c.Ry.  Co.,  90;  Madan  v.  Sherard.  73  N.  Y.  329; 
81 N.  C.  488 ;  8.  c.  31  Am.  R.  505,  and  note.  Hill  v.  Syracuse,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  ib.  351 ; 
So,  a  condition  limiting  liability  to  the  Hoadley  v.  Northern  Transportation  Co., 
carrier's  own  line.  Taylor  v.  Little  Rock,  115  Mass.  304 ;  Morrison  v.  Phillips,  ftc. 
Ac.  Ry.  Co.,  32  Ark.  398.  As  to  what  Co.,  44  Wis.  405 ;  Erie,  &c.  Co.  v.  Dater, 
acU  are  sufficient  to  give  one  dealing  with  91  HI.  195 ;  B.  &  0.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  CampbelU 
a  carrier  notice  of  conditions  Umiting  the  36  Ohio  St.  647 ;  Raih-oad  Co.  v,  Mann* 
tatter's  liability,  so  that  he  must  be  con-  facturing  Co.,  16  WaU.  818. 
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foreigD  and  inland  navigation.  (<?)  In  Elliott  v.  Bo9uU^  the 
whole  doctrine  was  extensively  considered;  and  it  was  under* 
Btood  and  declared  that  a  common  carrier  warranted  the  safe 
delivery  of  goods  in  all  but  the  excepted  cases  of  the  act  of  Grod 
and  public  enemies  ;  and  that  there  was  no  distinction  between  a 
carrier  by  land  and  a  carrier  by  water,  whether  the  water  naviga- 
tion was  internal  or  foreign,  except  so  far  as  the  exception  is 
extended  to  perils  of  the  sea  by  the  special  terms  of  the 

*  609    contract  *  contained  in  the  charter  party  or  bill  of  lading.  ^ 

It  was  further  shown  that  the  marine  law  of  Europe  went 


HA  ^ker  maattt,  th«  owners  of  the  tteambost  were  not  responsible,  even  for  the  wml 
of  ordinarj  care  and  skill.  Alexander  v.  Greene,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.).  1.  But  this  case 
was  reviewed  and  reversed  in  the  New  York  Court  of  Errors,  7  HiU  (N.  Y.),  5S8. 
The  English  statute  (1  Wm.  IV.  c  68)»  made /or  (As  mart  effettual  pntectiom  i^wmmum 
carriers  Jbr  hire,  declares  that  they  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  lou  of,  or  injury  to,  anj 
property  of  the  following  description :  that  is  to  say,  of  gold  or  silver  coin,  or  gold  or 
silver  in  a  manufactured  or  unmanufactured  state,  or  any  precious  stones,  jewelry, 
watches,  itc.,  bills,  notes,  writings,  pictures,  plated  articles,  glass,  silks,  furs,  or  laoe, 
contained  In  any  parcel  to  be  carried  for  hire,  or  to  accompany  a  pass^iger  in  any 
public  conveyance,  where  the  value  exceeds  XIO^  unless  delivered  as  such  with  an 
express  formal  declaration  of  the  value,  and  the  carrier  to  be  entitled  to  an  increased 
nte  of  charge,  according  to  previous  notice.  See  Ilinton  v.  Dibbin,  2  Ad.  &  £1.  v.  a. 
646,  on  the  strict  construction  of  the  statute.  No  public  notice  is  to  limit  the 
responsibility  of  the  carrier  in  respect  to  other  goods.  The  exception  in  bills  of  lad- 
ing of  goods  on  inland  navigation,  of  "dangers  of  the  river  which  are  unavoidable," 
narrows  the  liability  of  the  boat-owner,  and  exempts  him  from  liability  for  accidents 
and  loss  occasioned  by  hidden  obstructions  newly  placed  in  the  river,  and  which 
human  skill  and  foresight  could  not  discover  and  avoid.  Gordon  v.  Buchanan, 
6  Yerg.  71. 

(e)  Colt  V,  M'Mechen,  6  Johns.  160;  Sdileffelin  v.  Harvey.  6  id.  170;  EQiotl 
V.  RosseU.  10  id.  1 ;  Kemp  e.  Conghtry,  11  id.  107;  AUen  v.  8ewaU,  fi  Wend.  &S7; 
McArthur  v.  Sears,  21  Id.  190. 

1  As  to  whether  a  general  ship  Is  a  L.  R.  7  Ex.  207,  where  the  statement  In 

common  carrier,  apart  from  the  liability  Horse  v.  Slue,  that  masters  of  ships  who 

assumed  bythebiU  of  lading,  see  post,  ill.  carry  goods  for  hire  are  ooounoo  car- 

217,  n.  1,  (a) ;  and  in  addition  to  the  cases  riers.  Is  referred  to  as  authoiUy,  and 

there  dted.  Liver  Alkali  Co.  v.  Johnson,  acted  on.  x^ 


jti  In  the  case  hut  dted,  on  appeal  hi  Nugent ».  Smith,  1  C.  P.  D.428.    It  is 

(0  L.  R.  Ex.  888).  it  was  thought  unnec-  at  least  questionable  whether  there  must 

CMary  to  decide  whether  a  general  ship  not  be  a  fixed  ronte,  with  definite  termmi, 

was  a  common  carrier  or  not,  as  it  was  in  order  to  constitute  a  common  oarrier. 

held  that  the  liability  was  the  same  at  Gases  sitpra,  and  Varble  v.  Bigley.  14 

any  rate.  Bush,  606^ 

But  see  Scaife  v.  Farrant,  10  L.R.Ex.         As  to  a  geo«nl  sh^,  see  infin,  lii 

858,  and  the  judgment  of  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  217,  n.  L 
[874] 


LECT.   XL.]  OF  PEB80NAL  PBOPBBTT.  *  609 

to  the  same  extent,  as  did  also  the  civil  law,  and  the  law  of  those 
nations  in  Europe  which  have  made  the  civil  law  the  basis  of 
their  municipal  jurisprudence.  The  principle  appeared  to  be 
Bound  and  wise,  and  to  have  a  very  general  reception  among 
nations.  The  same  doctrine  was  again  declared  in  New  York,  in 
Allen  V.  Sewall;  (a)  and  the  owners  of  a  steamboat  carrying 
light  freight  and  parcels  for  hire  were  held  to  be  liable  as  com- 
mon earners.  Bank  bills  were  held  to  be  goods,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law ;  and  directions  to  the  captain  not  to  carry 
money  did  not  excuse  the  owner,  unless  notice  of  such  instruc- 
tions were  brought  home  to  the  shipper.  There  is  no  doubt, 
also,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  English  common  law,  which  declares 
that  pei-sons  carrying  goods  for  hire  by  land  or  water,  including 
all  kinds  of  internal  as  well  as  external  navigation,  are  common 
carriers,  and  liable  for  all  losses  happening  otherwise  than  by 
inevitable  accident,  prevails  generally  in  these  United  States,  as 
part  of  the  common  law  of  the  land.  The  slightest  neglect  or 
fault,  levUnma  cidpa^  renders  the  master  of  a  vessel  liable.  (V) 

(a)  2  Wend.  327.  The  case  of  Ajmmr  v.  Astor,  6  Cowen,  266,  would  seem  to 
hare  gone  far  to  unsettle  and  rererse  the  common-law  doctrine  respecting  carriers  hjr 
water.  But  if  there  was  not  originally  some  inaccuracy  or  mistake  in  the  statement 
or  report  of  that  case,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  completely  overruled  by  the  case  of 
AUen  v.  SewalL  This  last  case  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Errors  (6  Wend.  335), 
on  the  ground  that  bank  bills  were  not  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  incorporating  the  steamboat  company,  whose  Hgent  the 
defendant  was,  and  that  the  carriage  of  such  bills  was  not  a  part  of  their  ordinary 
business,  and  was  forbidden  by  instructions  to  the  master.  But  the  general  doctrine 
in  the  text  respecting  the  liability  of  common  carriers  was  not  disturbed.  So,  in  the 
case  of  Camden  Company  v.  Burke,  13  Wend.  611,  it  was  held  that  steamboat  and 
raifaroad  companies  were  liable  for  the  baggage  as  common  carriers ;  and  even  notice, 
brought  home  to  the  passengers,  that  all  baggage  to  be  at  the  risk  of  the  owners, 
will  not  exempt  the  owners  from  the  implied  agreement  that  the  vehicle  is  sufficient 
But  they  are  not  responsible  for  the  passengers  if  due  care  be  used. 

{h)  M'Clures  v,  Hammond,  1  Bay  (S.  C),  99 ;  Miles  v.  James  db  Johnson,  1  M'Cord, 
167 ;  Cohen  v.  Hume,  ib.  489;  Smyrl  v.  Niolon,  2  Bailey  (S.  C),  421 ;  Murphy  v. 
Steton,  3  Mnnf.  239 ;  Bell  v.  Reed,  4  Binney,  127 ;  Moses  v.  Norris,  4  N.  H.  304 ;  Craig 
V.  Childress,  Peck  (Tenn.),  270;  Gordon  v.  Buchanan,  6  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  71 ;  Tnmey  v. 
Wilson,  7  id.  340;  Faulkner  v.  Wright,  1  Rice  (S.  C),  107  ;  Hennen  v.  Munroe,  11 
Martin  (La.),  679 ;  Smith  v.  Pierce,  1  La.  840;  Spencers  p.  Daggett,  2  Yt.  92 ;  GU- 
more  v.  Carman,  1  8m.  &  M.  279 ;  Hale  v.  New  Jersey  Steam  N.  Co.,  16  Conn.  689 ; 
Adams  v.  New  Orleans  Steam  Towboat  Co.,  11  La.'  46 ;  Alexander  v.  Greene,  7  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  688.  In  this  last  case  it  was  held,  that  the  owners  of  a  steamboat  on  the 
Hudson,  engaged  generally  in  the  business  of  towing  canal-boats  for  hire,  wero 
responsible  as  common  carriers ;  and  though  tlie  business  was  In  that  special  case 
undertaken  at  the  risk  of  the  master  tnd  owners  of  the  trndwA,  yet  that  the  master 
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*  610  *  It  has  been  the  settled  law  in  England,  since  the  case 
of  Lane  v.  Cotton^  (a)  that  the  rule  respecting  common 
carriers  does  not  apply  to  postmasters,  and  there  is  no  analogy 
between  them.  The  post-office  establishment  is  a  branch  of  the 
public  police,  created  by  statute,  and  the  government  h^ve  the 
management  and  control  of  the  whole  concern.  The  postmasters 
enter  into  no  contract  with  individuals,  and  receive  no  hire,  like 
common  carriers,  in  proportion  to  the  risk  and  value  of  the  letters 
under  their  charge,  but  only  a  general  compensation  from  govern- 
ment. In  the  case  referred  to,  the  postmaster  general  was  held 
not  to  be  answerable  for  the  loss  of  exchequer  bills  stolen  out  of 
a  letter  while  in  the  defendant's  office.  The  subject  was  again 
elaborately  discussed  in  Whitfield  v.  Lord  Le  Despencer^  (6)  and 
the  same  doctrine  asserted.  The  postmaster  general  was  held 
not  to  be  responsible  for  a  bank  note  stolen,  by  one  of  the  sorters, 
out  of  a  letter  in  the  post  office.  But  a  deputy  postmaster  or 
clerk  in  the  office  is  still  answerable,  in  a  private  suit,  for  miscon* 
duct  or  negligence ;  as,  for  wrongfully  detaining  a  letter  an  un- 
reasonable time,  (o)  The  English  law  on  this  subject  was  admitted 
in  Dufdop  v.  Monroe  (d)  to  be  the  law  of  the  United  States ;  and 
a  postmaster  was  considered  to  be  liable  in  a  private  action 
for  damages  arising  from  misfeasance  or  for  negligence,  or  want 
of  ordinary  diligence  in  his  office,  in  not  safely  transmitting  a 

and  owners  of  the  gteamboai  were  in  that  case  liable  for  ordinary  neglect,  and  certainly 
for  gross  neglect ;  and  there  was  eyidence  of  both  in  that  case.  I  was  much  struck 
in  this  case  with  the  learning  and  ability  of  the  lay  members  of  the  Court  of  Errors, 
several  of  whom  gave  separate  opinions ;  and  thb  case  leads  me  to  part  with  still 
deeper  regret  with  the  Court  ^iTmors,  which  existed,  and  generally  witli  great  dignity 
and  usefulness,  from  the  independence  of  the  State  of  New  York  in  1777,  down  to  its 
destruction,  and  the  substitution  of  the  Court  of  AppeaU,  in  1S47.  In  Pennsylvania, 
the  English  law,  as  to  carriers  by  land,  is  admitted  in  the  full  extent ;  but  with  respect 
to  carriers  by  inland  navigation,  the  law  was  considered,  in  Gordon  v.  Little,  8  Serg. 
&  R.  533,  to*  be  unsettled  in  respect  to  its  application  in  that  sute.  The  carrier  on 
inland  waters  was  held  to  be  clearly  liable  for  every  accident  which  skill,  care,  and 
diligence  could  have  prevented ;  but  beyond  that  point  it  was  competent  for  the 
common  carrier  to  prove  a  usage  different  from  the  common  law.  In  Haningtcm  si. 
M'Shane,  2  Watts  (Penn.),  443,  it  was,  however,  adjudged,  that  under  the  usage  of 
trade  on  the  western  waters  (the  river  Ohio),  the  owners  of  steamboats  carrying 
goods  on  freight  were  common  carriers,  and  liable  as  such  for  all  losses,  ezoept  those 
occasioned  by  the  act  of  Qod  or  the  public  enemy. 

(a)  1  Ld.  Raym.  646. 

{h)  Cowp.  764. 

(c)  Rowning  r.  Goodchild,  3  Wils.  443 ;  [Teall  p.  Felton,  1  Comst  687 ;  8  Barbi  12.] 

{d)  7  Cranch,  242 ;  [Wiggins  v.  Hathaway,  6  Barb.  682.] 
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letter,  (e)  Whether  he  was  liable  himself  for  the  negligence  of 
his  clerks  or  assistants  was  a  point  not  decided ;  (/) 
though  if  he  were  so  to  be  deemed  *  responsible  in  that  *  611 
case,  it  would  only  result  from  his  own  neglect,  in  not 
properly  superintending  the  discharge  of  his  duty  in  his  office,  (a) 
The  general  doctrines  of  agency  and  lien  have  a  material  bear- 
ing on  this  subject  of  bailment ;  but  as  they  are  essentially  con- 
nected with  mercantile  transactions,  their  extent  and  importance 
require  a  separate  discussion.^ 

(e)  See  also  Schrojer  v.  Ljnch,  8  Watts,  468;  Story  on  BaUment,  902.  2d  ed. 
[§  4e3.] 

(/)  In  Con  well  v.  Voorhees,  18  Ohio,  623,  it  was  held  that  a  mail  contractor  was 
not  liable  to  the  owner  of  a  letter  for  money  lost  by  the  mail  by  the  carelessness  of 
the  contractor's  agents  carrying  the  mail.  [Hutchins  v.  Brackett,  2  Fost.  (22  N.  H.) 
262.    Bat  see  Sawyer  v.  Corse,  17  Gratt.  280.] 

(a)  Since  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  my  learned  and  estimable  friend,  Mr. 
Justice  Story,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  Dane  Professor  of  Law  in  Harvard 
University,  has  favored  the  public  with  Commentaries  on  the  I^aw  of  Bailments,  with 
Illustrations  from  the  Civil  and  Foreign  Law ;  and  in  1840  he  gave  to  the  public  an 
improved  and  enlarged  edition  of  that  work.  I  would  strongly  recommend  that 
volume  to  the  student  who  wishes  to  pursue  more  extensively  than  the  plan  of  tlie 
present  lecture  permitted,  the  refined  distinctions  and  practical  illustrations  which 
accompany  this  branch  of  the  law.  I  have  availed  myself  of  the  lights  which  that 
work  has  afforded,  and  the  confidence  which  it  has  inspired,  while  engaged  in  the 
revision  of  my  own  more  brief  and  imperfect  survey  of  the  subject.  This  excellent 
treatise  is  the  most  learned  and  the  most  complete  of  any  that  we  have  on  the  doc- 
trine of  bailment.  It  aims  to  lay  down  all  the  principles  appertaining  to  the  subject, 
both  in  the  civil,  the  foreign,  the  English,  and  the  American  law,  with  entire  accu- 
racy ;  and  I  beg  leave  to  say,  after  a  thorough  examination  of  the  work,  that,  in  my 
humble  judgment,  it  has  succeeded  to  an  eminent  degree. 

1  Telegraphs.  —  (a)  It  is  settled  by  tlie  probably  be  held  that  they  are  bound  to 

best  considered  cases,  that  sending  a  tel-  transmit  messages  for  all  who  offer  them, 

egraphic    message   is   not   a   bailment,  and  who  are  ready  to  pay  the  usual  or 

Breese  v.   U.  S.  T.  Co.,  46  Barb.  274;  settled  charges.    Western  Union  T.  Co. 

Playford  v.  United  Kingdom  Tel.  Co.,  v,  Carew,  15  Mich.  525,  533.    [See,  as  to 

L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  706 ;  but  the  subject  is  con-  telephone  companies,  Am.  Rapid  Tel.  Co. 

nected  with  that  of  common  carriers,  in  so  v.  Conn.  Telephone  Co.,  49  Conn.  862; 

far  as  it  is  not  improbable  that  somewhat  B.  c.  44*  Am.  R.  237  and  note.    See  also 

similar  duties  may  be  imposed  on  tel-  Atty.  Gen.  r.  Edison  Telephone  Co.,  6  Q. 

egraph  companies  in  this  country,  on  the  B.  D.  244.]    See  iii.  468,  n.  1.    So  they 

ground  that  they  are  chartered  for  public  would  not  be  allowed  to  impose  unrea- 

purposes,  as  is  shown  by  the  exercise  of  sonable  regulations   or   stipulations  on 

the  right   of   eminent  domain  in  their  senders,  True  v.  International  T.  Co.,  60 

favor,  Wolf  v.  Western  Un.  T.  Co.,  02  Me.  0;  although  most  of  the  rules  or 

Penn.  St.  88,  88;  [Turnpike  Ca  v.  News  limitations  of  thehr  liability  by  contract 

Co.,  48  N.  J.  L.  881.]    Thus  it  would  which  hare  been  before  the  courts  have 
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been  upheld.  ElUi  v.  Am.  T.  Co.,  18 
Allen,  220 ;  Wolf  v.  Western  Un.  T.  Co., 
62  Penn.  St.  88;  SweftUand  o.  lU.  Jb  M. 
T.  Co.,  27  lowE,  483 ;  U.  8.  T.  Ca  r.  QU- 
denleye,  29  Md.  282, 247. 

{b)  It  teems  to  be  thought  that  apart 
from  special  contract,  senders  of  messages 
cannot  hold  telegraph  companies  to  the 
same  measure  of  liabUitj  as  common 
carriers.  Western  Un.  T.  Co.  v.  Carew, 
15  Mich.  626,  632;  ElUs  v.  Am.  T.  Co., 
13  Allen,  226,  233 ;  Leonard  p.  N.  T.,  A., 
&  B.  T.  Co.,  41  N.  Y.  644, 671 ;  Camp  r. 
Western  Un.  T.  Co.,  6  Am.  Law  Reg. 
448 ;  De  Rutte  v,  N.  T.,  A.,  &  B.  T.  Co.. 
1  Daly,  647, 668;  Bieese  v.  U.  8.  T.  Co., 
46Barb.274;  Bimej  v. N. T. Jb  W. T. Co., 
18  Md.  341;  [Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
o.  NeUl,  67  Tez.  288.]  But  see  Parks  o. 
Alta  Cal.  T.  Co.,  13  Cal.  422;  Baldwhi  9. 
U.  8.  T.  Co.,  1  Unsing,  126,  136;  True 
I*.  International  T.  Co.,  60  Me.  ft  This 
would  certainly  be  so  when  the  usual 
condition  is  inserted  In  the  contract,  that 
the  company  will  not  be  liable  for  error 
unless  the  message  is  repeated.  Wann  o. 
Western  Un.  T,  Co.,  87  Mo.  472 ;  Camp  v. 
W.  U.  T.  Co.,  6  Am.  Law  Reg.  443 ;  s.  c. 
affirmed  1  Mete.  (Ky.)  164 ;  Breese  v,  U.  8. 
T.  Co.,  46  Barb.  274 ;  MacAndrew  v.  Elec- 
tric T.  Co.,  17  C.  B.  3;  [Western  Union 
Tel.  Co. ».  Neill,  iupra ;  Womack  p.  West- 
era  Union  Tel.  Co.,  68  Tex.  176 ;  s.  o.  44 
Am.  R.  614  and  note ;  Becker  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  11  Neb.  87 ;  Grlnnell  r. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  113  Mass.  209.] 
But  it  has  been  held  that  under  the  usual 
printed  conditions  the  company  will  be 
liable  for  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary 
care,  and  doubts  hare  been  expressed 
whether  it  could  wholly  exonerate  it- 
self, x^  Sweatland  v.  Illinois  k  Miss.  T. 
Co.,  27  Iowa,  443.  461,  452 ;  True  v.  In- 
temational  T.  Co.,  60  Me.  9;  Western 
Union  T.  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  36  Ind.  420. 


Compare  606,  n.  1  See  Wann  r.  Weat 
Un.T.Co.,87Mo.472.  So  it  will  be  Uable 
for  making  no  effort  to  send  the  measage. 
Biraey  v.  N.  Y.  Jb  W.  T.  Co.,  18  Md.  841 ; 
Baldwin  v.  U.  a  T.  Co..  64  Barb.  606; 
Western  Union  T.  Co.  v.  Graham,  I  Col- 
orado, 280.  The  burden  of  proving  neg- 
ligence is  said  to  be  on  the  plaintiff  in 
U.  8.  T.  Co.  r.  Gilderslere,  29  Md.  232; 
Sweatland  r.  L  db  M.  T.  Co.,  27  Iowa,  488 
(commenting  on  EUla  v.  Am.  T.  Co, 
Wann  v,  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  npm,  and  other 
cases) ;  onto,  687.  n.  1.  But  the  dellTeiy 
of  a  different  message  from  that  receired 
has  been  treated  as  proring  negligence, 
unless  explained.  Rittenhouse  v.  Inde- 
pendent Line  of  T.,  44  N.  T.  263 ;  U.  & 
T.  Ca  r.  Wenger,66  Fenn.  8t  262. 

(e)  In  this  oountiy  telegraph  compa- 
nies have  repeatedly  been  held  liable  to 
receivers  of  messages  who  had  been  mis- 
led to  their  damage  by  the  negligence  of 
the  companies' serrants.  New  York  JbW. 
T.  Co.  V.  Dryburg,  36  Penn.  St.  298; 
Elwood  r.  Western  Un.  T.  Co.,  46  N.  T. 
649;  De  Rutte  v.  N.  T.,  A.,  &  B.  T.  Co., 
1  Daly,  647,  667 ;  Seller  v,  W.  U.  T.  Co., 
8  Am.  Law  Rer.  777 ;  anie,  490,  n.  1.  In 
England  the  liability  is  held  to  arise  only 
from  contract ;  and  when  the  message  Is 
not  sent  by  a  person  representing  the  re- 
ceiver, the  latter  cannot  recorer  for  want 
of  privity.  Playford  v.  United  Kingdom 
T.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  706;  [Dickson  e. 
Renter's  T.  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  62.] 

It  is  further  held  in  England  that  the 
telegraph  company  is  only  agent  to  trans- 
mit messages  in  the  terms  in  which  the 
senders  deliver  them,  and  that  therefore 
the  sender  will  not  be  liable  to  the  receiver 
on  the  terms  of  a  contract  as  received  and 
acted  on  if  they  are  different  from  those 
which  he  offered.  Henkel  v.  Pape,  L.  R. 
6  Ex.  7.  But  it  might  perhaps  be  argued 
that  the  act  of  sending  a  telegram  on 


«t  That  it  cannot  contract  so  as  to  re- 
lieve itself  from  UaUlity  for  its  own  or 
its  servant's  negligence,  see  Telegraph 
Co.  V.  Griswold,  37  Ohio  8t  801 ;  Western 
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bminees  matters  importi  per  m  that  imme- 
diate action  is  expected.  The  message  can 
oolj  be  certainly  rerifled  by  letter,  and 
the  sender,  by  not  writing  in  the  first 
place,  manifests  that  he  desires  action  be- 
fore such  verification  is  possible.  If  the 
receiver  is  to  act  at  once,  he  must  act  in 
reliance  on  the  correctness  of  the  mes- 
sage as  received,  and  he  is  requested  by 
implication  to  do  so.  It  would  therefore 
seem  possible  to  hold  that  the  sender 
assumes  the  risk  of  error.  See  Dunoiog 
r.  Boberts,  36  Barb.  468. 


When  a  message  is  sent  through  sev- 
eral connecting  lines,  the  same  principles 
are  applied  as  in  the  case  of  railroads. 
Ante,  604,  n.  1.    In  one  set  of  cases  it  is 
held  that  as  the  message  is  successively 
delivered  to  successive  lines,  the  liability 
of  the  line  over  which  it  has  passed  ceases, 
and  that  of  the  new  one  begins.  Leonard 
V.  N.  Y.,  A.,  k  B.  T.  Co.,  41 N.  Y.  644, 570 
Sqmre  i;.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  96  Mass.  232 
Baldwin  v,  U.  S.  T.  Co.,  1  Lansing,  126 
46N.Y.744.a* 


X*  A  telegnph  company,  like  an  ex- 
press company,  is  bound  to  make  personal 
delivery.  Pope  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co., 
0  m.  App.  288;  Union  Express  Co.  v. 
Ohleman,  02  Penn.  St.  323.  As  to  the 
measure  of  damages  in  case  of  mistake  or 
failure  to  deliver,  see  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  68  Tex.  170.    So,  Belle  t. 


Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  66  Tex.  306; 
Logan  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  84  HI. 
468 ;  Mackay  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co., 
16  Nev.  222;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  o. 
Martin,  9  111.  App.  687 ;  Behm  v.  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  8  Biss.  131 ;  McColl  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  161 
and  note. 
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LECTURE    XLI. 

OF  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

The  law  of  principal  and  agent  is  of  constant  application  in  the 
commercial  world,  and  the  rights  and  duties  which  belong  to  that 
relation  ought  to  be  accurately  as  well  as  universally  understood. 
And  while  recommending  that  title  to  the  attention  of  the  student, 
as  well  as  of  the  practising  lawyer,  I  will  give  a  summary  view 
of  those  general  principles  which  apply  at  large  to  every  branch 
of  the  subject,  and  more  especially  to  agencies  that  relate  to 
commercial  concerns. 

1.  Asenoy,  how  oonatitated.^  —  Agency  is  founded  upon  a  con- 
tract, either  express  or  implied,  by  which  one  of  the  parties 
confides  to  the  other  the  management  of  some  business  to  be 
transacted  in  his  name,  or  on  his  account,  and  by  which  the 
other  assumes  to  do  the  business,  and  to  render  an  account  of  it. 
The  authority  of  the  agent  may  be  created  by  deed  or  writing, 
or  verbally  without  writing;  and,  for  the  ordinary  purposes 
of  business  and  commerce,  the   latter  is  sufficient,  (a) 

•  618    Though  the  statute  of  frauds  of  29  Charles  II.  ♦  requires, 

in  certain  cases,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  to  be  in 
writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  or  by  his  author- 
ized agent,  the  authority  to  the  agent  need  not  be  in  writing.    It 

may  be  parol,  (a)     The  agency  may  be  inferred  from  the 

*  614    relation  of  the  parties  and  the  *  nature  of  the  employment, 

(a)  Chittj  on  Commercial  Law,  iii.  104;  Lord  Eldon,  0  Yes.  250;  Stackpole  r. 
Arnold,  11  Mass.  27 ;  Long  v,  Colbum,  ib.  97 ;  Northampton  Bank  r.  Pepoon,  ib. 
28S;  Ewing  v.  Tees,  1  Binne/,  460;  Shaw  v.  Nudd,  8  Pick.  0;  TnmbiUl  p.  Trout, 
1  HaU  (N.  Y.),  886 ;  M'Comb  v.  Wright.  4  Johns.  Ch.  667. 

(a)  Rucker  v.  Cammeyer,  1  Esp.  105;  Cbittjr  on  Contracts,  213;  Lord  Eldoo,  in 
Coles  P.  Trecothick,  0  Yes.  250. 

1  As  to  differpnce  between  agenti  and  ferrtnti,  see  200,  n.  1,  (a),  (cf),  ad/. 
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without  proof  of  any  express  appointment,  (a)  It  is  sufficient 
that  there  be  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  princi- 
pal employed  the  agent,  and  that  the  agent  undertook  the  trust. 
The  extent  of  the  authority  of  an  agent  will  sometimes  be  ex- 
tended or  varied  on  the  ground  of  implied  authority,  according 
to  the  pressure  of  circumstances  connected  with  the  business  with 
which  he  is  intrusted.  (6)  The  statute  of  frauds  does  not  require 
that  the  authority  of  the  agent  contracting  even  for  the  sale  of 
land  should  be  in  writing,  (c)  But  if  an  agent  is  to  convey  or 
complete  the  conveyance  of  real  estate  or  any  interests  in  land,  or 
to  make  livery  of  seisin,  the  appointment  must  be  in  writing ;  (ji) 
and  where  the  conveyance  or  any  act  is  required  to  be  by  deed, 
the  authority  to  the  attorney  to  execute  it  must  be  commensurate 
in  point  of  solemnity,  and  be  by  deed  also,  (e) 

The  agency  must  be  antecedently  given,  or  be  subsequently 
adopted  ;  ahd  in  the  latter  case,  there  must  be  some  act  of  recog- 
nition. But  an  acquiescence  in  the  assumed  agency  of  another, 
when  the  acts  of  the  agent  are  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal,  is  equivalent  to  an  express  authority.  By  permitting 
another  to  hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as  his  agent,  the  princi- 
pal adopts  his  acts,  and  will  be  held  bound  to  the  person  who 
gives  credit  thereafter  to  the  other,  in  the  capacity  of  his  agent. 
Thus,  where  a  person  sent  his  servant  to  a  shopkeeper  for  goods 
upon  credit,  and  paid  for  them  afterwai*ds,  and  sent  the  same 
servant  again  to  the  same  place  for  goods,  and  with  money  to 
pay  for  them,  and  the  servant  received  the  goods,  but 
embezzled  *  the  cash,  the  master  was  held  answerable  for    *  615 

(a)  Whitehead  v.  Tuckett,  15  East,  400;  Hooe  v.  Oxiey,  1  Wash.  (Va.)  19;  Long 
V.  Colburn,  »upra, 

(h)  Judson  V.  Starges,  5  Day,  666. 

(c)  Clinan  v,  Cooke,  1  Sch.  &  Let.  27, 81 ;  Barry  r.  Lord  Barrymore,  cited  in  1  Sch. 
&  Lef .  28 ;  McWhorter  v.  McMahan,  10  Paige,  394.  Bat  in  Louisiana,  it  is  settled 
that  an  agency  to  purchase  real  estate  cannot  be  established  by  paroL  Breed  9. 
Guay,10nob.  (La.)  86. 

(d)  The  statute  of  frauds,  on  this  point,  was  adopted  verhaHm  in  the  first  reyision 
of  the  laws  of  New  Tork  (sess.  10,  c.  44),  and  the  proTision  was  continued  in  the 
N.  T.  Reyised  Statutes,  ii.  134,  sec.  6. 

(«)  Co.  Litt  62,  a;  Horsley  v.  Rush,  cited  in  7  T.  R.  200;  Cooper  v.  Rankin, 
6  Binney,  613;  Plummer  v.  Russell,  2  Bibb,  174;  Sedgwick,  J.,  6  Mass.  40;  Sham- 
burger  r.  Kennedy,  1  Dev.  1 ;  Mellen,  C.  J.,  in  2  Greenl.  260 ;  Blood  v.  Goodrich, 
0  Wend.  68 ;  Delius  v.  Cawthom.  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  09;  Toomer,  J.,  ib.  168 ;  Gibson,  J.» 
6  Serg.  db  R.  381;  Darenport  v.  Sleight,  2  Der.  &  Bat  881;  Paley  on  Agency,  by 
Lloyd,  168-160. 

Tou.  II.-66  [881] 
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the  goods;  for  he  had  given  credit  to  hie  servant  by  adopt- 
ing his  former  act.  (a)  So,  where  a  broker  bad  usually  signed 
policies  of  insurance  for  another  person,  or  an  agent  was  in  the 
habit  of  drawing  bills  on  another,  the  authority  was  implied  from 
the  fac{  that  the  principal  had  assumed  and  ratified  the  acts; 
and  he  was  held  bound  by  a  repetition  of  such  acts,  where  there 
was  no  proof  of  notice  of  any  revocation  of  the  power,  or  of  col- 
lusion between  a  third  party  and  the  agent.  (6)  It  is  the  prior 
conduct  of  the  principal  that  affords  just  ground  to  infer  a  con* 
tinuance  of  the  agency  in  that  particular  business ;  and  the  rule 
is  founded  on  obvious  principles  of  justice  and  policy.  It  was 
familiar  to  the  Roman  law,  (c)  and  is  equally  so  in  the  law 
of  modern  Europe,  and  the  jurisprudence  of  this  country,  (d) 
Emerigon  states  an  interesting  case  within  his  experience,  of  the 
presumption  of  ratification  of  an  act,  from  omission  in  due  season 
to  dissent  from  it.  A  merchant  of  Palermo  wrote  to  a  house  at 
Marseilles,  that  he  had  shipped  goods  consigned  to  them,  to  be 
sold  on  his  account.  The  ship  being  out  of  time,  the  consignees 
at  Marseilles  caused  the  cargo  to  be  insured  on  account  of  their 
friend  at  Palermo,  and  gave  him  advice  of  it.  He  received  the 
letter,  and  made  no  reply,  and  the  vessel  arriving  safe,  he  refused 
to  account  for  the  premium  paid  by  the  consignees,  under  the 
pretence  they  had  insured  without  orders.  But  the  reception  of 
the  letter,  and  the  subsequent  silence,  were  deemed  by  the  law 

merchant  equivalent  to  a  ratification  of  the  act.  At  this 
*  616    day,  and  *  with  us,  the  authority  would  be  implied  from 

the  duty  of  the  consignee,  without  the  aid  of  the  subse- 
quent silence,  provided  the  previous  course  of  dealing  between 
itke  parties  had  been  such  as  to  warrant  the  expectation,  (a)  The 
ground  taken  at  Marseilles  was  undoubtedly  sufficient ;  and  it  is 
a  very  clear  and  salutary  rule  in  relation  to  agencies,  that  where 

(a)  Haard  v.  Treadwell,  1  Str.  606;  Riuby  v.  ScarieU,  5  Esp.  76;  Todd  v.  Bob- 
inMNi.  Ryan  Jb  M.  217.   [See  Bamaiotti  v.  Bowriog,  7  C.  B.  H.  a.  861.] 

(6)  Neal  v.  Erring.  1  Esp.  61 ;  Hooe  v.  Oxlej,  1  Waab.  ( Va.)  10.  So,  abo,  If  a 
oonfldential  clerk  had  been  accuatomed  to  draw  checks  for  his  principal,  and  had 
oeeationally  been  permitted  to  endorse  for  him,  the  Jiuy  would  be  warranted  to  infer 
a  general  aathoritj  to  endorse.    PrescoU  «.  Flinn,  9  Bing.  19. 

(e)  Dig.  17. 1.  6.  2;  ib.  60. 17.  60. 

id)  Emerigon,  Traits  des  Assurances,  L  144 ;  Nickson  v.  Brohao,  10  Mod.  lOQ; 
Williams  v.  Mitchell,  17  Mass.  98;  Bryan  v.  Jackson,  4  Conn.  288. 

(a)  Bttller,  J.,  in  WaUace  r.  Tellfair,  2  T.  B.  188,  n. ;  Smith  v.  LasceUes,  ib. 
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the  principal,  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  adopts  or  acquiesces 
in  the  acts  done  under  an  assumed  agency,  he  cannot  be  heard 
afterwards  to  impeach  them,  under  the  pretence  that  they  were 
done  without  authority,  or  even  contrary  to  instructions.  Omnia 
ratihabitio  mandato  sequiparatur.  When  the  principal  is  informed 
of  what  has  been  done  he  must  dissent,  and  give  notice  of  it  in  a 
reasonable  time ;  and  if  he  does  not,  his  assent  and  ratification 
will  be  presumed.  (6)  Semper  qui  non  prohibet  pro  se  inter- 
venire,  mandare  creditur.  Procurator  qui  recepit  literas  mandati, 
et  statim  non  contradixit,  videtur  acceptare  mandatum.^ 

(6)  Dig.  14.  6. 16 ;  TAg.  46.  8. 12.  4;  Dig.  60. 17.  60 ;  Towle  v.  Steyeitton,  1  Jolam. 
Cm.  110;  Cairnes  p.  Bleecker,  12  Johni.  800;  Erick  v.  JohnsoD,  6  Mass.  198 ;  Froth* 
ingham  v.  Halej,  8  id.  70;  Clement  v.  Jones,  12  id.  60;  Shaw  v.  Nndd,  8  Pick.  9; 
Merlin,  Questions  de  Droit,  L  482;  Verbo  Compte  Conrant,  sec.  1 ;  Pitts  v.  Shabert, 
11  La.  286;  Flower  v.  Jones,  7  Martin  (n.  b.),  143. 


^  RatifieaUon, — A  person  cannot  ratify 
acts  done  without  his  anthority  unless 
they  were  done  for  him  by  a  person 
assuming  to  act  as  his  agent  Wilson  v. 
Tumman,  6  Man.  &  Gr.  236;  Watson  v. 
Swan,  11  C.  B.  ir.  s.  766.  It  would  per- 
haps follow  from  this  principle,  if  strictly 
carried  out,  that  a  forged  signature  could 
not  be  ratified,  and  so  it  has  been  held. 
Brook  P.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  89  (Martin,  B., 
dissenting).  But  the  weight  of  authority 
is  the  other  way.  Forsyth  i^.  Day,  46  Me. 
176;  Greenfield  Bank  v,  Graf  to,  4  Allen, 
447;  Livings  v.  Wiler,  82  III.  387;  How- 
ard  V.  Duncan,  3  Lans.  174 ;  Union  Bank 
V.  Middlebrook,  83  Conn.  95;  Fitzpatrick 
9.  School  Commissioners,  7  Humph.  224. 
But  if  a  person  ratifies  an  act  done  in  his 


x^  Several  more  recent  American  cases 
bold  that  a  forgery  cannot  be  ratified,  and 
can  only  be  made  valid  by  a  subsequent 
adoption  on  good  consideration,  or  by  an 
estoppel.  Hamlin  v.  Sears,  82  N.  T.  327 ; 
Shisler  v.  Van  Dike,  92  Penn.  St  447; 
Workman  v.  Wright,  88  Ohio  St  405; 
Owsley  V.  PhiUips,  78  Ky.  617 ;  Rudd  v. 
Matthews,  79  Ey.  479.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  has  been  stated  by  Lord  Black- 
bum,  in  the  House  of  T^rds,  that  a  forgery 


name  by  a  person  assuming  to  act  as  his 
agent,  he  is  said  in  Wilson  v,  Tumman, 
stipro,  to  be  bound  by  the  act  whether  it 
be  for  his  detriment  or  his  advantage, 
and  whether  it  be  founded  on  a  tort  or  a 
contract,  to  the  same  extent  as  by,  and 
with  aU  the  consequences  which  follow 
from  the  same  act  done  by  his  previous 
authority.  Ancona  v.  Marks,  7  Hurlst 
&N.686.X1 

In  many  cases  the  general  rule  has 
been  said  to  be  that  the  ratification  must 
be  made  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all 
material  facts,  and  it  has  been  held  that 
so  long  as  the  principal  does  not  wilfully 
shut  his  eyes  to  means  of  information 
within  his  power,  he  will  not  be  lK>und 
by  a  ratification  made  in  ignorance  of 


may  be  ratified.  M'Kenzie  v.  British 
Linen  Co.,  6  App.  Cas.  82,  99.  See  also 
Wellington  v,  Jackson,  121  Mass.  167; 
Hefner  v.  Vandolah,  62  III.  488.  There 
can  be  no  ratification  where  the  principal 
was  not  in  existence  when  the  acta  were 
done.  In  re  Empress  Engineering  Co., 
16  Ch.  D.  125;  Melhado  v.  Porto,  &c  Ry. 
Co.,  9  L.  B.  C.  P.  60a 

In  regard  to  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  note,  it  has  been  held  not  to  be 
[888] 
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The  Roman  law  would  oblige  a  person  to  iodemuify  an  assnmed 
agent,  acting  without  authority,  and  without  any  assent  or  acqai- 


materUl  facts  which  he  might  bar*  db- 
coTcrad  bat  lor  hit  negligence.  Combe 
V.  Scott,  12  Allen,  498.  But  a  principal, 
by  adopting  and  ratifying  what  he  haa 
authorized,  does  not  thereby  ratify  dis- 
tinct unauthorised  acts  of  his  agent  of 
which  he  has  no  knowledge ;  for  instance, 
by  receiving  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  he 
does  not  make  himself  liable  on  a  war- 
ranty given  without  his  knowledge  or 
authority.  Smith  v.  Tracy,  36  N.  Y.  70; 
Condit  V.  Baldwin,  21  K.  T.  210;  Haseler 
r.  Leinoyne,  5  C.  6.  it.  s.  630, 686.  There 
are  cases  in  which  a  person  has  been 
held  liable  for  a  tort  subsequently  ratified 
by  him  In  ignorance  that  it  was  a  tort ; 
as  when  he  ratifies  a  purchase  of  a  chat- 
tel belonging  to  another ;  but  in  that  case 
knowledge  of  the  outstanding  title  would 
not  have  been  necessary  to  make  him 
liable,  if  he  had  bought  in  person.  Hll- 
bery  v.  Hatton,  2  Hurlst.  db  C.  828.  So  he 
will  be  liable  for  the  frauds  of  his  agent 
In  the  course  of  his  employment  (for  In- 
stance, in  effecting  sales),  although  igno- 
rant of  them,  if  he  ratifies  the  transaction 
(as  by  receiving  the  price).  Bennett  v. 
Judson,  21  N.  Y.  238;  Crans  «.  Hunter, 
88  N.  Y.  389;  Haseler  p.  Lemoyne,  6 
C.B.N.  •.630;  Mundoril  v.Wickersham, 
63  Penn.  St.  87.  Perhaps  he  would  be 
liable  without  ratification,  Udell  o.  Ather- 
ton,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  172 ;  Barwick  v.  Eng- 
lish Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  250, 
and  other  cases  cited  ante,  284,  n.  1 ;  but 
these  instances  may  be  exceptions  con- 
sistent with  the  general  rule. 

When  an  act  which,  If  unauthorised, 
would  amount  to  a  trespass,  has  been  done 


enough  for  the  principal  to  know  aU 
the  facts  known  to  the  agent  Bank  of 
Owensboro  r.  Western  Bank,  13  Bush, 
626.  It  is  elementary  that  a  principal 
cannot  ratify  simply  the  beneficial  parts 
of  an  entire  contract,  and  also  that  b/ao* 
[884] 


io  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  another 
without  previous  authority,  the  act  of 
ratification  must  take  place  at  a  time,  and 
under  cireumstances,  when  the  ratifying 
party  might  himself  have  lawf uUj  done 
the  act  which  he  ratifies.  Bird  r.  Brown. 
4  Exch.  786,  700.  Thus,  when  one  per- 
son assumed  without  authority  to  stop 
in  transitHf  on  behalf  of  another.  It  was 
held  that  the  latter  could  not  ratify  after 
a  demand  by  the  consignee  upon  the 
carrier.  Bird  v.  Brown,  siiprv.  But  cooi- 
pare  Hutchings  r.  Nunes,  1  Moore  P.  C. 
H.  a.  243,  257. 

Paymad  hg  C,  rf A.*9  DAi  to  B.^ 
With  regard  to  the  case  put  In  the  teit, 
616,617,  it  haa  been  thought  th&t  C.'s  pay- 
ment under  such  circumstances  would  not 
operate  as  a  discharge  of  A.'s  liability,  un- 
less made  on  belialf  of  A.,  and  adopted  by 
him,  Jones  e.  Broadliuret,  9  C.  B.  173; 
Belsbaw  v.  Bush,  11  C.  B.  101, 207 ;  Kemp 
o.  Balls,  10  Exch.  007 ;  Simpson  v.  Egging- 
ton,  lb.  846 ;  although  the  contrary  opinion 
has  been  expressed  by  a  Judge  of  great 
learning  and  authority,  who  thinks  assent 
should  be  presumed,  Cook  4b  Lister,  13 
C.  B.  H.  a.  643,  693;  pott,  iiL  86,  n.  L 
And  it  has  accordingly  been  held  that  the 
party  receiving  and  the  party  making  the 
payment  could  cancel  the  trensaction  be- 
fore ratification  by  him  on  whose  behalf 
it  was  made,  and  that  the  latter  could  not 
subeequentiy  take  advantage  of  it  Wal- 
ter V.  James,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  124.  The  gen- 
eral principle  of  the  exceptions  to  the  rale 
stated  in  the  text  Is,  that  when  one  man 
has  paid,  under  compulsion,  money  which 
another  was  ultimately  liable  to  pay,  so 


oeptlng  the  benefits  he  becomes  liable  to 
the  burdens  of  such  a  contract  Betdman 
V.  Goodell,  66  Iowa,  602;  Stiasser  e. 
Conklin,  64  Wis.  102.  See  also  Jones 
V,  National  Building  Assn.,  04  Penn.  St 
816. 
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escence  given  to  the  act,  provided  it  was  an  act  necessary  and 
useful  at  its  commencement,  (c)  But  the  English  law  has  never 
gone  to  that  extent ;  and,  therefore,  if  A.  owes  a  debt  to  B.,  and 
C.  chooses  to  pay  it  without  authority,  the  law  will  not 
raise  a  promise  in  A.  to  indemnify  *  C. ;  for  if  that  were  *  617 
so,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  C.  to  make  A.  his  debtor 
nolens  volens.  (a)  If  there  be  any  relation  between  the  parties, 
a  payment  without  authority  may  be  binding  on  the  person  for 
whose  use  it  was  made,  if  it  be  made  under  the  pressure  of  a 
situation  in  which  one  party  was  involved  by  the  other's  breach 
of  faith.  A  surety,  from  his  relation  to  the  principal  debtor,  has 
an  interest,  and  a  right  to  see  that  the  debt  be  paid ;  and  if  he 
pays  to  relieve  himself,  it  is  money  paid  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
other.  (6)  So,  in  the  case  mentioned  by  Lord  Kenyon,  (c)  from 
Rollers  Abridgment,  where  a  party  met  to  dine  at  a  tavern,  and 
all  except  one  went  away  after  dinner  without  paying  their  quota 
of  the  tavern  bill,  and  the  one  remaining  paid  the  whole  bill ; 
he  was  held  entitled  to  recover  from  the  others  their  aliquot  pro- 
portions. The  recovery  must  have  been  upon  the  principle,  that 
as  a  special  association,  they  stood  in  the  light  of  sureties  for 
each  other,  and  each  was  under  an  obligation  to  see  that  the  bill 
was  paid,  (d) 

(c)  Dig.  8.  6. 45 ;  ib.  8.  6. 10. 1.  The  lugoiiorum  gertio,  according  to  the  drilUns, 
jB  «  species  of  spontaneous  agency,  or  an  interference  by  one  in  the  affairs  of  another, 
in  his  absence,  from  benevolence  or  friendship,  and  without  authority.  The  nego- 
tiorum  gestor  acquires  no  right  of  property  by  means  of  the  interference,  and  he  is 
strictly  bound,  not  only  to  good  faith,  but  to  ordinary  care  and  diligence ;  and  in 
some  cases  he  is  held  responsible  for  the  slightest  neglect.  Jones  on  Bailment,  37 ; 
1  Bell's  Comm.  269 ;  Pothier,  du  Qnasi-Contrat  Negotiorum  Gestorum,  n.  208,  209, 
210;  Pothier,  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  200,  212 ;  Nelson  v.  Mackintosh,  1  Starkie,  237 ; 
Louisiana  Civil  Code,  art.  2274, 2276;  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Drake  v.  Shorter,  4  Esp. 
166.  To  lay  a  foundation  for  a  claim  of  recompense  or  remuneration  on  the  part  of 
the  negotiorum  gettor,  the  labor  or  expense  must  be  bestowed  either  with  the  direct 
intention  of  benefiting  the  third  party  against  whom  the  claim  is  made,  or  in  the 
bona  Jide  belief  that  the  subject  belongs  to  the  person  by  whom  the  expense  or 
labor  is  bestowed.  Lord  Stair's  Institutions,  L  ed.  1832,  note  g,  64,  by  J.  £.  More, 
the  editor. 

(a)  Lord  Kenyon.  8  T.  R.  810 ;  Story,  J.,  6  Mason,  400. 

(6)  Exall  9.  Partridge,  8  T.  a  808.  (e)  Id.  614. 

{d)  When  several  persons  dine  together  at  a  tavern,  each  is  liable  for  the  reckon- 
ing.   Collyer  on  Part.  26,  note  w.    They  are  considered  to  be  liable  Jointly.    They 

that  the  latter  obtains  the  benefit  of  the  Leake  on  Contr.  c.  1,  sec.  1,  $  2 ;  John- 
payment  by  the  discharge  of  his  liability,  son  v.  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Co.,  L.  B. 
the  Utter  is  held  indebted  to  the  former.    8  C.  P.  88. 
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a.  Of  tbm  Powor  and  Duty  of  Age&ta.  —  An  agent  who  is  intrusted 
with  general  powers  must  exercise  a  sound  discretion,  and  he 
has  all  the  implied  powers  which  are  within  the  scope  of  the 
employment.  A  power  to  settle  an  account  implies  the  right  to 
allow  payments  already  made.  If  he  be  an  empowered  agent  in 
a  particular  transaction,  he  is  not  bound  to  go  on  and  do  all 
other  things  connected  with,  or  arising  out  of  the  case ;  for  the 
principal  is  presumed  to  have  his  attention  awakened  to  every 

thing  not  within  the  specific  charge,  (e)  If  his  powers 
*  618   *  are  special  and  limited,  he  must  strictly  follow  them ; 

but  whether  there  be  a  special  authority  to  do  a  particular 
act,  or  a  general  authority  to  do  all  acts,  in  a  particular  business, 
each  case  includes  the  usual  and  appropriate  means  to  accomplish 
the  end.  (a)  An  agent,  acting  as  such,  cannot  take  upon  him- 
self at  the  same  time  an  incompatible  duty.  He  cannot  have  an 
adverse  interest  or  employment.  He  cannot  be  both  buyer  and 
seller,  for  this  would  expose  his  fiduciary  trust  to  abuse  and 
fraud.  (J)  iy» 

are  partief  to  a  joiMt  eotiirael.  But  Uia  membcrt  of  a  dob  an  not  parhun,  and  an 
not  to  be  treated  as  such.  The  committee  of  a  club  are  the  agmts  of  the  members 
at  large,  and  bonnd  bjr  the  contracts  the j  make  hi  that  character,  but  the  members 
are  not  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  committee,  if  they  exceed  their  authority  as  agents. 
Todd  V,  Emiy  [before  Abhiger,  Ch.  fi.].  S  M.  &  W.  606,  and  cited  at  large  in  Wood- 
worth  on  Joint  Stoclc  Companies,  174-185.  See  also  Eichbaum  v.  Irons,  6  Watts 
a  S.  67,  s.  p.  As  to  the  lability  of  a  member  of  a  club,  the  question  is,  if  the  con- 
tract was  not  made  personally  with  the  member,  whether  there  was  sulllcient  oti- 
dence  of  an  authorised  agency  to  make  a  contract  binding  on  the  members  penonall  j. 
Flemyng  v.  Hector,  2  M.  &  W.  172.  It  b  not  a  question  of  partnership,  but  of  prin- 
cipal and  agent  [See  Cockerell  v,  Ancompte,  2  C.  B.  n.  s.  440 ;  /m  re  St  James% 
Club,  2  De  O.  M.  a  Q.  383.] 

(e)  Dubreuil  v.  Rouan,  13  Martin  (La.),  168;  Hodge  v.  Dumford,  ib.  lOa  But 
the  negotiorum  gestcrot  the  ciril  law,  who  faiterferes  where  the  interest  of  his  principal 
does  not  positively  require  it,  must  do  everything  necessarily  dependent  on  the  bnsl- 
ness  he  commences,  though  not  within  the  order  or  knowledge  of  the  person  for 
whom  it  is  transacted. 

.(a)  Paley  on  Agency,  by  lioyd,  108-207;   BUnj  on  Agency,  71,  89,  9d  ed. 
[§§  58,  8a] 

(6)  See  infra,  \r.  483 ;  Story  on  Agency,  190,  200,  [}  165] ;  McObee  p.  Lindsay, 
6  Ala.  16. 

1  Salomons  v.  Pender,  3  Hurlst.  &  C.  v.  Craven,  18  Beav.  75 ;  Kerf oot  v.  Hyman, 

689;Faniiwarthn.Hemrocr,lAUen,494;  62  111.  612;  Parker  v.  Vose,  45  Me.  54. 

Pugsley  V.  Murray,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  245;  See  especially  MoUett  v.  Robinson.  L.  B. 

Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass.  848 ;  BenUey  5  C.  P.  646,  655 :  pod,  622,  n.  1. 

^i  So  an  agent  to  buy  or  sell  is  bound    principal ;  and  if  he  takes  any  oompensa- 
to  make  the  best  bargain  he  can  for  his    tion  from  the  other  party,  it  becomes  at 
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(1.)  Affent  exceeding  his  Powers.  —  If  A.  authorizes  B.  to  buy 
an  estate  for  him  at  fifty  dollars  per  acre,  and  he  gives  flfty-oue 
dollars  an  acre,  A.  is  not  bound  to  pay  that  price ;  but  the  better 
opinion  is,  that  if  B.  offers  to  pay  the  excess  out  of  his  own 
pocket,  A.  is  then  bound  to  take  the  estate.  This  case  is  stated 
in  the  civil  law,  and  the  most  equitable  conclusion  among  the 
civilians  is,  that  A.  is  bound  to  take  the  estate  at  the  price  be 
prescribed.  Majori  summse  minor  inest.  ((;)  So,  where  an  agent 
was  directed  to  cause  a  ship  to  be  insured  at  a  premium  not 
exceeding  three  per  cent,  and  the  agent,  not  being  able  to  effect 
insurance  at  that  premium,  gave  three  and  a  quarter  per  cent, 
the  assured  refused  to  reimburse  any  part  of  the  premium,  under 
the  pretence  that  his  correspondent  had  exceeded  his  orders ; 
but  the  French  admiralty  decreed  that  he  should  refund  the 
three  per  cent ;  and  Valiu  thinks  they  might  have  gone  further, 
and  made  him  pay  the  quarter  per  cent  ex  bono  et  ceqao;  because, 
he  says,  it  is  permitted,  in  the  usage  of  trade,  for  factors  to  go  a 
little  beyond  their  orders,  when  they  are  not  very  precise  and 
absolute,  {d)  The  decree  was  undoubtedly  correct,  and  the 
injustice  of  the  defence  disturbed  in  some  degree  the  usually 
accurate  and  severe  judgment  of  Valin. 

(2.)  Executing  in  Part.  —  If  the  agent  executes  the  commisdon 
of  his  principal  in  part  only,  as  if  he  be  directed  to  purchase  fifty 
shares  of  bank  stock,  and  he  purchases  thirty  only,  or  if  he  be 
directed  to  cause  2,000  dollars  to  be  insured  on  a  particular  ship, 
and  he  effects  an  insurance  for  1,000  dollars,  and  no  more,  it 
then  becomes  a  question,  whether  the  principal  be  bound  to  take 
the  stock,  or  pay  the  premium.      The  principal  may  perhaps  be 

(c)  Inst.  3.  27.  8 ;  Ferriere,  sur  Inst.  h.  t. ;  Pothier,  Traits  da  Contrat  de  Maodal^ 
n.  04,  96.  The  act  of  an  agent  exceeding  hit  authoritj  U  good  pro  ianio,  and  Toid  as 
to  excess.    Johnson  v.  Blasdale,  1  Sm.  &  M.  1. 

{d)  Yalin,  Com.  sur  I'Ord.  de  U  Mer,  iL  82,  88. 

onoe  the  property  of  his  principal, — the  agency,  canbe  aUowed  to  make  any  proilt, 

law  not  permitting  the  agent  to  allege  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  bit 

that  h  was  received  otherwise  than  as  principaL"    Parker  v,  McKenna,  10  li  B. 

agent    Morison  p.  Thompson,  9  L.  R.  Ch.  96,  124 ;  Vreeland  v.  Van  Blaroom, 

Q.  B.  480 ;  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.  85  N.  J.  Eq.  680.    So  a  broker  cannot  act 

V.  Erlanger,  6  Ch.  D.  78 ;  s.  o.  8  App.  for  both  buyer  and  seller  without  the 

Gas.  1218;  Bagnall  v.  Carlton,  6  Ch.  D.  consent  of  both.    Bell  v.  McConnell,  87 

871.     And  generally  "no  agent  fai  the  Ohio  St.  896. 
course  of  his  agency,  in  the  matter  of  his 
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*  619  bound  to  the  extent  of  the  execution  of  *  the  commission 

in  these  cases,  though  it  has  not  been  executed  to  the 
utmost  extent ;  and  this  seems  to  have  been  the  conclusion  of 
the  civil  law.  (a)  ^  But  a  distinction  is  to  be  made  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  subject  If  a  power  be  given  to  buy  a  house, 
with  an  adjoining  wharf  and  store,  and  the  agent  buys  the  house 
only,  the  principal  would  not  be  bound  to  take  the  house,  for  the 
inducement  to  the  purchase  has  failed.  So,  if  he  be  instructed 
to  purchase  the  fee  of  a  certain  farm,  and  he  purchases  an  inteiv 
est  for  life  or  years  only,  or  he  purchases  only  the  undivided 
right  of  a  tenant  in  common  in  the  farm ;  in  these  cases  the  prin- 
cipal ought  not  to  be  bound  to  take  such  a  limited  interest, 
because  his  object  would  be  defeated.  It  might  be  otherwise,  if 
the  agent  was  directed  to  buy  a  farm  of  one  hundred  and  fifty 
acres,  and  he  buys  one  corresponding  to  the  directions  as  nearly 
as  possible,  containing  one  hundred  and  forty  acres  only.  The 
Roman  lawyers  considered  and  discussed  these  questions  with 
their  usual  sagacity  and  spirit  of  equity  ;  and  whether  the  prin- 
cipal would  or  would  not  be  bound  by  an  act  executed  in  part 
atdtfy  depends  in  a  measure  upon  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and 
the  nature  and  object  of  the  purchase.  (5) 

If  the  agent  does  what  he  was  authorized  to  do,  and  something 
more,  it  will  be  good,  as  we  have  seen,  so  far  as  he  was  author- 
ized to  go,  and  the  excess  only  would  be  void.  If  an  agent  has 
a  power  to  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  he  leases  for  twenty- 
six  years,  the  lease  in  equity  would  be  void  only  for  the  excess, 
because  the  line  of  distinction  between  the  good  execution  of  the 
power  and  the  excess  can  be  easily  made,  (c)  But,  at  law,  even 
such  a  lease  would  not  be  good,  pro  tanto^  or  for  the 

*  620   twenty-one  years,  according  to  a  late  English  *  decision 

in  the  E.  B.  (a)    If,  however,  the  agent  does  a  difEerent 

(a)  Dig.  17.  1.  33;  Greene,  J.,  in  Gordon  v.  Bnchanan,  6  Terg.  81. 

(6)  Dig.  17. 1.  96 ;  Pothier,  Tndttf  da  Contnit  de  BCandat,  n.  95 ;  1  LiTermore  on 
the  Law  of  Principal  and  Agent,  100, 101. 

(c)  Sir  Thomas  Clarke,  in  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  S  Yet.  644 ;  Campbell  v. 
Leach,  Amb.  740 ;  Sngden  on  Powen,  64& 

(a)  Boe  9.  Prideaux,  10  East,  16& 

1  Ireland  v.  LiTfaigtton,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  806 ;  Johnston  v.  Eenhaw,  Lb  B.  2  Ex.  & 

09,  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  See  08%  n.  1. 
L.R.6Q.  B.  616,bntafflnnedL.E.  6H.  L. 
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basiness  from  that  he  was  authorized  to  do,  the  principal  is  not 
bound,  though  it  might  even  be  more  advantageous  to  him ;  as 
if  he  was  instructed  to  buy  such  a  house  of  A.,  and  he  purchased 
the  adjoining  house  of  B.  at  a  better  bargain ;  or,  if  he  was 
instructed  to  have  the  ship  of  his  correspondent  insured,  and  he 
insured  the  cargo.  The  principal  is  not  bound,  because  the  agent 
departed  from  the  subject-matter  of  the  instruction.  (6) 

(3.)  Q-eneral  and  Special  Affents.  —  There  is  a  very  important 
distinction  on  this  subject  of  the  powers  of  an  agent,  between  a 
general  agent,  and  one  appointed  for  a  special  purpose,  y^  The 
acts  of  a  general  agent,  or  one  whom  a  man  puts  in  his  place  to 
transact  all  his  business  of  a  particular  kind,  or  at  a  particular 
place,  will  bind  his  principal,  so  long  as  he  keeps  within  the  ' 
general  scope  of  his  authority,  though  he  may  act  contrary  to  his 
private  instructions  ;  and  the  rule  is  necessary  to  prevent  fraud 
and  encourage  confidence  in  dealing,  (e)  ^    But  an  agent  consti- 

(b)  Dig.  17. 1.  5.  2 ;  Pothier,  Traitd  da  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  07.  Grotius,  de 
Jure,  B.  &  P.  b.  2,  c.  16,  aec.  21.  says  that  the  famous  question  stated  by  Aulus  Gel- 
lias,  whether  an  order  or  commission  might  be  executed  by  a  method  equally  or  more 
advantageous  than  the  one  prescribed,  might  easily  be  answered,  by  considering 
whether  what  was  prescribed  was  under  any  precise  form,  or  only  with  some  general 
Tiew  that  might  be  effected  as  well  in  some  other  way.  If  the  latter  did  not  clearly 
appear,  we  ought  to  follow  the  order  with  punctuality  and  precision,  and  not  interpose 
our  own  judgment  when  it  had  not  been  required. 

(c)  Whitehead  v.  Tuckett,  16  East,  400;  Walker  v.  Skipwith,  Meigs  (Tenn.),  602 ; 
Lightbody  r.  N.  A.  Ins.  Co.,  23  Wend.  22 ;  Lobdell  i;.  Baker,  1  Mete.  202  ;  Cook  v. 
Hunt,  24  111.  686.  Attorneys,  having  a  discretionary  power  to  collect  a  debt,  may,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  assent  to  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
and  bind  their  clients  thereto.    Gordon  v.  Coolidge,  1  Sumner,  637.    But  a  law  agent 

1  Ante,  SO0,n.  1,  (c);  284,  n.  1 ;  port,  2  Black,  372;    Minter  v.  Pacific  R.R., 

621,  n.  1;    Edmunds  v,  Bushell,  L.  R.  41  Mo.  508;  Toledo,  W.,  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 

1  Q.  B.  07 ;   Butler  v.  Maples,  9  WaU.  Rodrigues,  47  III.  188 ;  Collen  v.  Gardner 

766;  Calais  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Van  Pelt,  21  Beav.  640. 


i/^  The  distinction  between  general  and  determine  the  extent  of  this  ostensible 
special  agents  seems  to  bo  productive  of  authority.  Swire  v.  Francis,  8  App.  Cas. 
confusion  rather  than  of  clearness.  The  106 ;  Martin  v.  Webb,  110  U.  S.  7 ;  Stew- 
ground  of  liability  is  exactly  the  same  in  art  v.  Woodward,  60  Vt.  78 ;  Equitable 
both  cases,  the  rule  being  in  every  case  Life  Assurance  Soc.  v,  Poe,  63  Md.  28 ; 
that  the  pfincipal  is  bound  by  contracts  Holbrook  v.  Obeme,  66  Iowa,  324.  See, 
which  fall  within  the  ostensible  authority  especially,  Campbell  on  Sales  of  Goods, 
of  the  agent ;  viz.,  that  authority  which  &c.,  398  et  seq.  A  special  agent  is  there  de- 
reasonable  men  are  justified  by  the  acts  fined  as  one  who  has  no  ostensible  author- 
of  the  principal  in  believing  the  agent  to  ity,  and  can  therefore  bind  his  principal 
possess.     The  facts  of  each  case  must  only  to  the  extent  of  his  actual  authority. 
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tttted  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  under  a  limited  power,  cannot 
bind  his  principal  if  he  exceeds  that  power,  (d)  The 
*  621  special  authority  *  must  be  strictly  pursued,  (a)  Who- 
ever deals  with  an  agent  constituted  for  a  special  purpose, 
deals  at  his  peril,  when  the  agent  passes  the  precise  limits  of  his 
power ;  though  if  he  pursues  the  power  as  exhibited  to  the  pub- 
lic, his  principal  is  bound,  even  if  private  instructions  had  still 
further  limited  the  special  power.  (6)  ^    Thus,  where  a  holder  of 

b  retpontible  for  the  consequencet  of  profestional  error  when  Uie  Injury  thereby  to 
his  client  arises  from  the  want  of  reasonable  Mkill  or  dUigenee  on  his  part,  both  of 
which  qualities  he  assumes  to  have  and  duly  employ.  Hart  o.  Frame,  (6  CI.  &  F. 
108.]  A  general  agent  is  to  act  for  his  principal  as  he  would  for  himself,  and 
is  bound  to  exercise  a  sound  discretion.  A  special  agent  has  no  discretion.  Master 
of  the  RoUs,  in  Bertram  r.  Godfray,  1  Knapp,  888 ;  Anderson  v.  Coonley,  21  Wend 
279. 

(<f)  Munn  V.  Commission  Company,  15  Johns.  44;  Beats  v.  Allen,  18  id.  86S; 
Thompson  v.  Stewart,  8  Conn.  172 ;  Andrews  v.  Kneeland,  6  Cowen,  354 ;  BvUer,  J., 
8  T.  R.  782 ;  East  India  Company  v.  Henslgy,  1  Esp.  Ill ;  Allen  v.  Ogden,  Wharton's 
Dig.  tit  Agent  and  Factor,  A.  1 ;  Blane  ».  Proudflt,  8  CaU,  207.  If  poMession  of 
goods  be  given  for  a  specific  pwrpom,  as  to  a  carrier  or  wharfinger,  the  property  is 
not  changed  by  the  sale  of  such  a  bailee,  and  the  owner  may  recover  them  from  the 
ioM  Jid€  buyer.    Wilkinson  v.  King,  2  Camp.  885. 

(a)  Gordon  v.  Buchanan,  5  Terg.  71. 

(6)  The  principle  that  pervades  the  distinction  on  this  subject  rests  on  sound  and 
elevated  morality.    There  must  be  no  decepUon  anywhere.    The  principal  is  bound 


1  Seeming  Powen  o/Agent$.  —  The  case 
of  North  liiver  Bank  v,  Aymar,  cited,  621, 
note  (c),  is  said  to  have  been  reversed  by 
the  Court  of  Errors.  But  the  decision 
was  never  published,  and  later  cases 
have  supported  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  8  HilL  Farmers*  k  Mechanics'  Bank 
V.  Butchers'  &  Drovers'  Bank,  14  N.  T. 
823,  631,  16  N.  Y.  126,  143;  Westfleld 
Bank  v.  Comcn,  87  N.  Y.  320,  822.  The 
principle  has  been  alluded  to  ante,  800, 
n.  1,  and  more  at  length  in  6  Am.  Law 
Rev.  272, 287,  "Ultra  Viret,"  although  the 
reasoning  in  that  article  requires  some 
qualification.  It  is  sUted  thus  in  New 
York  &  N.  H.  R.  R.  p.  Schuyler,  84  N.  Y. 
80,  73,  "  where  the  principal  has  clothed 
his  agent  with  power  to  do  an  act  upon 
the  existence  of  some  extrinsic  fact  neces- 
sarily and  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  agent,  and  of  the  existence  of  which 
[890] 


the  act  of  executing  the  power  ia  itself  a 
representation,  a  third  person  dealing  with 
such  agent  in  entire  good  faith  purananft 
to  the  apparent  power,  may  rely  npon 
the  representation,  and  the  principal  is 
estopped  from  denying  iu  truth  to  his 
prejudice."  The  decision  in  3  Hill  ia 
again  affirmed.  Madison  &  Ind.  R.E.  v. 
Norwich  Saving  Soc.,  24  Ind.  457 ;  De 
Voss  V.  Richmond,  18  Gratt.  388,  303; 
Bird  V,  Daggett,  97  Mass.  494;  291, 
n.  1,  (6) ;  (120,  n.  1 ;  [Merchants'  Bank  u. 
Griswold,  72  N.  Y.  472.  Comp.  Chapleo 
V.  Brunswick  Bdg.  Soc.,  6  Q.  B.  D.  690.] 
As  to  dfarectors  of  a  company,  see  Foun- 
taine  v.  Carmarthen  R.  Ca,  L.  B.  5  £q. 
816, 822,  and  cases  dted  anU,  300^  n.  1,  (c), 
a  discussion  involving  general  principles 
of  agency.  Compare  Westfleld  Bank  r. 
Comen,  sttpni.  See  also  611,  n.  1,  a<f /, 
u  to  telegniphs;  ilL  164, n.  1;  207,n.  I, 
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a  bill  of  exchauge  desired  A.  to  get  it  discounted,  but  positively 
refused  to  indorse  it,  and  A.  procured  it  to  be  indorsed  by  B.,  it 
was  held  that  the  original  holder  was  not  bound  by  the  act  of 
A.,  who  was  a  special  agent  under  a  limited  authority,  not  to 
indorse  the  bill,  (c)     So,  in  the  case  of  Batty  y.  Car  swell  ^  (d)  A. 

by  the  acts  of  bis  agent,  if  he  clothe  him  with  powers  calculated  to  induce  innocent 
third  persons  to  belieye  the  agent  had  due  authority  to  act  in  the  given  case.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  Uiere  be  no  authority,  nor  the  show  or  color  of  authority  from  the 
principal,  to  do  an  act  beyond  his  powers,  the  party  who  deals  with  the  agent  in  any 
such  transaction  must  look  to  the  agent  only.  In  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Walker, 
decided  by  the  Asst.  V.  Ch.  of  New  York,  in  January,  1845,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  325,  it  was 
hdd,  after  a  learned  discussion  of  the  authorities,  that  the  agent  or  money  scrirener 
for  defendant,  who  had  possession  of  her  bond  and  mortgage,  and  received  interest 
for  her  and  part  of  the  principal,  was  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  and  the  payments 
were  valid ;  but  that  after  the  bond  was  withdrawn  from  his  possession,  and  delivered 
to  the  owner  of  it,  payments  of  the  principal  afterwards  to  him  were  not  good  against 
the  owner  of  the  bond,  for  he  was  not  her  general  agent,  for  the  inference  of  agency 
was  founded  on  the  possession  of  the  securities. 

(c)  Fenn  v.  Harrison,  8  T.  R.  757.  Unless  the  manner  of  doing  a  particular 
business  be  prescribed,  even  a  ipecial  agent  will  be  deemed  clothed  with  the  usual 
means  of  accomplishing  it;  and  if  he  makes  false  representations  on  the  subject,  to 
induce  purchasers  to  enter  into  the  contract,  the  principal  is  affected  by  them,  and 
responsible  for  the  deceit.  He  who  created  the  trust,  and  not  the  purchaser,  ought 
to  suffer.  Hern  v,  Nichols,  1  Salk.  289 ;  Sandf ord  v.  Handy,  28  Wend.  260;  Putnam 
r.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45;  North  River  Bank  v,  Aymar,  8  Hill  (N.  T.),  262.  The 
power  of  the  agent  to  affect  the  contract  in  the  name  of  his  principal  by  an  innocent 
misstatement,  was  elaborately  discussed  in  Comf oot  v.  Fowke,  6  M.  &  W.  858.  A.,  by 
bis  agent,  leased  a  house  to  B.  which  had  a  nuisance  adjoining  it,  of  which  A.  was 
apprised,  but  did  not  communicate  the  fact  to  his  agent,  who  was  ignorant  of  it,  and 
said,  in  answer  to  the  inquiry  of  the  lessee,  if  there  were  any  objections  to  the  house, 
that  there  were  not  There  was  no  fraudulent  intention  on  the  part  of  the  owner, 
for  he  was  merely  passive,  and  gave  no  directions  to  his  agent,  who  acted  in  good 
faith.  The  court  held  that  the  contract  was  valid,  as  there  was  no  fraud  in  either 
principal  or  agent,  and  the  representation  of  the  latter,  collateral  to  the  contract, 


(d)  2  Johns.  48. 

as  to  masters  of  vessels.    But  when  an  &  Eq.  1 ;  Wheelton  r.  Hardisty,  8  £1.  & 

agent  for  a  special  purpose,  e.  ^.  to  borrow  61.  282,  270;  Barwick  v.  English  Joint 

a  certain  sum  of  money,  has  exhausted  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  259,  262 ;  Fitx- 

bis  authority,  as  by  having  borrowed  the  simmons  v.  Jo^in,  21  Vt.  129 ;  Rediield's 

amount  named,  he  cannot  afterwards  bind  note  to  Story  on  Agency,  §139;  [Lud- 

bis  principal  by  assuming  to  act  under  the  gater  v.  Love,  44  L.  T.  694.]    The  case  is 

power.   Lowell  Five  Cents  Savings  Bank  different  when  the  agent  is  guilty  of  actual 

V.  Winchester,  8  Allen,  109.  fraud.    See  284,  n.  1 ;  616,  n.  1.    [See 

The  decision  in  Camfoot  v.  Fmoke  is  still  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  48  N.  J.  L.  288,  where 

debated.    It  is  upheld  in  8  Am.  Law  Rev.  the  agent  was  fraudulent  but  the  prind- 

480.    It  is  qualified,  explained,  doubted,  or  pal  innocent.    Held,  the  principal  was  not 

denied  in  National  Exch.  Co.  of  Glasgow  liable  in  tort.] 
9.  Drew,  2  Macq.  108, 108, 144 ;  32  E.  L. 
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authorized  B.  to  sign  his  name  to  a  note  for  250  dollars,  payable 
in  six  months,  and  he  signed  one  payable  in  sixty  days ;  and  the 
court  held  that  A.  was  not  liable,  because  the  special  authority 
was  not  strictly  pursued.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  servant  of 
a  horse  dealer,  and  who  sells  for  him,  but  with  express  instruc- 
tions not  to  warrant  as  to  soundness,  does  warrant,  the  master  is 
held  to  be  bound  ;  because  the  servant,  having  a  general  author- 
ity to  sell,  acted  within  the  general  scope  of  his  authority,  and 
the  public  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  acquainted  with  the  private 
conversations  between  the  master  and  servant,  (e)  '  So,  if  a 
broker,  whose  business  is  to  buy  and  sell  goods  in  his  own  name, 
be  intrusted  by  a  merchant  with  the  possession  and  apparent 
control  of  his  goods,  it  is  an  implied  authority  to  sell,  and  the 
principal  will  be  concluded  by  the  sale.  There  would  be  no 
safety  in  mercantile  dealings  if  it  were  not  so.  If  the  principal 
sends  his  goods  to  a  place  where  it  is  the  ordinary  business  of 
the  person  to  whom  they  are  confided  to  sell,  a  power  to  sell  is 
implied.  (/)  If  one  sends  goods  to  an  auction  room,  it  is  not  to 
be  supposed  that  they  were  sent  there  merely  for  safe  keeping. 
The  principal  will  be  bound,  and  the  purchaser  safe,  by  a  sale 
nnder  those  circumstances,  (jg) 

could  not  aifect  the  principal  in  a  case  free  from  fraud.  Lord  C.  B.  Abinger  strongly 
diisented,  on  the  ground  that  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  was  the  knowledge  of 
the  agent,  and  I  tliink  he  was  sustained  by  strong  principles  of  policy. 

(e)  Ashhurst,  J.,  in  3  T.  R.  767 ;  Bayley,  J.»  in  15  East,  45.  If  an  agent  be 
appointed  to  sell  personal  property^  the  law  impHes  an  authority  to  warrant  the 
soundness  of  the  article  in  behalf  of  his  principal.  Hunter  v.  Jameson,  6  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  [252;]  C.  J.  Ruffln,  contra.  The  declarations  of  an  agent,  acting  within  the 
scope  of  liis  authority,  and  made  in  the  course  of  the  transaction,  arc  CTidence  as  part 
of  the  re$  tfftta.    Franklin  Bank  v.  Steam  Navigation  Co.,  11  GiU  &  J.  28. 

(/)  Saltus  V.  Everett.  20  Wend.  207. 

{g)  Pickering  p.  Busk,  15  East,  38.    An  implied  agency  is  never  construed  to 

<  Howard  v.  She  ward,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  liver  a  horse  on  one  particular  occasion 

148 ;  and  as  to  the  authority  of  other  gen-  at  a  private  sale,  cannot  bind  his  master 

eral  agents  to  sell  to  give  warranties,  see  by  a  warranty,  unless  he  has  authority  in 

Schuchardt  r.  Aliens,  1  ^'all.  350;  Mil-  fact    Brady  v.  Todd,  0  C.  B.  n.  a.  502L 

bum  V.  Bellonl,  84  Barb.  007  ;  RandaU  v.  See  Soott  r.  McQrath,  7  Barb.  53.  Neither 

Keillor,  80  Me.  37,  47 ;  [M*Cormick  v.  can  one  employed  to  sell  stock  in  like 

Kelly,  28  Minn.  185;  Penrine  v.  Cooley,  manner.    Smith  r.  Tncy,  86  N.  T.  79. 

42  N.  J.  L.  628 ;   Graul  v.  Stutzel,  58  See  further,  Temple  v.  Pomroy.  4  Graj, 

Iowa,  722.]    But  compare  Upton  v.  Suf-  128 ;  [Lamm  v.  Port  Deposit,  ftc  Assn., 

folk  County  Mills,  11  Gush.  586 ;  Palmer  49  Md.  288 ;  Herring  v.  Skaggs,  62  Aim. 

o.  Hatch,  46  Mo.  585.    So  the  servant  of  180.] 
a  private  owner  intrusted  to  seU  and  de- 
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*  The  presumption  of  an  authority  to  sell  in  these  cases  *  622 
is  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  business  of  the  agent ; 
and  it  fails  when  the  case  will  not  warrant  the  presumption  of 
his  being  a  common  agent  for  the  sale  of  property  of  that  descrip- 
tion. If,  therefore,  a  person  intrusts  his  watch  to  a  watchmaker 
to  be  repaired,  the  watchmaker  is  not  exhibited  to  the  world  as 
owner,  and  credit  is  not  given  to  him  as  such,  merely  because  he 
has  possession  of  the  watch,  and  the  owner  would  not  be  bound 
by  his  sale,  (a)  ^ 

extend  beyond  the  obyious  purposes,  and  the  general  usage,  scope,  and  course  of  the 
business  for  which  it  is  apparently  created;  yet  the  incidental  powers  of  certain 
Agencies  —  such,  for  instance,  as  those  of  a  master  of  a  ship  and  the  cashier  of  a  bank 
—  are  not  easily  reduced  to  precise  limits.  Good  sense,  sound  discretion,  and  the 
necessary  purposes  of  the  trust,  must  guide  the  application  of  the  implied  power 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries 
on  Agency,  2d  ed.  127-138,  [§§  114-123,]  has  collected  and  digested,  with  his  usual 
care,  the  leading  cases  in  which  the  application  for  this  implied  authority  in  the  case 
of  cashiers  and  masters  of  ressels  has  been  sustained, 
(a)  Lord  Ellenborough,  15  East,  $upra. 


1  PajfrnenU — Effect  of  Running  Ao- 
counts.  —  The  text  is  confirmed  by  Wil- 
liams p.  Eyans,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  352;  Hall 
V.  Storrs,  7  Wis.  253.  These  cases  also 
show  that  factors  and  auctioneers  have 
authority  to  receive  payment  in  cash,  and 
give  a  discharge  of  the  price.  It  would 
further  seem  that  if  "the  known  general 
course  of  business  is  for  the  agent  to  keep 
a  running  account  with  the  principal,  and 
to  credit  him  with  sums  which  he  may 
have  received  by  credits  in  accounts  with 
the  debtors,  with  whom  he  also  keeps 
running  accounts,  and  not  merely  with 
moneys  actually  received,"  and  "  an  ac- 
count is  bonajide  settled  according  to  that 
known  usage,  the  original  debtor  is  dis- 
charged,  and    the   agent   becomes   the 


debtor,  according  to  the  meaning  and  in* 
tention,  and  with  the  authority  of  the 
principal"  Stewart  v.  Aberdein,  4  M.  & 
W.  211,  228 ;  Catterall  v.  Hindle,  L.  R.  2 
C.  P.  868;  Warner  v,  Martin,  11  How. 
209,  226.  See  Ex  parte  White,  in  r«  Ne- 
vill,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  397.  x^  In  Massachusetts 
it  has  been  said  to  be  the  usual  course  of 
business  for  a  factor  to  mingle  all  the 
moneys  received  upon  the  sale  of  goods 
of  different  consignors,  together,  and  with 
his  own  funds,  and  to  make  himself  a 
debtor  to  his  principal.  Vail  v,  Durant, 
7  Allen,  408.  [See  also  Roosevelt  v,  Do- 
herty,  129  Mass.  301.]  But  the  general 
rule  is  that  when  an  agent  is  employed  to 
receive  money  and  pay  it  over  to  his  prin- 
cipal, he  is  not  authorized  to  discharge  a 


«>  An  agent  whose  apparent  authority 
Is  to  make  cash  sales  has  implied  author- 
ity to  receive  payment.  But  if  the  ap- 
parent authority  is  only  to  sell  on  credit 
or  to  solicit  orders,  or  if  the  sale  is  in  fact 
made  on  credit,  tlie  agent  has  no  such 
authority.  Mann's  Ex'rs  w.  Robinson, 
19  W.  Va.  49;  Putnam  ».  French,  63  Vt. 
402;  Draper  o.  Rice,  66  Iowa,  114;  Butler 


».  Dorman,  68  Mo.  298;  Clark  e.  Smith, 
88  III.  298;  McKindley  v.  Dunham,  56 
Wis.  616.  That  the  payment  must  be 
in  cash,  except  where  at  least  apparent 
authority  to  the  contrary  appears,  see 
Pearson  v.  Bcott,  9  Ch.  D.  196.  Comp 
Putnam  v,  French,  mpm.  See  farther, 
Bentley  v.  Doggett»  61  Wis.  224. 
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(4.)  Salei  by  a  Factor.  —  A  factor  or  merchant,  who  buys  or 
sells  upon  commission,  or  as  an  agent  for  others,  for  a  certain 
allowance,  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  sell  on  credit,  with- 
out any  special  authority  for  that  purpose,  though,  as  a  general 
rule,  an  agent  for  sale  must  sell  for  cash,  unless  he  has  express 


liabilitjr  of  hit  own  to  the  perton  indebted 
to  his  principal  by  a  let-off  in  his  prind- 
pal't  account  Cases  last  cited ;  Under- 
wood V.  Nicholls,  17  C.  B.  230;  Sweeting 
V.  Pearce,  7  C.  B.  h.  s.  440 ;  9  id.  534.  So 
a  factor's  attempt  to  transfer  his  princi- 
pal's goods  in  consideration  of  his  own 
antecedent  debt  does  not  bind  the  princi- 
pal. Warner  t;.  Martin,  tupra ;  Benny  v, 
Pegram,  18  Mo.  101.  As  [to]  the  right  of 
one  dealing  with  a  factor  to  insist  on  a 
set  off,  potit  02)2  and  n.  It  has  been  held 
that  the  factor  does  not  change  the  prin- 
cipal's rights  by  taking  one  note  for  the 
amount  due  to  him  and  a  further  sum  due 
to  himself,  and  that  the  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  factor  will  take  the  note  in 
trust  for  the  principal  to  the  extent  of 
his  claim.  Beach  r.  Forsyth,  14  Barb. 
400. 

A  hviser,  as  the  word  is  explained  in 
note  (6),  has  no  authority  to  receive  pay- 
ment. Higgins  V.  Moore,  34  N.  T.  417,  re- 
rersing  s.  c.  6  Bosw.  844.  See  Morris  v. 
Ruddy,  6  C.  E.  Green  (20  N.  J.  Eq.),  286, 
238;  Fairlie  v.  Fenton,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  IdO; 
and,  generally,  Sciple  v.  Irwin,  30  Penn. 
St.  613.  In  Mollett  t;.  Robinson,  L.  R.  5  C. 
P.  646,  it  was  conceded  in  argument,  on  the 
authority  of  Cropper  v.  Cook,  L.  R.  8  C.  P. 
194,  that  a  broker  might  make  himself 
personally  responsible  as  between  himself 
and  the  teller,  if  there  were  a  usage  to 


warrant  it,  known  to  both  parties.  But  the 
court  was  equally  divided  as  to  whether 
a  person  employing  a  broker  would  be 
bound  by  a  usage  of  Uie  trade,  unknown 
to  him,  to  buy  on  a  running  account,  the 
whole  amount  covered  by  orders  from 
different  parties,  and  then,  at  the  prompt 
day,  to  tender  the  amount  covered  by  his 
order,  or,  if  the  delivery  was  not  taken,  to 
claim  any  difference.  The  question  arose 
in  the  tallow  trade,  which  is  of  a  veiy 
specubitive  character.  Other  cases  in 
which  a  usage  for  brokers  to  purchase  in 
their  own  names  and  then  to  fill  their 
principal's  order  themselves,  that  is,  to 
purchase  on  behalf  of  their  principals 
from  themselves,  has  been  thought  bad, 
are  Bostock  o.  Jardine,  8  Hnrlsl.  &  C.  700; 
Pickering  v,  Demerritt,  100  Maaa.  416; 
Day  i;.  Holmes,  108  Mass.  306.  x< 

As  to  a  usage,  when  an  entire  order 
for  a  certain  amount  Is  given,  to  buy  in 
smaller  lots  at  different  times  as  oppor- 
tunity offers,  see  Johnston  v.  Kershaw, 
L.  R.  2  Ex.  82;  Ireland  v.  Livingston, 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  516,  reversing  s.  c.  L.  R. 
2  Q.  B.  99,  but  in  turn  reversed  in  Ll 
R  6  H.  L.  896,  on  the  ground  that  when 
a  commission  agent  receives  an  order 
capable  of  two  interpretations,  and  hon- 
estly gives  it  one  of  those  interpretatioiis» 
and  acts  accordingly,  the  principal  is 
bound;  619,  n.  1. 


x^  In  Mollett  v.  Robinson,  on  appeal 
sub  wm.  Robinson  v.  Mollett,  7  L.  R. 
H.  L.  802,  it  was  held  that  the  usage  in 
question  was  so  peculiar  in  character  and 
so  much  at  variance  with  the  apparent 
relations  of  the  parties,  that  one  employ- 
ing the  broker  without  knowledge  of  the 
usage  could  not  be  held  bound  by  it  See 
Duncan  p.  Hill,  6  L.  R.  Ex.  256.  The 
[894] 


extent  of  a  broker's  duties  are  well  illus- 
trated by  the  cases  determining  when 
his  commissions  are  eamed.  Sibbald  v. 
Bethlehem  Iron  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  378;  Tim- 
berman  o.  Craddock,  70  Mo.  688;  Vinton 
V.  Baldwin,  88  Ind.  104 ;  Yeacie  v.  Ptueker, 
72 Me. 448;  Mansell  p.Clenients»9  L.  R. a 
P.  139 ;  Wilkinson  o.  AUton,  48  L.  J.  Q.  & 
733;  Green  v.  Lacas,  33  L.  T.  584. 
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authority  to  sell  on  credit.  (J)  ^  He  may  sell  in  the  usual  way^ 
and,  consequently,  it  is  implied  that  he  may  sell  on  credit  with- 
out incurring  risk,  provided  it  be  the  usage  of  the  trade  at  the 
place,  and  he  be  not  restrained  by  his  instructions,  and  does  not 
unreasonably  extend  the  term  of  credit,  and  provided  he  uses 
due  diligence  to  ascertain  the  solvency  of  the  purchaser,  (c)  But 
the  factor  cannot  sell  on  credit  in  a  case  in  which  it  is  not  the 
usage,  as  the  sale  of  stock,  for  instance,  unless  he  be  expressly 
authorized,  because  this  would  be  to  sell  in  an  unusual  manner,  (d) 
Nor  can  he  bind  his  principal  to  other  modes  of  payment 
*  than  a  payment  in  money  at  the  time  of  sale,  or  on  the  *  623 
usual  credit.  If  a  factor,  at  the  expiration  of  the  credit 
given  on  a  sale,  takes  a  note  payable  to  himself  at  a  future  day, 
he  makes  the  debt  his  own.  (a)     He  cannot  bind  his  principal  to 

(h)  An  agent  is  a  nomen  generoHssimum,  and  includes  factors  and  brokers,  who  are 
only  a  special  class  of  agents.  A  factor  is  distinguished  from  a  broker  by  being 
introsted  by  others  with  the  possession  and  disposal,  and  apparent  ownership  of 
property,  and  he  is  generally  the  correspondent  of  a  foreign  hoose.  A  broker  is 
employed  merely  in  the  negotiation  of  mercantile  contracts.  He  is  not  trosted  with 
the  possession  of  goods,  and  does  not  act  in  his  own  name.  1  Domat,  b.  1,  tit  17» 
•ec.  1.  art.  1 ;  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  .31-34,  [§§  28, 33;J  Baring  v.  Corrie,  2  B.  &  Aid. 
137,  143,  148;  [Hollins  v.  Fowler,  7  L.  R.  H.  L.  757,  774;  Sibbald  v.  Bethlehem  Iron 
Co.,  83  N.  Y.  378,  381.]  His  business  consists  in  negotiating  exchanges,  or  in  buying 
and  selling  stocks  and  goods ;  but  in  modem  times,  the  term  includes  persons  who 
met  as  agents  to  buy  and  sell,  and  who  charter  ships  and  effect  policies  of  insur- 
ance. A  stock  broker  cannot  sell  upon  credit,  for  that  is  not  the  usual  course  of  his 
business. 

(c)  Van  Allen  v.  Yanderpool,  6  Johns.  69 ;  Goodenow  v.  l^ler,  7  Mass.  36 ;  James 
V.  M'Credie,  1  Bay  (S.  C),  294;  Emery  v.  Gerbier,  2  Wash.  413;  and  otheir  cases 
cited  in  Wharton's  Dig.  of  Penn.  tit.  Agent  and  Factor,  A,  24;  Burrill  v.  Phillips, 
1  Gall.  360 ;  Willes,  C.  J.,  in  Scott  v,  Surman,  WiUes,  400 ;  Chambre,  J.,  in  Houghton 
V.  Matthews,  3  Bos.  &  P.  480 ;  Leverick  v,  Meigs,  1  Cowen,  646 ;  Greely  r.  Bartlett, 
1  Greenl.  172 ;  Forrestier  v.  Bordman  [1  Story,  43],  C.  C.  U.  S.  Mass.  October  Term, 
1839;  Story  on  Agency,  §§  110,  209. 

{d)  Wiltshire  r.  Sims,  1  Campb.  268;  State  of  Illinois  v.  Delafleld,  8  Paige,  627; 
8.  c.  26  Wend.  192.  In  this  last  case  it  was  held  that  an  Kgent  for  a  state,  authorized 
to  borrow  money  on  a  sale  of  stock,  cannot  sell  on  credit  without  express  authority, 
eren  though,  by  the  usages  of  trade,  it  be  the  custom  to  sell  such  stocks  on  a  credit, 
when  they  are  the  private  property  of  individuals.  It  was  further  held,  that  if  the 
agent  for  a  state  unauthorizedly  sell  its  stock  on  credit,  or  below  par,  to  a  purchaser, 
chargeable  with  notice  of  his  want  of  authority,  the  state  may  repudiate  the  contract, 
and  follow  the  property  in  the  hands  of  such  purchaser,  and  before  it  has  been  passed 
away  to  a  bona  fidt  holder  without  notice. 

(a)  Hosmer  0.  Bebee,  14  Martin  (La.),  968.  So,  if  a  ikctor  sells  on  credit,  and 
takes  the  notes  of  the  vendee,  and  has  them  discounted  for  his  own  accommodation, 
he  becomes  responsible  for  the  debt.    Myen  v.  Entriken,  6  Watts  &  S.  44.    The 
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allow  a  set  off  on  the  part  of  a  purchaser.  (()  If  the  factor,  in  a 
case  duly  authorized,  sells  on  credit,  and  takes  a  negotiable  note, 
payable  to  himself,  the  note  is  taken  in  trust  for  his  principal, 
and  subject  to  his  order;  and  if  the  purchaser  should  become 
insolvent  before  the  day  of  payment,  the  circumstance  of  the 
factor  having  taken  the  note  in  his  own  name  would  not  render 
him  personally  responsible  to  his  principal,  (c)  ^  Even  if  the 
factor  should  guaranty  the  sale,  and  undertake  to  pay  if  the 
puixihaser  failed,  or  should  sell  without  disclosing  his  principal, 
the  note  taken  by  him  as  factor  would  still  belong  to  the  princi- 
pal, and  he  might  waive  the  guarantee  and  claim  possession  of 
the  note,  or  give  notice  to  the  purchaser  not  to  pay  it  to  the 
factor.  In  such  a  case,  if  a  factor  should  fail,  the  note  would  not 
pass  to  his  assignees,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  principal ;  and  if  the 
assignees  should  receive  payment  from  the  vendee,  they  would 
be  responsible  to  the  principal ;  for  the  debt  was  not  in  law  due 
to  them,  but  to  the  principal,  and  did  not  pass  under  the  assign- 
ment. (^)  The  general  doctrine  is,  that  where  the  principal  can 
trace  his  property  into  the  hands  of  an  agent  or  factor,  he  may 
follow  either  the  identical  article  or  its  proceeds  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  factor,  or  of  his  legal  representatives  or  assignees,' 
unless  they  should  have  paid  away   the  same   in   their 

*  624   representative  character,  before  notice  of  the  claim  of  *  the 

principal,  (a)  The  same  rule  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
banker,  who  fails,  possessed  of  his  customer's  property.  If  it  be 
distinguishable  from  his  own,  it  does  not  pass  to  his  creditors,  but 


tame  mults  follow  If  he  blend  the  moneys  of  the  principal  with  his  own,  and  rele 
the  rendee.    He  is  boond  to  keep  his  principal  duly  informed  of  matters  material  to 
his  interest.    Brown  v.  Arrott,  ib.  402 ;  Btoiy  on  Agencj,  {  196. 

(6)  Guy  V.  Oakley,  18  Johns.  832. 

(c)  Messier  v.  Aroery,  1  Teates,  540;  Goodenow  v,  Tyler,  7  Mass.  86;  Scott  «. 
Barman,  Willes,  400. 

(</)  Godfrey  v.  Furzo,  8  P.  Wms.  186 ;  ExparU  Dumas,  1  Atk.  234;  Tooke  v.  Hoi- 
Ungworth,  6  T.  R.  226 ;  Garratt  v.  Cullam,  cited  in  Scott  v,  Sorman,  WiUes,  406,  and 
also  by  Chambre,  J.,  in  8  Bos.  &  P.  400;  Kip  v.  Bank  of  N.  Y.,  10  Johns.  68 ;  Thomp- 
son V.  Perkins,  3  Mason,  282. 

(a)  Yell  V.  Mitchel,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  106 ;  Taylor  v.  Plnmer,  8  Manle  &  S.  662. 

1  Gorman  v.  Wheeler,  10  Gray,  862;  820;  Fkrmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat  Bank 

distinguishing   Blackman   o.   Green,  24  v.  King,  57  Penn.  St.  202  (and  English 

Vt  17.     See  also  Rich  v.  Monroe,  14  cases  there  cited).   See  Lemcke  vl  BooAb 

Barb.  602.  47  Mo.  886;  onfe,  622,  n.  1. 

t  Sheffer  o.  Montgomery,  66  Penn.  St. 
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may  be  reclaimed  by  the  true  owner,  subject  to  the  liens  of  the 
banker  upon  it.  (J) 

Though  payment  to  a  factor,  for  goods  sold  by  him  be  valid, 
the  principal  may  control  the  collection,  and  sue  for  the  price  iu 
his  own  name,  or  for  damages  for  non-performance  of  the  con- 
tract ;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  agent  was  an  auctioneer 
or  common  factor.  ((?) 

(5.)  Del  Credere  Commission.  —  There  are  some  cases  in  which  a 
factor  sells  on  credit  at  his  own  risk.  When  he  acts  under  a  del 
credere  commission,  for  an  additional  premium,  he  becomes  liable 
to  his  principal  when  the  purchase-money  falls  due ;  and  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  in  some  of  the  cases,  he  is  substituted  for  the 
purchaser,  and  is  bound  to  pay,  not  conditionally,  but  absolutely, 
and  in  the  first  instance.  The  principal  may  call  on  him  without 
first  looking  to  the  actual  vendee.  This  is  the  language  of  the 
case  of  Grove  v.  Dubois^  (d)  and  it  seems  to  have  been  adopted 
and  followed  in  Leveriek  v.  Meigs ;  (e)  and  yet  there  is  some 
difficulty  and  want  of  precision  in  the  cases  on  the  subject.  It 
is  said  that  a  factor  under  a  del  credere  commission  is  a  guar- 
antor of  the  sale,  and  that  tlie  notes  he  takes  from  the  purchaser 
belong  to  his  principal,  equally  as  if  he  had  only  guaranteed 
them.  (/)  If  he  sells  under  a  del  credere  commission,  he  is  to  be 
considered,  as  between  himself  and  the  vendee,  as  the  sole  owner 
of  the  goods ;  and  yet  he  is  considered  only  as  a  surety.  (^) 
In  some  late  cases  in  the  C.  B.,  in  England,  (A)  ♦the  •626 
doctrine  in  the  case  of  Orove  v.  Dubois  was  much  ques- 
tioned, and  it  was  considered  to  be  a  vexata  qucestio^  whether  a 
del  credere  commission  was  a  contract  of  guaranty  merely  on 

(6)  Walker  v.  Burnell,  1  Dong.  811 ;  Bryion  v.  Wylie,  1  Hot.  &  P.  83,  n. ;  Bolton 
V.  PaUer,  ib.  530.  In  the  case  of  Saigeant»  1  Bose  (Cas.),  168;  Parke  v.  Ellason, 
1  East,  644;  8  Mason,  242. 

(c)  Girard  t;.  Taggart,  5  Serg.  &  B.  19. 

(d)  1  T.  R.  112. 

(e)  lCowen,646. 

(/)  But  if  he  takes  depreciated  paper  in  pajrment,  he  must  account  for  the  full 
Talne  in  specie.    Bunnell  r.  Mason,  1  Story,  643. 

ig)  Chambre,  J.,  8  Bos.  &  P.  4S9;  Thompson  r.  Perkins,  3  Mason,  232.  A  dd 
credere  factor  or  agent  may  sell  in  his  own  name.  This  is  according  to  a  cufltom  in 
the  London  com  market    Johnson  v,  XJsbome,  11  Ad.  &  El.  640. 

(A)  Gall  V.  Comber,  7  Taunt.  558;  Peel  v.  Northcote,  lb.  478. 
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delamlt  of  the  Tendea,  or  one  altogether  dutinct  from  it,  and  not 
requiring  a  previous  resort  to  the  purchaser,  (a)  ^ 

(6.)  Cannot  PUijf4. — Though  a  faotor  may  sell  and  hiad  his 
priaoipaU  he  cannot  pledge  the  goods  as  a  security  for  hia  own 
debt,  not  even  though  there  be  the  fomslity  of  a  bill  of  parc^ 
and  a  receipt.    The  principal  may  recover  ti)e  goods  of  the  paw" 

(a)  The  Uabilitjr  of  &  factor  to  his  piinci|>al  for  the  proceeds  of  sales  made  by  him 
under  a  dd  endere  commission  is  not  affected  by  the  statute  of  frauds ;  for  the  on- 
defUkiBf  is  original,  and  not  coUateraL  Swan  v.  Nemilth,  7  Pksk.  ISO;  Woiff  v. 
Kvpffll.  6  HiU  (N.  T.).  4W.  The  oornet  ltf»l  ivpwt  of  a  M  sMdbrv  ciig«0MMBA, 
says  Bir.  B«U,  is  an  engagement  to  be  answerable,  as  if  tlie  person  so  binding  himself 
was  the  proper  debtor.  1  Bell's  Comm.  378.  But  the  final  settlement  of  the  question 
in  the  Bnglish  courts  is  otherwise,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Orore  v.  Dubois 
may  be  considered  as  orerruled.  It  was  bald,  in  Mocrls  ».  Claaaby  (4  MaaJp  4  S. 
i66),  that  tlie  character  of  a  hvoker,  acting  under  a  dd  credmt  oommission^  was  that 
of  a  wretff,  for  the  solvency  of  tlie  party  with  whom  his  principal  deals  through  his 
agency.  He  becomes  a  tptaravior  of  the  price  of  the  goods  sold,  and  has  an  additional 
percentage  for  his  responsibili^.  This  was  tlie  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  tbo 
oaae  o/  Tliompsoa  v.  Perkins,  8  Mason,  SS6,  and  oonfirmad  bi  hia  Comm.  oa  Agencgr, 
(  216.  In  Wolff  r.  Koppel,  2  Denio,  368,  this  point  was  discussed  and  much  ooo- 
sidered  in  the  Now  York  Court  of  Errors ;  the  conclusion  was,  that  the  contract  of  a 
factor  to  account  for  the  amount  of  sales  under  a  dA  cndert  commission,  waa  not 
wHbin  the  statute  of  frands,  and  did  not  require  to  ba  k  wntiog,  M  hia  < 
was  not  absolute,  but  as  a  guarantor. 


>  /V/  Credere  Guaranty.  —  (a)  Statute  of 
^Vmdb.  — Wolff  ti.  Koppel,  6  Hill,  dted 
in  note  (a),  was  approved  by  Parke.  B., 
ia  Co«turier  v.  Ilastie,  8  Exch.  40;  and 
although  tlie  latter  decision  was  rcTersed 
on  another  point  (9  Exch.  102,  6  H.  L.  C. 
679),  it  is  perhaps  law  in  England  tfiat 
the  undartakfaig  is  not  wldiin  the  atatate 
of  frauds.  Wickham  v.  Wickham,  2  Kay 
a  J.  478;  Sherwood  v.  Stone,  14  N.  Y. 
267 ;  Bradley  v.  Richardson,  28  Vt.  720, 
781.  In  Wickham  r.  Wickham,  the  "Vice- 
Chancellor  intimates  a  doubt  how  that 
conclusion  could  be  arrived  at  unless  the 
agreement  of  a  del  credere  agent  is  more 
than  a  simple  guaranty,  and  amounts  to  a 
positive  undertaking  on  which  he  becomes 
primarily  liable.  It  is  thought  to  be  such 
an  undertaking  in  the  American  cases 
cited,  and  in  I^ewis  v,  Brebme,  33  Md. 
412;  Cartwrigbt  r.  Greeny  47  Barb.  9» 
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16.  But  the  language  of  the  English 
deeisioiis  gsMrally  saema  to  upiiold  tba 
reanlt  of  Moirii  v.  Ck—hj,  aa  stated  ia 
note  (a).  Hornby  v.  Lacy,  6  Manle  4  & 
166;  Bramble  v.  Spiller,  18  W.  K.  816 ; 
8.  c.  nam.  Bramwell  v.  Spfller,  21  L.  T. 
H  a.  678;  Ex  parte  WUte,  L.  B.  6  Clk 

897, 4ea 

(b)  In  England  it  is  held  that  a  dti 
credere  agent.  If  he  sells  for  a  disclosed 
principal,  cannot  sue  tlw  purchaser  In  hia 
own  name.  Bramble  v.  Spiller,  fi^ira. 
The  contrary  seems  to  be  thought  in 
Sherwood  v.  Stone,  mtpra.  Bee  640.  So 
it  is  said  in  Catterall  v.  Hindle,  L.  R.  1  C. 
P.  186  (reTcrsed  on  another  point,  L.  R. 
2  C.  P.  868),  that  an  agent  selling  mider 
a  del  credere  commission  is  not  thereby 
relieved  from  any  of  the  obligatiooa  of  an 
ordinary  agent  as  to  receiving  p«yaenli 
on  aocoBnt  of  hia  principal 


U:CT.  XLI.]  OP  PBiMOKAL  PfiOPB^TT,  ^626 

Boe;  find  bis  i^onmee  that  the  faetor  held  the  goods  in  the 
oharacter  of  factor  is  no  exeus^.  The  principal  is  not  even 
obligted  to  tender  to  the  pawnee  the  balance  due  from  the  princi- 
pal to  the  factor ;  for  the  lien  which  the  factor  might  have  had 
(or  soeh  balance  is  personal,  and  cannot  be  transferred  by  his 
torlioQS  act,  in  pledging  the  goods  for  his  own  debt.^  Though 
the  factor  should  barter  the  goods  of  liis  principal,  yet  no  prop* 
erty  passes  by  that  act,  any  more  than  in  the  case  of  pledging 
thenit  and  the  owner  may  sue  the  innocent  purchaser  in  trover,  (b) 
The  doctrine  that  a  factor  cannot  pledge,  is  sustained  so 
strictly,  that  it  is  admitted  he  cannot  do  it  by  indorsement  and 
delivery  of  the  bill  of  lading,  any  more  than  by  delivery  of  the 
goods  themselves,  (e)  To  pledge  the  goods  of  the  principal 
is  beyond  the  seope  of  the  factor's  power;  and  every 
*  attempt  to  do  it  under  color  of  a  sale  is  tortious  and  *  626 
void.  If  the  pawnee  will  call  for  the  letter  of  advice,  or 
make  due  inquiry  as  to  the  source  from  whence  the  goods  came, 
he  can  discover  (say  the  cases)  that  the  possessor  held  the  goods 
as  factor,  and  not  as  vendee ;  and  he  is  bound  to  know,  at  his 
peril,  the  extent  of  the  factor's  power,  (a)  There  may  be  a 
queatioi),  in  some  instances,  whether  the  res  gesta  amounted  to 
a  sale  on  the  part  of  the  factor,  or  was  a  mere  deposit  or  pledge 
as  collateral  security  for  his  debt.  But  when  it  appears  that  the 
goods  were  really  pledged,  it  is  settled  that  it  is  an  act  beyond 
the  authority  of  the  factor,  and  the  principal  may  look  to  the 
pawnee.  There  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  the  case  of  nego^ 
tiable  paper,  for  their  possession  and  property  go  together,  and 
carry  with  them  a  disposing  power.     A  factor  may  pledge  the 

(h)  Gueireiro  v.  Peile,  8  B.  &  Aid.  616 ;  Rodriguez  v.  Heffcrnan,  5  Johns.  Ch.  429. 

(c)  Martini  v.  Coles,  1  Maule  &  S.  140;  Shipley  v.  Kymer,  !b.  484 ;  Graham  v. 
Dyster,  6  id.  1. 

(a)  Paterson  ».  Tash,  2  Str.  1178 ;  l>aubigny  w.  Dnral,  fl  T.  R.  604 ;  De  Bonchont 
V.  Goldsmid,  6  Ves.  211 ;  M'Combie  v.  Davies,  7  East,  5;  Martini  v.  Coles,  1  Maule 
&  S.  140;  Fielding  v.  Kymer,  2  Brod.  &  B.  639;  Kinder  v.  Shaw,  2  Mass.  398;  Van 
Amringe  v,  Peabody,  1  Mason,  440 ;  Bowie  v,  Napier,  1  M'Cord,  1. 

3  See  685,  n.  1 ;  681,  n.  1.    The  doo-  11  How.  209,  224;  Michigan  State  Bank 

trine  that  a  factor  cannot  pledge,  has  been  r.  Gardner,  15  Gray,  862 ;  [Gray  v.  Agnew, 

changed  or  modified  by  statutes  similar  to  96  HI.  815;  McCreary  v.  Gaines,  55  Tex. 

those  mentioned  pott,  628,  n.  (&),  in  many  485;  Ins.  Co.  r.  Kiger,  108  U.  S.  352; 

jurisdictions.    Cases  in  which  the  com-  Kalterobach  v.  Lewis,  24  Ch.  D.  54.] 
mon  law  is  stated,  are  Warner  v.  Martin, 
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negotiable  paper  of  his  principal  as  aecurity  for  his  own  debt, 
and  it  will  bind  the  principal,  unless  he  can  charge  the  party 
with  notice  of  the  fraud,  or  of  want  of  title  in  the  agent,  (h) 

But  though  the  factor  cannot  pledge  the  goods  of  his  principal 
as  his  own,  he  may  deliver  them  to  a  third  person  for  his  own 
security,  with  notice  of  his  lien,  and  as  his  agent,  to  keep  posses- 
sion for  him.  Such  a  change  of  the  lien  does  not  divest  the 
factor  of  his  right,  for  it  is  in  effect  a  continuance  of  the  factor's 
possession.  (<r)  So,  if  a  factor,  having  goods  consigned  to 
*  627  him  for  sale,  should  put  them  *  into  the  hands  of  an  auc- 
tioneer or  commission  merchant  connected  with  the  auc^ 
tioneer  in  business,  to  be  sold,  the  auctioneer  may  safely  make 
an  advance  on  the  goods  for  purposes  connected  with  the  sale, 
and  as  part  payment  in  advance,  or  in  anticipation  of  the  sale, 
according  to  the  ordinary  usi^e  in  such  cases,  (a)  But  if  the 
goods  be  put  into  the  hands  of  an  auctioneer  to  sell,  and,  instead 
of  advancing  money  upon  them  in  immediate  reference  to  the 
sale,  according  to  usage,  the  auctioneer  should  become  a  pawn- 
broker, and  advance  money  on  the  goods'by  way  of  loan,  and  in 
the  character  of  pawnor  instead  of  seller,  he  has  no  lien  on  the 
goods.  It  may  be  difficult,  perhaps,  to  discriminate  in  all  cases 
between  the  two  characters.  It  will  be  a  matter  of  evidence 
and  of  fact,  under  the  circumstances.  The  distinction  was 
declared  in  Martini  v.  Cole$^  (&)  and  it  was  observed  in  that 
case,  that  it  would  have  been  as  well  as  if  the  law  had  been,  that 
where  it  was  equivocal  whether  the  party  acted  as  principal  or 
factor,  a  pledge  in  a  case  free  from  fraud  should  be  vaUd.  To 
guard  against  abuse  and  fraud,  it  is  admitted,  that  if  the  factor 
be  exhibited  to  the  world  as  owner,  with  the  assent  of  his  prin- 
cipal, and  by  that  means  obtain  credit,  the  principal  will  be 

(&)  Collins  V.  Martin,  1  Bos.  &  P.  048;  Treattel  v.  Banndon.  8  Taunt.  100;  Gold- 
smyd  17.  Gaden,  in  chancery,  and  cited  in  Collins  v.  Martin.  TroTer  will  lie  by  the 
principal  against  the  agent,  when  the  latter  conrerts  the  property  to  his  own  use,  or 
disposes  of  it  contrary  to  his  instructions.    M'Morris  v.  Simpson,  21  Wend.  610. 

(c)  M'Combie  v.  Davies,  7  East,  6 ;  Urquhart  v.  Mlver,  4  Johns.  103. 

(a)  Lausatt  r.  Lippincott,  6  Serg.  &  B.  386.  If  goods  be  consigned  to  a  com- 
mission mercliant  or  factor  for  sale,  at  a  Umited  price,  and  he  makes  advances  on 
them,  and  they  cannot  be  sold  for  that  price,  he  may,  on  reasonable  notice  to  his 
principal,  at  a  fair  market,  sell  them  below  that  price  for  hia  indemnity.  ]Fh>thing* 
ham  V.  ETerton,  12  N.  H.  239.^ 

(6)  1  Maule  &  S.  140. 

iPosf,642;n.l. 
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liable.  It  was  suggested,  in  the  case  last  mentioned^  that  per- 
haps, if  a  consignment  of  goods  to  a  factor  to  sell  be  accompanied 
with  a  bill  drawn  on  the  factor  for  the  whole  or  part  of  the  price 
of  the  consignment,  an  advance  to  take  up  the  bill  of  the  con- 
signor, and  appropriated  to  that  end,  might  be  considered  as  an 
advance,  under  the  authority  given  by  the  principal,  so  as  to 
bind  him  to  a  pledge  by  the  factor  for  that  purpose.  But 
in  Graham  v.  Dt/ster^  (c)  it  was  decided  ♦  by  the  K.  B.,  ♦  628 
that  though  the  principal  drew  upon  his  factor  for  the 
amount  of  the  consignment,  and  the  goods  were  sent  to  the  factor 
to  be  dealt  with  according  to  his  discretion,  the  factor  could  not 
pledge  the  goods,  even  in  that  case,  to  raise  money  to  meet  the 
bills.^  This  was  a  very  hard  application  of  the  general  rule ; 
and  the  cases  go  so  far  as  to  hold,  that  though  there  should  be  a 
request  of  the  consignor  accompanying  the  consignment,  that  his 
agent,  the  consignee,  will  make  remittances  in  anticipation  of 
sales,  that  circumstance  does  not  give  an  authority  to  pledge  the 
goods  to  raise  money  for  the  remittance,  (a)  In  the  last  case 
referred  to,  the  judges  of  the  K.  B.  expressed  themselves  decid- 
edly in  favor  of  the  policy  and  expediency  of  the  general  rule  of 
law,  that  a  factor  cannot  pledge.  They  considered  it  to  be  one 
of  the  greatest  safeguards  which  the  foreign  merchant  had  in 
making  consignments  of  goods  to  England  ;  and  that,  as  a  meas- 
ure of  policy,  the  rule  ought  not  to  be  altered.  It  operated  to 
increase  the  foreign  commerce  of  the  kingdom,  and  was  founded, 
it  was  said,  upon  a  very  plain  reason,  viz. :  that  he  who  gave 
credit  should  be  vigilant  in  ascertaining  whether  the  party 
pledged  had,  or  had  not,  authority  so  to  deal  with  the  goods, 
and  that  the  knowledge  might  always  be  obtained  from  the  bill 
of  lading  and  letters  of  advice.  (6) 

(c)  2  Starkie,  21.  If,  liowerer,  the  owner  arms  the  factor  with  such  indicia  of 
property  as  to  enable  him  to  deal  with  it  as  his  own,  and  mislead  others,  the  factor,  in 
that  case,  can  bind  the  property  by  pledging  it.    Boyson  v.  Coles,  0  Maule  &  S.  14. 

(a)  Quelroz  v.  Trueman,  3  B.  &  C.  342. 

(6)  C.  J.  Best,  in  Williams  v.  Barton,  3  BIng.  189,  expressed  himself,  on  the  other 
hand,  strongly  in  favor  of  the  policy  of  allowing  a  pawnee  of  goods  to  hold  against 
the  real  owner,  who  permitted  the  pawnor  to  deal  with  the  property  as  if  it  was  his 
own.  He  insisted  that  the  old  law  on  this  subject  was  not  adapted  to  the  new  state 
of  things,  and  to  the  alterations  in  the  mode  of  carrying  on  commerce.  The  rule 
that  factor  cannot  pledge  the  goods  consigned  to  him  for  sale,  even  for  bona  fide 

1  Ptmt,  642,  n.  1. 
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made  with  an  agent  in  relation  to  ihm  boBiDesa  of  the 


advuoM,  in  tlie  regmUr  conne  of  oooinMrcial  deftUag,  originated  in  tiie  case  of  Pater- 
•on  r.  Tash,  ia  Str.  1178,  which  was  a  nin  priuM  decieion  of  C.  J.  Lee;  though  it  has 
been  suggested  that  the  report  of  that  case  was  inaccurate.  In  the  ^esr  1828,  the 
merits  of  that  rule  were  discussed  in  the  British  Parlkunent,  and  tKe  tPscMsioa  was 
followed  bjr  the  statutes  of  6  Oto.  lY.  c  94,and7  &8  Geo.  IV.  c.  SO,/*-  tkt  heUer 
prvtBCtion  o/lh€  property  o/m«rekatU$  and  aihen  in  their  dealingt  withjacton  and  apemis,  hj 
which  a  factor  was  authorised  to  pledge,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  goods  of  his  prin- 
cipal. A  great  deal  may  be  property  said  against  the  principle  of  the  ok)  rale,  and, 
with  the  exception  of  Engiaad,  H  is  eootrar|r  to  the  law  and  pc^cj  of  all  the  com- 
mercial nations  of  Europe.  8ee  the  report  of  the  committee  of  the  English  House 
of  Commons,  which  led  to  the  statute  of  4  Geo.  IV.  On  the  Buropean  continent, 
possession  constitutes  title  to  morable  property,  so  far  as  to  secure  hmaJUte  purchas- 
ers, and  persons  making  advances  of  money  er  credit  on  the  pMge  of  property  by 
the  lawful  possessor.  There  may  be  something  in  the  commercial  policy  of  the  rule 
alluded  to  by  the  English  Judges ;  but  it  would  seem  to  be  a  concluBion  of  superior 
Justice  and  wisdom,  tliat  a  factor  or  commercial  agent,  clothed  by  his  principal  with 
the  apparent  •ymbols  of  ownership  of  property,  should  be  deemed  the  true  owner  fen 
respect  to  third  persons  dealing  with  him  fairly  in  the  course  of  business,  as  pur- 
chasers or  mortgagees,  and  under  an  ignorance  ef  his  real  character.  See  1  Bell's 
Comm.  483-489. 

hy  the  sUtute  of  6  &  8  Vict,  c  89,  in  amendnant  0/tkelmm  reblwy  to  mdvmmt  hmn 
fide  nude  to  agtnU  ininuted  with  good;  any  ageat  intrusted  with  the  possession  of 
goods,  or  of  the  documents  of  title  to  goods,  is  to  be  deemed  owner  of  such  goods  and 
documents  so  far  as  to  give  validity  to  any  contract  or  agreement  by  way  of  pledge, 
lien,  or  security  bona  fide  made  by  any  person  with  such  agent  so  intrusted,  as  well 
for  any  original  loan,  advance,  or  payment  made  upon  the  securi^  of  such  goods  or 
documents,  as  also  for  any  further  or  continuing  advance  in  respect  thereof;  and 
such  coutract  shall  be  binding  upon  and  against  the  owner  of  such  goods  and  othen 
interested  therein,  notwithstanding  the  person  claimiAg  such  pledge  or  lien  may  hnve 
had  notice  that  the  person  with  whom  such  contract  is  made  Is  only  an  agent 

The  statute  law  of  New  York  has  changed  the  former  rule  of  the  English  couru 
on  this  subject.  By  the  act  of  April  16, 1830,  it  was  enacted  (and  an  act  of  the  Sute 
of  Rhode  Island,  passed  since  the  session  of  January,  1831,  and  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
1834,  Pnrdon's  Dig.  402,  are  to  the  same  effect),  that  the  person  in  whose  name  goods 
were  shipped  should  be  deemed  the  owner,  so  far  as  to  entitle  the  csusiyies  to  a  hen 
thereon  for  his  advance  and  liabilities  for  the  use  of  the  consignor,  snd  for  moneys 
or  securities  received  by  the  oonsignor  to  his  use.  But  the  lien  is  not  to  exist,  if  the 
consignee  had  previous  notice,  by  the  ImII  of  lading  or  otherwise,  that  the  consignor 
was  not  the  actual  and  bonaJkU  owner.  Eoergf  factor  intrusted  with  the  possession  of 
any  bill  of  lading,  custom-house  permit,  or  warehouse  keepers'  receipt  for  tlie  delivery 
of  the  goods,  or  with  the  possession  of  goods  for  sale,  or  as  security  Isr  advances, 
shall  be  deemed  the  owner,  so  far  as  to  render  valid  any  contract  by  him  for  the  sale 
or  disposition  thereof,  in  whole  or  In  part,  for  moneys  advanced,  or  any  responsibility 
in  writing  assumed  upon  the  faith  thereof.  The  true  owner  will  be  entitled  to  the 
goods  on  repayment  of  the  advances,  or  restoration  of  the  security  given  on  the 
deposit  of  the  goods,  and  on  satisfying  any  lien  that  the  agent  may  have  thereon. 
The  act  does  not  go  to  authorize  a  common  carrier,  warehouse  keeper,  or  other  person 
to  whom  goods  may  be  committed  for  tradipartaCtoa  or  storage,  to  sell  or  hypothecate 
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agency  fe  a  contract  vrith  the  principal,  entered  into  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  agent,  provided  the  agent  acts  in  the 
name  of  his  principal.    The  party  so  dealing  with  the 
agent  is  bound  to  his  principal;  ^y^  ♦and  the  principal,    •680 

the  Bame.  Acts  of  fraud  committed  by  factors  or  agents,  in  breach  of  their  doty  in 
that  chftfactet,  are  pmiisfaable  as  misdemeanors.  It  has  been  held  ander  this  act  that 
a  ttMOftttl  of  aide  by  a  factor  or  agent,  intrusted  with  goods  for  sate,  will  protect  the 
piuroha«er,  though  no  moaey  be  advanced,  or  negotiable  instrument  or  other  obligar 
tion  be  given  at  the  time  of  the  sale.    Jennings  v.  Merrill,  20  Wend.  1. 

This  act  is  founded  chiefly  upon  the  provisions  of  the  British  statute  of  6  Geo.  IV. 
c.  94,  passed  in  1825,  in  pursuance  of  the  recommendation  contamed  in  the  report  of 
a  iehect  committee  from  the  British  Boase  of  Commons,  of  January,  1828.  8o>  by 
the  CivH  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  3214,  every  eonsignee  or  commission  agent,  who  has 
made  advances  on  goods  consigned  to  him,  or  placed  in  his  hands  to  be  sold  for 
account  of  the  consigfior,  lias  a  privilege  for  the  amoant  of  those  advances,  with 
Itatereet  and  charges  on  the  value  of  the  goods,  if  they  are  at  liis  disposal,  in  hh 
stores,  or  in  a  public  warehouse,  or  if,  before  their  arrival,  he  can  show  by  a  bill  of 
HtdSttg  or  letter  of  advice,  that  they  have  been  despatched  to  him. 

1  Contracts  with  Agent.  —  See  260,  n.  1,  The  undisclosed  principal  is  bound  as 

(a),  (J),  adjinem.  The  par^  dealing  with     stated,  631,  although  the  contract  was  in 


the  agent  is  not  bound  to  him  unless  the 
agent  by  distinct  words  makes  the  Con- 
tract his  own.  Fisher  v.  Marsh,  6  Best  &  S. 
411,416 ;  [Byington  v.  Simpson,  134  Muss. 
169»]  In  the  case  of  a  broker,  this  is  cai^ 
ried  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  he  can- 
not sue  if  the  bought  note  is  signed  by 
him  as  broker,  although  it  reads  "  I  have 
sold."  Fairlie  v.  Fenton,  L.  R.  6  Kx. 
160  {  (compare  Paice  i;.  Walker,  ib.  173;) 
Fawkes  v.  Lamb,  81  L.  J.  ir.  s.  Q.  B.  08. 


writing ;  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  that  the  agent  in  signing  was 
acting  for  his  principal,  Higginft  v.  Sen- 
ior, 8  M.  &  W.  834,  844 ;  Baldwin  i;.  Bank 
of  Newbury,  1  Wall  234 ;  and  the  prin- 
cipal remains  liable,  although  after  his 
name  is  disclosed  his  broker  is  named  as 
buyer  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes, 
Calder  i;.  DobeU,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  486.  See 
632,  n.  1. 


jfi  There  Is  a  tendency  to  give  effect 
to  written  contracts,  and  even  to  deeds, 
«xecuted  by  agents,  according  to  tho 
intent,  as  it  appeara  from  the  instrumentft, 
and  even  to  alfa>w  oral  evidence  to  show 
llie  intent  where  the  instrument  iuelf  is 
ambiguous.  Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104 
U.  S.  08 ;  Nobleboro  v.  Clark,  68  Me.  87 ; 
Simpson  v.  Garland,  72  Me.  40 ;  McClnre 
».  Herring,  70  Mo.  18;  Anderson  tr. 
Pearce,  36  Ark.  203;  Wing  v.  Glick,  56 
Iowa,  473.  But  sec  Dayton  v.  Wame,  48 
N.  J.  L.  650.  The  cases  are  in  much  con- 
fusion as  to  what  facts  indicate  an  inten- 
tion one  way  or  the  other.  On  principle, 
the  true  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
court  must  determine  from  the  contract 


itself,  with  the  aid  of  sudi  ovttlde  Mpi 
as  are  nsually  allowed  in  coastming  ooi»> 
tracts,  who  are  bound.  Only  those  sho«M 
be  held  on  the  written  contract  who  hare 
not  only  intended  to  enter,  but  have  siio- 
ceeded  in  entering,  into  such  written  oo»> 
tract  Other  parties  may  indeed  be  liaUok 
but  it  sbould  not  be  on  the  written  eoii> 
tract.  See,  as  to  contracts  under  seal, 
Mahoney  v.  McLean,  96  Minn.  415 ;  Bry- 
son  f .  Lucas,  84  N.  C.  680;  Mellen  v.  Moor«» 
68  Me.  300.  But  see  Nobleboro  ir.  Clark, 
snpim  ;  School  Town  t>.  Kendall,  73  Ind. 
01 ;  infra,  631,  n.  yi.  In  the  case  last  dtei 
It  It  said  there  is  a  distinctfon  between 
agents  of  public  bodies  and  thoee  of 
jftrivate  perwons  or  corporations. 
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and  not  the  agent,  is  bound  to  the  party.  It  is  a  general  rule, 
standing  on  strong  foundations,  and  pervading  every  system 
of  juiisprudence,  that  where  an  agent  is  duly  constituted,  and 
names  his  principal,  and  contracts  in  his  name,  and  does  not 
exceed  his  authority,  the  principal  is  responsible,  and  not  the 
agent,  (a)  The  agent  becomes  personally  liable  only  when  the 
principal  is  not  known,  or  where  there  is  no  responsible  principal, 
or  where  the  agent  becomes  liable  by  an  undertaking  in  his  own 
name,  or  when  he  exceeds  his  power.  (5)  ^    If  he  makes  the  con- 

(a)  Emerigon,  Trmittf  det  Am.  U.  466 ;  Lord  Enkine,  12  Vet.  362  ;  DaTis  v. 
M'Arthar,  4  Qreenl.  82.  n. ;  Owen  v.  Ooocb,  2  Egp,  667 ;  W«re,  J.,  in  Uie  case  of  the 
Rebecca,  Were,  205;  RoberU  v.  Austin,  6  Wharton,  3ia 

(6)  Thomas  v.  Bishop,  2  Str.  966 ;  Leadbitter  v.  Farrow,  6  Manle  ft  &  345; 
Dttsenborj  v.  Ellis,  8  Johns.  Cas.  70;  Parker,  C.  J.,  Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Mast. 


1  N<dic€  to  Agent,  ^  With  regard  to  the 
rule  mentioned  in  the  note  (b),  that  notice 
to  the  agent  is  notice  to  the  principal,  it 
was  thought  in  the  earlier  English  cases, 
that  it  was  confined  to  notice  obtained  by 
the  agent  in  the  course  of  the  particular 
transaction,  and  this  is  said  to  be  the  law 
in  Westileld  Bank  v.  Cornen,  37  N.  Y. 
320;  Farmers'  and  Citizens'  Bank  t\ 
Payne,  25  Conn.  444 ;  Farrel  Foundry  v. 
Dart,  26  id.  876,  383;  United  States 
Ins.  Co.  V.  ShriTer,  8  Md.  Ch.  381; 
which  were  cases  of  directors  of  banks, 
and  in  N.  Y.  Central  Ins.  Co.  v.  National 
Protection  Ins.  Co.,  20  Barb.  468 ;  McCor- 
mick  V.  Wheeler,  36  III.  114, 121 ;  Congar 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  24  Wis.  157, 
160;  Willis  V.  Vallette.  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  186, 
196 ;  [Houseman  v.  Girard,  &c  Assn.,  81 
Penn.  St  266.]  But  Lord  Eldon  suggested 
the  doubt  whether  one  transaction  might 
not  follow  so  close  upon  the  other  as  to 
render  it  impossible  to  give  a  man  credit 


x^  The  question  is  whether  the  agent 
had  knowledge  present  to  his  mind,  how- 
eyer  acquired,  which  it  was  his  duty  to 
his  principal  to  communicate,  and  as  to 
which  he  was  under  no  superior  obliga- 
tion to  any  other  to  withhold.  Kettlewell 
p.  Watson,  21  Ch.  D.  686, 704 ;  Bradley  v. 
Riches,  0  Ch.  D.  180;  Fairfield  Savings 
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for  having  forgotten  it  (Turn.  &  Ross. 
280) ;  and  the  modem  rule  seems  to  be 
established  in  courts  of  the  highest 
authority  in  this  country  as  well  as  m 
England,  that  the  principal  is  bound  by 
knowledge  which  the  agent  is  cleariy 
and  satisfactorily  proved  in  fact  to  hare 
had  present  to  his  mind  at  the  time  of 
acting  for  his  principal,  no  matter  how 
the  knowledge  was  acquired,  prorided 
that  it  was  of  a  kind  which  it  was  the 
agent's  right  and  duty  to  communicate, 
and  not,  for  instance,  a  secret  intrasted 
to  him  professionally  by  another  client 
in  the  course  of  a  different  transaction, 
which  he  Is  not  at  liberty  to  disclose. 
Tlie  DistiUed  SpiriU,  11  WalL  366;  Hart 
V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank,  33  Vt. 
262;  Dresser  v.  Norwood,  17  C.  B.  h.  a. 
466.  See  Pritchett  v.  Sessions,  10  Rich. 
(S.  C.)  293»  298;  Bieroe  v.  Bed  Bluff 
Hotel  Ca,  31  Cal.  160.  x^ 


Bank  v.  Chase,  72  Me.  226;  a. c.  39  Am. 
R.  819,  and  note ;  National  Security  Bank 
9.  Cushman,  121  Mass.  490:  Yerger  «. 
Barz,  66  Iowa,  77  ;  Texas  Banking  Co.  v. 
Hutchins,  63  Tex.  61.  See  Ford  v.  French, 
72  Mo.  260.  See  also  City  of  Logans- 
port  V,  Justice,  74  Ind.  378;  B.  c.  80  Am. 
R.  79  and  note. 
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tract  in  behalf  of  his  principal,  and  discloses  his  name  at  the 
time,  he  is  not  personally  liable,  even  though  he  should  take  a 
note  for  the  goods  sold,  payable  to  himself,  (c)  But  if  a  person 
would  excuse  himself  from  responsibility  on  the  ground  of  agency, 
he  must  show  that  he  disclosed  his  principal  at  the  time 
of  making  the  contract,  *  and  that  he  acted  on  his  behalf,  *  681 
so  as  to  enable  the  party  with  whom  he  deals  to  have 

29,  and  Hastings  v.  Lovering,  2  Pick.  221 ;  Hampton  v.  Speckenagle,  9  Serg.  &  R. 
212;  Lazarus  v.  Shearer,  2  Ala.  71S;  Woodes  v.  Dennett,  9  N.  H.  65.  When  the* 
agent  becomes  personally  bound  by  his  own  assumption,  his  principal  is  not  liable. 
Taber  v.  Cannon,  4  Mete.  456.  C.  J.  Shaw  says,  that  the  case  of  Stackpole  v,  Arnold, 
establishing  this  doctrine,  is  of  the  highest  authority.  Where  an  agent  voluntarily 
disobeys  the  instructions  of  his  principal,  and  converts  to  his  own  use  moneys  belong- 
ing to  his  principal,  to  which  a  definite  and  specific  destination  was  given,  and  the 
article  he  was  directed  to  buy  subsequently  acquires  additional  value,  the  agent  has 
been  held  responsible,  not  merely  for  the  money  with  interest,  but  for  the  article. 
Short  p.  Skipwith,  1  Brockenb.  103.  It  is  likewise  a  general  rule,  that  the  omission 
of  an  agent  to  keep  his  principal  regularly  informed  of  the  state  of  the  interests 
intrusted  to  him,  renders  him  responsible  for  the  damages  his  principal  may  sustain 
by  such  neglect ;  and  if  the  principal  be  injuriously  misled  by  the  information  given, 
so  as  to  place  reliance  on  an  outstanding  debt,  the  agent  will  be  deemed  to  have 
made  the  debt  his  own.  Harvey  v.  Turner,  4  Rawle,  223;  Arrot  i;.  Brown,  6  Whart. 
1.  It  is  also  a  general  rule,  that  notice  to  an  agent  is  notice  to  his  principal.  So, 
notice  to  one  of  the  directors  of  a  bank,  while  engaged  hn  the  business  of  the  bank, 
is  notice  to  the  bank.  Bank  of  U.  S.  v.  Davis,  2  Hill  (N.  Y.),  451,  461.  It  is  not 
consistent  with  the  summary  view  taken  in  this  lecture  of  the  law  of  agency,  to 
enter  into  a  detail  of  the  particular  responsibilities  of  agents.  We  must  be  content 
to  state  generally  the  principle  that  the  agent  is  liable  to  his  principal  for  all  losses 
and  damages  arising  from  violations  of  his  duty  as  agent,  by  reason  of  misconduct, 
delinquency,  stretch,  or  abuse  of  power,  or  negligences,  provided  the  loss  or  damage 
be  reasonably  attributable  to  the  same.  The  illustrations  of  the  general  principle  are 
to  be  seen  in  the  authorities  stated  or  referred  to  in  the  treatises  at  large  on  agency, 
and  especially  in  Livermore  on  Agency,  c.  8 ;  Paley  on  Agency,  by  Lloyd,  passim, 
and  particularly  7-20,  46,  55, 100,  130-149,  212-240,  294-304,  335-842,  386-390;  in 
Story  on  Agency,  c.  8,  and  in  Sedgwick  on  the  Measure  of  Damages,  as  between 
principal  and  agent.    Treatise,  c.  12. 

(c)  Owen  V.  Goech,  2  Esp.  567;  Rathbone  v.  Budlong,  15  Johns.  1;  Goodenow 
V.  Tyler,  7  Mass.  36 ;  Greely  v.  Bartlett,  1  Greenl.  172 ;  Corlies  v.  Gumming,  6  Co  wen, 
181.  The  agent  is  not  liable  individually,  if  he  draws  a  bill  of  exchange  which  is 
protested,  provided  he  declares  himself  at  the  same  time  to  he  the  agent  of  the  drawers, 
Zacharie  v,  Nash,  18  La.  20.  The  agent  is  personally  liable,  though  he  discloses  the 
name  of  his  principal,  if  he  signs  a  contract  which  does  not  show  upon  the  face  of  it 
tliat  he  contracts  as  agent.  Mill  v.  Hunt,  20  Wend.  481.  But  if  he  drew  the  bill  in 
his  own  name,  without  stating  liis  agency,  he  is  personally  liable,  though  the  payee 
knew  he  was  but  an  agent.  NewhsU  v.  Dunlap,  14  Me.  180.  He  must  disclose  his 
principal's  name,  though  he  sell  as  auctioneer,  or  he  will  be  personally  liable.  Mills 
r.  Hunt,  20  Wend.  431.  If  he  acts  simply  in  his  own  name,  he  binds  himself,  and  not 
his  principal.  This  is  the  general  rule,  but  controlled  by  chxsumstances.  Bank  of 
Rochester  v.  Monteath,  1  Denio,  402. 
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reeoane  to  the  principal,  in  oase  tlM  Agent  had  Authority  to  bind 
him.  (a)  ^  y^     And  if  the  agent  even  bays  in  his  own  name,  bot 

(a)  Mauri  v.  Heffeman,  18  Johns.  68;  Seaber  v.  Uawkes,  6  Moore  ft  Pa.  649; 
Ormftbj  0.  Kendall,  2  Ark.  838.  Mr.  Jiutice  8torj,  in  Iiit  Treatiae  on  Agency,  2d  ed. 
§§  268, 200,  ]my»  down  tke  ral*  that  Ag«au  or  facton  for  mcfchaats  residing  mjbreiffi^ 


*  Uahilityfor  Foreitfn  Principals,  ^c.  -^ 
The  doctrine  mentioned  In  the  note  (<t)  h 
qualified  in  England  to  far  that  it  is  said  to 
,be  a  question  of  intention  to  be  gathered 
from  the  contract  and  the  surrounding 
circumstances,  and  capable  of  lieing  ex- 
plained by  the  custom  of  trade  where  an/ 
such  can  be  shown.  The  fact  of  the  prin- 
cipal being  a  foreigner  is  entitled  to  some 
weight ;  but  there  is  no  rule  of  law  that 
the  agent  is  liable  personally  in  all  eases 
whars  the  principal  is  a  f  oieigaer  residiaf 


yi  Undisdoasd  Principal. — Thefenerai 
rule  that  an  undisclosed  principal  nay 
sue  or  be  sued  upon  disolosure  is  su»> 
tained  in  Curtis  v.  WiUaanwon,  10  L.  It 
Q.  B.  57 ;  Armstrong  v.  Stokes,  7  L.  R. 
Q.  B.  606;  Browning  v.  Provincial  Ins. 
Co.,  6  L.  R.  P.  C.  868 ;  Cobb  s.  Knapp, 
71  N.  Y.  948 ;  Beymer  v.  BonMll,  70  Penn. 
Hu  a08;  Baltimore,  &c.  Co.  ».  Fletcher 
(Md.,18e4),  17  Rep.  667. 

The  agent  having  had  actual  though 
not  apparent  authority,  and  hating  in- 
tended to  exercise  it,  the  prindptl  Is 
properly  held  bound,  and  being  bound  Is 
held  also  to  have  the  right  to  sue,  subject 
to  all  equities  between  the  agent  and  the 
one  dealing  with  him. 

If  the  agent  did  not  disclose  that  he 
had  a  principal,  it  Is  clear  that  he  also 
may  sue  or  be  sued,  since  the  one  deal- 
ing  with  him  must  have  intended  to  con- 
tract with  him,  and  the  agent  will  not 
be  permitted  to  deny  that  such  was  his 
intention  also.  But  if  on^y  the  name  of 
the  principal  was  left  undisclosed  the 
question  is  one  of  intention,  viz»  between 
what  parties  can  the  conseosus  necessary 
to  the  contract  be  shown  to  exist,  or,  if  a 
contract  in  writing  or  under  seal  be  sued 
on,  what  parties  can  be  said  in  legal 
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abroad.  Where  the  contract  Is  in  writing 
and  purports  to  bind  the  princfpal  only, 
and  no  custom  b  shown  to  exist,  the  agesl 
will  not  be  liable,  Green  r.  Kopke,  18 
C.  B.  640;  Mabo^y  p.  Kekultf,  14  C.  B. 
300;  Paice  v.  Walker,  L.  R.  6  £x.  178, 
177;  Bray  v.  KetteU,  1  AUso*  80;  tee 
Rogers  v.  Mareh,  88  Me.  106 ;  and  a  for- 
sign  principal  may  sue  In  his  own  aaaw 
for  goods  sold,  although  Ike  egeocy  wee 
not  disclosed  at  the  tion  of  the  sale, 
Bany  s.  Page,  10  Qray,  808. 


coatenplalion  to  hate  executed 
contract.  Southwell  v.  Bowdifteli,  1  C. 
P.  D.  874;  Oadd  v.  Hevghtoa,  1  Bx.  D. 
867 ;  Hough  ».  MattiMios,  4  Ex  D.  104 ; 
Ogden  ».  Hall,  40  L.  T.  761 ;  WeMner  e. 
Hoggett,  1  C.  P.  D.  688;  MerriR  v.  Ken- 
yon,  48  Conn.  814.  Of  eoune  usage  may 
furnish  strong  evidence  as  to  such  intent. 
Fleet  e.  Murtoo,  7  L.  R.  Q.  B.  126; 
Hntchteson  ».  Tatham,  8  L.  R.  C.  P.  482; 
Imperial  Bank  d.  London,  Ac.  I>ock  Co., 

6  Ch.  D.  106;  Southwell  9.  Bowdltcl^ 
supftt. 

The  right  of  a  third  party  dealing 
with  the  agent  to  sue  the  principal  will 
be  barred  where  the  principal  has  been 
misled  by  any  act  of  such  third  party 
into  supposing  he  has  settled  with  the 
agent,  and  in  such  belief  has  himself  paid 
the  agent.  Irvine  e.  Wateon.  6  Q.  B.  IX 
414;  Davison  tr.  Donaldson,  0  Q!  &  D. 
6'i3,  coromentiag  as  to  this  point  upoa 
Armstrong  v,  Stokes*  si^pra.  A  commis- 
sion merchant  has  no  implied  authority 
to  bind  his  foreign  principal,  whether 
disclosed  or  not.    Armstrong  e.  Stokee» 

7  L.  R.  Q.  a  608;  Hutton  e.  Bulloch, 
0  Ia  R.  Q.  B.  672 ;  Blbinger  r.  Claye,  8 
L.  R.  Q.  B.  8ia  See  also  Maspooo  ». 
MUdred,OQ.&.D.680c 


LECT.  XLI.]  OV  PESSOKAL  PROPmTT.  •681 

for  the  benefit  of  his  prinoipftl,  and  without  disclosing  his  namOf 
the  principal  is  also  bound  as  well  as  the  agents  provided  the 
goods  come  to  his  use,  or  the  agent  acted  in  the  business  in* 
trusted  to  him,  and  according  to  his  power.  (5)   The  attorney 

iomaries  art  t^nonally  MaUe  on  contmets  mado  hj  them  lor  their  piificipals,  and 
this  withoat  any  distinction,  whether  they  describe  themselves  as  agents  or  not  The 
legal  presumption  is,  that  the  credit  is  given  to  the  agent  exclusively.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York,  in  Rlrkpatrick  v.  Stalner,  adiiered,  however,  to  the  old  rule,  and 
held  thM  the  agent  was  not  personally  responsible  when  he  appeared  in  the  transao 
tion  as  an  agent  only,  and  dealt  with  the  plaintiff  in  that  known  character.  The  court 
held  that  there  was  no  distinction  known  to  our  law  on  this  point,  between  an  agent 
acting  for  a  foreign  and  for  a  domestic  house.  This  decision  was  affirmed  in  the 
Court  of  £rTor«,  in  December,  1839.  22  Wend.  tU.  Mr.  Senator  Verplanck  gave 
the  opinioo  of  the  Court  of  Errors,  and  he  examined  the  question  with  kaming  and 
ability.  He  held  that  there  was  no  general  presumption  known  to  our  law  and  com- 
mercial usages ;  that  the  credit  in  such  cases  was  given  exclusively  to  the  agent,  and 
that  the  English  cases,  on  which  the  presumption  as  a  settled  rule  of  law  Wa«  deduced, 
III  the  ti^atlse  referred  to,  were  of  recent  origin,  And  founded  on  special  or  local 
Qiage  in  England,  and  one  not  adopted  here.  He  cited  Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  De  Gailloa 
V,  L'Aigle,  1  Bos.  &  P.  368;  Bayley,  J.,  in  Paterson  i^.  Gandasequi,  15  East,  70; 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  Thompson  v.  Davenport,  0  Barn.  &  Cress.  78 ;  Lloyd^s  Notes  to 
Paley  on  Agency.  He  questioned  the  policy  of  the  ride  that  credit  on  sales  or  con- 
slgnmenti  was  not  presumed  to  be  given  to  well-established  foreign  houees,  but  to 
temporary  agents,  in  exoneration  of  their  principals ;  and  that  until  the  course  of 
business  had  established  such  a  rule  bete,  as  Well  known  in  mercantile  usage  and 
practice,  it  was  wisest  to  adhere  to  the  general  law  of  agency,  holding  tiie  knowa 
prindpai  responsible  wheA  the  agent  discloses  his  name,  and  act*  avowedly  and 
authorizedly  on  his  behalf,  and  leating  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  American  trader  to 
obtain  the  Security  of  the  factor  or  agem,  when  he  judges  it  best.  In  Tamtor 
V.  Preiidergast,  3  Hill,  72,  it  was  admitted  that  there  may  be  a  clear  intent  shown  to 
give  an  exelusit-e  credit  to  the  agent ;  and  that  If  the  principal  reside  in  a  foreign 
country,  that  intent  may  be  inferred  from  the  custom  of  trade.  The  Supreme  Court 
Of  Louisiana,  in  the  Newcastle  M.  O.  v.  Red  River  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Rob.  (La.)  146^  fol- 
lowed the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  ;  and  it  was  also  followed  in  McKenxie 
•.  Nevius,  22  Me.  138  In  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Blis».  in  the  case  of  Hardy 
1^.  Fairbanks,  iti  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Scotia,  at  Hallfux.  in  April,  1847,  this 
question  arose  and  was  discussed ;  and  tlie  conclusion  of  the  learned  Judge  seemed  to 
be,  that  the  home  principal,  when  discovered,  will  be  liable  in  all  cases,  unless  he  can 
discharge  himself ;  but  that  a  clear  case  of  liability  mnst  be  established  against  the 
/9nigner,  for  the  presumption  will  be  in  hie  favor  that  he  la  not  Uable,  and  tlie  otitis 
of  proof  will  rest  with  the  seller.  The  agent  may  be  deemed  alwaye  responsible  for 
the  protection  of  the  seller,  and  the  liability  of  the  foreign  principal  becomes  a  ques- 
tion of  evidence  and  presumption ;  and  as  to  the  remedy  of  the  foreign  principal 
and  of  the  vendor  against  each  other,  that  must  be  a  question  of  evidence,  and  tho 
case  which  they  can  generally  establish. 

(b)  Nelson  v.  Powell,  8  Doug.  410*  Upton  t;.  Gray,  2  Greenl.  873;  Thompson  v. 
Davenport,  0  B.  &  C.  78 ;  Cothay  9.  Fennell,  10  id.  671 ;  Beebee  v,  Robert,  12  Wend. 
413.  By  acting  in  his  own  name,  tlia  agent  only  adda  his  personal  obligation  to  that 
of  the  person  who  employs  him.    This  was  a  principle  in  tiw  Roman  law,  and  it 
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who  executes  a  power,  as  by  giving  a  deed,  must  do  it  in  the  name 
of  his  principal ;  for  if  he  executes  it  in  his  own  name,  though  he 
describes  himself  to  be  agent  or  attorney  of  his  principal,  the  deed 
is  held  to  be  void ;  and  the  attorney  is  not  bound,  even  though 
he  had  no  authority  to  execute  the  deed,  when  it  appears  on  the 
face  of  it  to  be  the  deed  of  the  principal,  (c)  But  if  the  agent 
binds  himself  personally,  and  engages  expressly  in  his  own  name, 
he  will  be  held  responsible,  though  he  should,  in  the  contract  or 
covenant,  give  himself  the  description  or  character  of  agent,  (d) 
And  though  the  attorney,  who  acts  without  authority,  but  in  the 
name  of  the  principal,  be  not  personally  bound  by  the  instru- 
ment he  executes,  if  it  contain  no  covenant  or  promise  on 

*  682   his  part,  yet  there  is  a  remedy  *  against  him  by  a  special 

action  upon  the  case,  for  assuming  to  act  when  he  had  no 
power,  (a)  If,  however,  the  authority  of  the  agent  be  coupled 
with  an  interest  in  the  property  itself,  he  may  contract  and  sell 
in  his  own  name.  This  is  iUustmted  in  various  instances,  as  in 
the  case  of  factors,  masters  of  ships,  and  mortgagees,  (i)  The 
case  of  a  master  of  a  ship  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
and  though  he  contracts  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  his  powers^ 
ho  is,  in  general,  personally  responsible,  as  well  as  the  owner, 

applies  eqaall/  to  our  own.  Dig.  14-  8, 17,  §  8;  Pothier,  Traits  des  Oblig.  d.  82; 
Hopkint  V,  Laooniure.  4  La.  64 ;  Hyde  v.  Wolf,  ib.  234.  In  Andrews  r.  Eates,  2  Fairf . 
267,  it  waa  held  that  the  rale  in  Combet't  case,  tliat  an  agent  binds  Iiimaelf,  atni  mti 
hU  principal,  unless  he  uses  the  name  of  his  principal,  applies  only  to  seated  instru- 
menu.  In  other  contracu,  it  is  sufficient  if  It  appear  in  tlie  contract  that  he  acted 
as  agent,  and  meant  to  bind  his  principal     £? ans  o.  Wells,  22  Wend.  324,  a.  p. 

(c)  Combes's  Case,  9  Co.  70 ;  FronUn  v.  SmaU,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1418 ;  WiUcs  v.  Back, 
2  East,  142;  QwiUim'i  Bacon's  Abr.  tit  Leases,  1,  lec.  10;  Bogart  &  De  Bomj, 
6  Johns.  94  ;  Fowler  v.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14. 19 ;  Stinchfleld  v.  Liide.  1  Greenl.  231; 
Hopkins  v.  Mehaffjr,  11  Serg.  &  R.  126 :  Smith  o.  Perry.  1  Uarr.  &  J.  706;  Harper  «. 
Hampton,  ib.  622 ;  Townsend  v.  Corning,  28  Wend.  4S6.  In  the  American  Jurist, 
iii.  71-85,  there  is  a  yery  critical  examination  of  all  the  cases,  and  especially  of 
Combes's  case,  the  great  leading  case  for  the  doctrine  in  the  text,  by  Mr.  Hoffman,  of 
Baltimore,  the  learned  author  of  the  Legal  Outlinea  But  in  the  State  of  Maine,  by 
act  of  1823,  a  deed  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name  is  yalid,  prorided  he  had  authority, 
and  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  deed  that  he  meant  to  execute  the  authority. 

(d)  Appleton  v.  Binks,  6  East,  148;  Forster  p  Fuller.  6  Mass.  68;  DuraU  o.  Craig. 
2  Wlieaton,  66;  TippeU  v.  Walker,  4  Mass.  505;  White  v.  Skinner,  13  Johns.  807; 
Stone  V.  Wood,  7  Cowen,  458;  Fash  i;.  Ross,  2  Hill  (S.  C),  294. 

(a)  Long  r.  Colburn,  11  Mass.  97;  Harper  v.  Little,  2  Greenl.  14;  Delins  v.  Caw- 
thorn,  2  Der.  (N.  C.)  90 ;  Emerigon,  Traittf  des  Contrats  k  la  Grosse,  it  458,  461,  468, 
lays  doirn  the  rule,  and  applies  it  to  the  captain  of  a  ship,  who,  he  says,  is  personal^ 
answerable,  if  he  draws  a  bill  in  his  character  of  agent,  without  authority. 

(6)  Paley  on  Agency,  by  Lloyd,  207, 206, 288^  280 ;  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  {  161 
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upon  all  contracts  made  by  him  for  the  employment,  repairs,  and 
supplies  of  the  ship.  This  is  the  rule  of  the  maritime  law,  and  it 
was  taken  from  the  Roman  law,  and  is  founded  on  commercial 
policy,  (c)  But  it  is  of  course  competent  for  the  parties  to  agree 
to  confine  the  exclusive  credit  either  to  the  owner  or  to  the 
master,  as  the  case  may  be.  (d)  ^ 

When  goods  have  been  sold  by  the  factor,  the  owner  is  entitled 
to  call  upon  the  buyer  for  payment  before  the  money  is  paid  over 
to  the  factor ;  and  a  payment  to  the  factor,  after  notice  from  the 
owner  not  to  pay,  would  be  a  payment  by  the  buyer  in  his  own 
wrong,  and  it  would  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  principal,  (e) 

(c)  Rich  p.  Coe,  Cowper,  636,  639;  Farmer  v.  Davies,  1  T.  B.  109;  Abbott  on 
Shipping,  part  2,  c.  2. and  3;  Emerigon,  tit  2,  448;  Dig.  14.  1;  Story  on  Agency, 
2d  ed.  §i  294,  296.    See  in/'m,  iii.  161. 


(d)  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §  296. 

^  LiabUity  of  Agent  for  Unauthorized 
Act.  —  When  an  agent  maket  a  written 
contract  which  he  has  no  authority  to 
make,  but  whicti  purports  to  bind  the 
principal  only,  it  is  clear,  by  the  weight  of 
authority,  that  he  cannot  be  sued  on  that 
contract.  Lewis  v.  Nicholson,  18  Q.  B. 
603 ;  Jefts  r.  York,  4  Cush.  371 ;  10  Cush. 
892 ;  Draper  r.  Mass.  Steam  Heating  Co., 
6  Allen,  338;  Ogden  v,  Baymond,  22 
Conn.  879;  Taylor  v.  Shelton,  30  Conn. 
122;  Duncan  v.  Niles,  32  Bl.  582;  Shef- 
field V.  Ladue,  10  Minn.  388.  The  early 
cases  in  New  York  to  the  contrary  are 
qualified  in  jlV'alker  v.  Bank  of  New  York, 
6  Seld.  (9  N.  Y.)  682,  and  doubted  in 
White  V.  Madison,  26  N.  Y.  117.  But  the 
contrary  doctrine  is  maintained  in  Weare 
p,  Gove,  44  N.  H.  196,  where  the  point 
decided,  however,  may  go  not  much  fur- 
ther than  Kelner  v.  Baxter,  L.  B.  2  C.  P. 
174;  Pratt  o.Beaupre,  13  Minn.  187.  The 
current  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the 
proposition  that  the  agent  impliedly 
warrants  his  authority,  and  may  be  sued 
ex  contractu  on  his  warranty.  Collen  v. 
Wright,  8  El.  ft  Bl.  647 ;  7  id.  801 ; 
Cherry  v.  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia, 
L.  B.  3  P.  C.  24 ;  Pow  v.  Davis,  1  Best 
&  8.  220;  Spedding  p.  Nevell,  L.  B.  4  C. 
P.  212 ;  Godwm  v,  Francis,  L.  B.  6  C.  P. 


(e)  Lisset  v.  Beave,  2  Atk.  894. 

296;  Bichardson  v.  Williamson,  L.  B.  6 
Q.  B.  276 ;  White  ».  Madison,  26  N.  Y.  117, 
124 ;  [In  re  National  Coffee  Palace  Co.,  24 
Ch.  D.  367;  May  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  112  Mass.  90.]  It  has  been  objected 
to  this  view  that  it  would  make  the  agent 
liable  for  innocent  misrepresentations; 
(see  dissenting  judgment  of  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  in  Collen  v,  Wright,  supra,  in  Exch. 
Ch. ;)  and  it  has  been  laid  down  that  the 
only  action  would  be  a  special  action  on 
the  case.  Jefts  v.  York,  supra;  Bartlett 
V,  Tucker,  104  Mass.  336 ;  Noyes  r.  Loring, 
66  Me.  408;  McCurdy  v.  Bogers,  21  Wis. 
197,  202.  But  a  special  action  where 
there  is  fraud  or  deceit  is  said  to  be  a  dis- 
tinct matter  in  Cherry  r.  Colonial  Bank, 
supra.  The  doctrine  of  Williamson  v 
Allison,  ante,  490,  n.  1,  however,  should 
be  borne  in  mind,  according  to  which  it 
might  be  that  even  in  the  latter  form  of 
action  a  scienter  need  not  be  alleged.  It 
has  been  admitted  in  England  that  an 
agent,  e.  g.  the  director  of  a  company, 
would  not  be  liable  for  a  misrepresenta- 
tion of  a  point  of  law.  Beattie  v.  Lord 
Ebury,  L.  B.  7  Ch.  777,  800.  Compare 
PSggott  V.  Stratton,  1  De  G.,  F.  &  J.  33, 60. 
As  to  the  company's  liability,  see  284, 
II.1;  800,1,  (c). 
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lU  luwever,  the  factor  should  sell  in  his  own  Mine  «a  owner, 
and  QQt  disclose  bis  prinoipal*  aad  act  ostensiblj  as  the  peal  aad 
sole  oinier«  the  principal  may  neverUaeless  afterwards  bring  his 
action  upon  the  contract  against  the  purchaser,  but  the  latter,  if 
he  Ixma  fide  dealt  with  the  factor  as  owner,  will  be  entitled  tt 
set  off  any  claim  he  may  have  against  the  factor,  in  answer  to  the 
demand  of  the  principal*  (/)*  When  the  party  dealing  with  an 
agent,  and  with  knowledge  of  the  agency,  elects  to  make  the 
agent  his  debtor,  he  cannot  afterwards  have  recourse  against  the 
principal,  (g) 

(8.)  Public  and  Private  AgenU,  —  There  is  a  distinction  in  the 
books  between  public  and  private  agents,  on  the  point  of  per- 
sonal responsibility.  If  an  agent,  on  behalf  of  the  govemment, 
makes  a  contract,  and  describes  himself  as  sucH^  he  is  not  persoa- 
ally  bonnd,  even  though  the  terras  of  the  contract  be  such  as 
might,  in  a  case  of  a  private  nature,  involve  him  in  a  personal 
obligation,  (k)     The  reason  of  the  distinction   is,   that 

*  638    *  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  public  agent  meant  to 

bind  himself  individually  for  the  government;  and  the 
party  who  deals  with  him  in  that  character  is  justly  suppoeed  te 
rely  upon  the  good  faith  and  undoubted  ability  of  the  goYem- 
meat.  But  the  agent  in  behalf  of  the  public  may  still  bind 
himself  by  an  express  engagement,  and  the  distinction  terminates 
in  a  question  of  evidence.     The  inquiry  in  all  the  eases  is,  te 

(/)  lUbone  r.  WUllams,  cited  in  7  T.  B.  dOO,  note;  George  v.  Dagett,  ib.  350; 
[Borrifis  v.  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank,  9  L.  R.  C.  P.  88;  ExparU  Dixon,  4  Cb.  D.  133;] 
Gordon  v.  Church,  2  Cainos,  209 ;  Hogan  v.  Shorb,  24  Wend.  458 ;  Taintor  v.  Pendei^ 
gast,  8  Hill,  72 ;  Chambre,  J.,  in  8  Bos.  &  P.  490 ;  Seignior  &  Wolmer's  Case,  Godb. 
360;  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §§  420,  421. 

{g}  Paterson  v.  Gandasequi,  16  East,  62 ;  Addison  r.  Gandasequi,  4  Taont  574. 

{h)  Macbeath  v.  Haldimand,  1  T.  R.  172;  Unwln  ».  Wolseley.  ib.  674;  Gidley  p. 
Lord  Palmerston,  8  Brod.  &  B.  275;  Brown  v.  Austin,  1  Mass.  208;  Dawes  r.  Jack- 
son, 9  Mass.  490 ;  Hodgson  v.  Dexter,  1  Cranch,  346 ;  Walker  v.  Swartwout,  12  Johns. 
444 ;  Rathbon  v,  Budlong,  16  id.  1 ;  Adams  v.  Whittlesey,  8  Conn.  500 ;  Stincbfield 
p.  Little,  1  Greenl.  281 ;  Enloe  v.  Hall,  1  Haroph.  (Tenn.)  808. 

s  But  if  tbe  purchaser  loiew  that  the  Brinslejr,  18  C.  B.  «.  s.  467.    See  Hah  e. 

party  of  whom  he  bought  goods  was  sell-  Kempto*,  7  C.  B.  087 ;  DresKr  «.  No*^ 

ing  them  aa  agent,  he  could  not  set  off,  wood,  17  C.  B.  n,  a.  406;  aad,  eapeetallj, 

in  an  action  by  the  principal  for  their  Turner  r.  Thomas,  L.  B,  6  C  P.  6ia    Sae 

price,  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  agent,  further,  Priestly  v.  Femia,  3  Hnriat  4  C. 

although  he  did  not  at  the  tima  of  pur-  077;  Kiagaley  a.  Da?ia,  104  Macs.  178; 

chase  know  or  have  the  means  of  know*  iii.  16l»  Q.  1. 
ing  who  was  the  real  owner.    Semenza  v. 
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whom  wifi  the  credit,  in  the  eottteinplatioo  of  the  parties,  in- 
tended to  be  given.  This  ii}  the  general  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  all  the  caeet,  and  it  is  e^^pressly  declared  in  eome  of 
them*  (a)  ^ 

(a)  12  Johns.  885;  15  id.  1 ;  Opii^ons  of  the  Attora^s  General,  ii.  062  [661,  Aug. 
5, 18^  ( ? ).]  A  public  ageat,  as,  for  instance,  a  commuBsioner  for  paving  streets,  or  t\x9 
superintendent  of  repairs  on  the  canals,  is  personally  responsible  in  damages  lor  mis 
feasance  and  excess  of  authority,  through  the  negligence  of  workmen  under  him. 
Leader  v.  Moxon,  8  Wilson,  461 ;  Hall  v.  Smith,  2  Bmg.  166 ;  Shepherd  v,  Lincoln, 
17  Wend.  250.  Bo,  money  obtained  by  a  pmblie  ofikoer,  UltgaUjf,  may  be  recorered  back 
by  a  suit  agaioat  him  personally.  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §  307.  and  ^e  cases  there 
cited.  The  general  principle  is,  that  an  agent  is  liable  to  third  persons  for  acts  of 
misfeasance  and  positive  wrong ;  but  for  mere  nonfeasances  and  negligences  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  he  is  answerable  only  to  his  principal,  and  the  principal  is 
answerable  over  to  the  third  party.  Agents  and  attorneys  using  reasonable  skill  and 
ordinary  diligence  in  tfie  exercise  of  their  agency  are  not  responsible  for  Injumet 
arising  from  mistakes  in  a  doubtful  point  of  law.  Mechanios'  Bank  v.  Merchants' 
Bank,  6  Mete.  13;  a.  r.  4  Burr.  2060;  12  CI.  ft  Fin.  01.  The  case  of  the  postmaster 
general  is  an  exception,  and  he  is  not  liable  for  any  of  his  deputies  or  clerks,  on 
obvious  principles  of  public  policy.  Lane  v.  Cotton,  1  Ld.  Raym.  646,  656 ;  a.  o. 
12  Mod.  488 ;  Story  on  Agency,  c.  12 ;  supra,  610.  So,  public  ofikiers  generally  are 
responsible  for  their  own  aots  and  negligences,  but  not  for  those  of  their  subordinate 
oiBeers.  Hall  v.  Smith,  2  Bing.  156 ;  Nicholson  v.  Mounsey,  15  East,  884.  In  ordinary 
cases  of  private  individuals,  the  principal  is  liable  to  third  persons  for  the  frauds, 
torts,  misfeasances,  negligences,  and  defaults  of  the  agent,  eren  though  the  conduct 
of  the  agent  was  without  his  participation,  consent,  or  knowledge,  provided  the 
breach  or  want  of  duty  arose  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  and  was  not  a  wilful 
departure  from  it.  Paley  on  Agency,  by  Lloyd,  207-<d07 ;  Story  on  Agency,  465-477 ; 
Laughter  v.  Pofaiter,  5  B.  &  C.  547;  Lonsdale  v.  LiUledale,  2  H.  Bl.  267;  Bush  v. 
fiteinman,  1  Bos.  &  P.  404 ;  McManus  v,  Crickett,  1  Bast,  106.  Vide  sttpm,  260,  260^ 
But  there  is  also  a  qualification  to  this  doctrine  in  the  case  of  masters  of  mer- 
ehant[s'  ?]  ressels  and  of  steamboats,  who  are  responsible,  as  principals  and  common 
carriers,  for  the  misfeasances  and  negligences  of  the  servants  under  them  ;  and  this 
responsibility  is  founded  on  solid  principles  of  maritime  policy.  It  prevails  in  the 
maritime  jurisprudence  of  Europe,  and  has  its  foundations  laid  deep  in  the  Roman 
law.    Dig.  4.  0. 1.    See  tupra,  600,  632,  note  (e). 

^  As  to  public  agents,  see  610;  aa  to  of  Blackburn,  J.,  in  the  court  b^ow. 
tha  Uftbility  for  torts  of  companies  incor-     [Forbes  r.  Lee  Conservancy  Board,  4  Ex. 

porated   for  public  purposes,  and  only  D.  116;  Winch  v.  Conservalors  of  tha 

authorized  to  receive  tolls  sufficient  to  Thamas,  0  L.  R.  C.  P,  378 ;  The  Queen 

maintain  their  works,  see  274,  n.  1 ;  Mer-  v,  Willisms,  9  App.  Cas.  418.] 
fiey  Docks  Trustees  v.  Gibbs,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.        The  general  principle  as  to  the  extent  of 

08,  where  the  cases  are  eollected  and  an  agenfs  liability  for  torts  to  others  than 

commented  on,  including  those  cited  onto,  his  princtpal,  stated  below  in  note  (a),  is 

610,  and  Hall  v.  Smith,  668,  n.  (a),  which  exemplified  in  CuHen  v,  Thomson, 4 Macq. 

is  explained  L.  B.  1  H.  L.  115, 116.    See  H.  L.  424 ;  Spraighta  v,  Hawley,  89  N.  T. 

also  Coe  v.  Wise,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  711 ;  7  441 ;  C(4vin  tf.  HMbiook,  2  Comst  126, 

Best  &  8.  681 ;  rerersing  a.  c.  5  Best  AS.  129;  Henshaw  v.  Noble,  7  Ohio  St  229.  As 

440,  and  approving  the  dissenting  opinion  to  the  Uability  of  principal,  see  260,  n.  L 
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(9.)  Sub-agents  and  Joint  Apents.  —  An  agent  ordinarily,  and 
without  expreas  authority,  or  a  fair  presumption  of  one,  growing 
out  of  the  particular  transaction  or  the  usage  of  trade,  has  not  power 
to  employ  a  sub-agent  to  do  the  business,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  his  principal.  The  maxim  is,  that  delegatus  non 
potest  delegare,  and  the  agency  is  generally  a  personal  trust  and 
confidence  whicli  cannot  be  delegated ;  for  the  principal  employs 
the  agent  from  the  opinion  which  he  has  of  his  personal  skill  and 
integrity,  and  the  latler  has  no  right  to  turn  his  principal  oyer  to 
another,  of  whom  he  knows  nothing.  (6)  «  And  if  the  authority, 
in  a  matter  of  mere  private  concern,  be  confided  to  more  than 

(6)  Combet's  Case,  9  Co.  76;  Ingram  v.  logram,  2  Atk.  8S;  Attoraej  General 
V,  BenTHian,  cited  in  2  Vet.  8r.  648 ;  8olIy  r.  Rathbone,  2  Maule  &  S.  206 ;  Cockran 
V.  Irlam,  ib.  308 ;  Schmaling  p.  Thomlinion,  6  Taunt.  147 ;  L700  v.  Jerome,  26  Wend. 
4S6i  There  must  be  in  such  cases  a  special  power  of  substitution.  Coles  v.  Treco> 
thick,  0  Ves.  234, 261;  Story  on  Agencj,  13-17,  2d  ed.  [§S  11-16.]  In  this  latter 
work,  it  is  said,  17,  that  the  substituted  agent  maj  still  be  responsible  to  the  original 
agent,  inasmuch  as  the  latter  is  responsible  to  the  principal ;  and  if  a  sub-agent  be 
employed  in  the  business  of  the  agency,  he  has  tlie  same  rights,  and  is  bound  to  the 
same  duties,  as  if  he  was  the  principal.  Story  on  Agency,  {  386.  But,  in  general, 
sub-agents,  acting  er  contracfu,  are  responsible  only  to  the  immediate  agents  who  em- 
ploy them,  and  not  to  the  principal  of  such  agents.  Traf  ton  v.  United  States,  8  Story, 
646.  The  conclusion  from  the  cases  seems  to  be,  that  if  a  sub-agent  be  employed  by 
the  agent  to  receire  money  for  the  principal,  or  if  such  an  authority  be  fairly  implied 
from  circumstances,  the  principal  may  treat  the  sub>agent  as  his  agent,  and  sue  for 
the  money.  •  1  Peters,  26;  1  How.  234 ;  8  id.  768.  See  Holcombe's  Leading  Cases 
on  Commercial  Law,  22,  where  the  subject  and  cases  are  fully  discussed  In  a  note. 
The  principal  is  liable  to  third  persons  in  a  ciyil  suit  for  frauds,  or  misfeasances,  or 
neglect  of  duty  in  his  agent,  or  in  those  whom  his  agent  employs,  though  the  princi> 
pal  did  not  authorize  or  assent  to  it.  The  liability  runs  tlirongh  all  the  stages  of  the 
serrioe.  Story  on  Agency,  c.  17,  §{  462,  464.  In  Sproul  «.  Uemmingway,  14  Pick. 
1,  in  the  case  of  a  brig  towed  at  the  stem  of  a  steamboat  employed  in  the  business 
of  towing  vessels  in  the  Mississippi,  and  through  the  negligence  of  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  steamboat  the  brig  was  brought  into  collision  with  a  vessel  lying  at 
anchor,  and  did  damage  to  it,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  the  hrig  was  not  liable  for 
the  damage,  and  on  the  ground  that  the  master  and  crew  of  the  steamboat  were  not 
In  any  sense  his  agents,  and  that  there  was  no  negligenoe  or  misoondoct  on  the  part 
of  the  master  and  crew  of  the  towed  brig. 

s  The  general  rule  is  recognised  in  Erie  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  601.    And  in  some 

Warner  v,  Martin,  11    How.  209,  223;  cases  a  usage  of  trade  has  been  hdd  to 

Rossiter  v.  Trafalgar  Life  Ass.  Co.,  27  authorise  an  agent  employed  to  buy,  to 

Bear.  877.    [See  New  Zealand,  Ac.  Land  employ  a  broker,  in  which  case  it  is  said 

Co.  V.  Watson,  7  Q.  B.  D.  374.]    The  that  he  is  not  liable  for  the  errors  or  mla- 

power  to  perform  a  mere  ministerial  act  conduct  of  the  sub-agent  if  he  has  naed 

maybe  delegated.    Williams  v.  Woods,  due  care  in  his  selection.     Darling  v. 

16  Md.  220;  Commercial  Bank  of  Lake  Stanwood,  14  AUen,  604. 
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one  agent,  it  is  requisite  that  all  join  in  execution  of  the  power, 
and  they  are  jointly  responsible  for  each  other ;  though  the  cases 
admit  the  rule  to  be  different  in  a  matter  of  public  trust,  or  of 
power  conferred  for  public  purposes;  and  if  all  meet  in  the  latter 
case,  the  act  of  the  majority  will  bind,  (e) 

*  a  Of  the  Agents  SJeht  of  Uen.  —  The  lien  here  re-  *  684 
ferred  to  is  the  right  of  an  agent  to  retain  possession 
of  property  belonging  to  another,  until  some  demand  of  his  is 
satisfied.  It  is  created  either  by  common  law,  or  by  the  usage 
of  trade,  or  by  the  express  agreement  of  [or  ?]  particular  usage 
of  the  parties,  (a)  A  lien,  said  C.  J.  Tindal,  (6)  only  can  arise 
in  one  of  three  ways:  1.  By  an  express  contract;  2.  By  a  gen- 
eral course  of  dealing  in  the  trade  in  which  the  lien  is  set  up ; 
8.  From  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  dealing  between 
the  parties. 

(1.)  For  Service  rendered.  —  A  general  lien  is  the  right  to  retain 
the  property  of  another,  for  a  general  balance  of  accounts ;  but  a 
particular  lien  is  a  right  to  retain  it  only  for  a  charge  on  ac- 
count of  labor  employed  or  expenses  bestowed  upon  the  identical 
property  detained.  The  former  is  taken  strictly,  but  the  latter 
]B  favored  in  law.  (c)  The  right  rests  on  principles  of  natu- 
ral equity  and  commercial  necessity,  and  it  prevents  circuity  of 
action,  and  gives  security  and  confidence  to  agents. 

Where  a  person,  from  the  nature  of  his  occupation,  is  under 
obligation,  according  to  his  means,  to  receive,  and  be  at  trouble 
and  expense  about  the  personal  property  of  another,  he  has  a  par- 
ticular lien  upon  it;  and  the  law  has  given  this  privilege  to  persons 
eoncenied  in  certain  trades  and  occupations,  which  are  necessary 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  public.  Upon  this  ground,  com- 
mon carriers,  innkeepers,  and  farriers  had  a  particular  lien  by  the 

(c)  Grindlej  v.  Barker,  1  Bos.  &  P.  220 ;  Towne  v.  Jaqulth,  6  Musl  40 ;  Green  o. 
Ililler,  6  Johns.  39 ;  Baltimore  Turnpike,  6  Binney,  481  [484] ;  Fattenon  v.  Leayitt^ 
4  Conn.  60 ;  The  King  v.  Beeiton,  3  T.  B.  602;  Lawrence,  J.,  in  VP'ithnell  v.  Gartham. 
e  T.  R.  S88 ;  M'Cready  v.  Guardians  of  the  Poor,  0  Serg.  &  R.  99 ;  First  Parish  in 
Sutton  V.  Ck>le,  3  Pick.  244,  246;  Ex  parte  Rogers,  7  Cowen,  626 ;  Jewett  o.  Alton, 
7  N.  H.  263 ;  Downing  v,  Rugar,  21  Wend.  178 ;  Johnston  v.  Bingham,  0  Watts  &  B. 
M;  Story  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §§ 41-44«     Fu/«  n^ira, 293. 

(a)  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Green  ».  Fanner,  4  Burr.  222L 

(i)  Fergusson  v.  Norman,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  76. 

(c)  Heath,  J.,  8  Bos.  &  P.  404 ;  Tindal.  C.  J.,  4  Carr.  &  P.  162 ;  Scarfe  v.  MorfBS, 
[4  M.  &  W.  270 ;]  Exch.  Trin.  Term,  183a 
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oommon  law  ;  (rf)y'  for  they  were  bound,  as  Lord  Holt  aaid,  (e) 
to  serve  the  public  to  the  utmost  extent  and  ability  of  their  em- 
ployment ;  and  an  action  lies  against  them  if  they  refuse 
*686  without  adequate  *  reason.  But  though  the  right  of  lien 
probably  originated  in  those  cases  in  which  there  was  an 
obligation  arising  out  of  the  public  employment,  to  receive  the 
goods,  it  is  not  now  confined  to  that  class  of  persons;  and  in 
a  variety  of  cases,  a  person  has  a  right  to  detain  goods  delivered 
to  him  to  have  labor  bestowed  on  them,  who  would  not  be 
obliged  to  receive  the  goods,  in  the  first  instance,  contrary  to  his 
inclination.  It  is  now  the  general  rule,  that  every  bailee  for 
hire,  who,  by  his  labor  and  skill,  has  imparted  an  additional  value 
to  the  goods,  has  a  lien  upon  the  property  for  his  reasonable 
charges,  (a)  ^  A  tailor  or  dyer  is  not  bound  to  accept  an  employ- 
ment from  any  one  that  offers  it,  and  yet  they  have  a  particular 
lien,  by  the  common  law,  upon  the  cloth  placed  in  their  hands  to 
be  dyed,  or  worked  up  into  a  garment  (6)  The  same  right  of  a 
particular  or  specific  lien  applies  to  a  miller,  printer,  tailor,  wharf- 

((/)  Naylor  v.  Mangles,  1  Esp.  109 ;  York  v.  Grindstone,  1  Sulk.  8S8 ;  [Toxke  v. 
Greenaugh J  2  Ld.  Haym.  S66,  a.  c. ;  Cltambre,  J.,  3  Boa.  &  P.  56 ;  Ruahforth  v.  Had- 
Seld,  7  East,  224;  21  Hen.  VI.  66;  Keilw.  60;  Poffham,  C.  J.,  Yelr.  67 ;  Carliale  «. 
Quattlebaum,  2  Bailey  (S.  C).  462.  Thia  lien  docs  not  extend  to  agiaten  and  Utcij 
stable  keepers,  without  a  special  agreement,  or  the  horse  be  taken  for  training.  Lord 
Holt,  in  Yorke  o.  Greenaugh,  tupra  ;  Be  van  r.  Waters,  8  Carr.  &  P.  620 ;  Wallace  v. 
Woodgate,  1  Carr.  k  P.  676.  See  also  Judson  v.  Etheridge,  I  Cr.  &  M.  743 ;  Grinndl 
V.  Cook,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  492 ;  Jackson  v.  Cummins,  6  M.  &  W.  342.  Nor  doea  the  inn- 
keeper's right  of  lien  extend  to  the  person  of  his  guest,  or  to  hia  wearing  appareL 
Sunbop  V,  Alford,  1  Horn  &  H.  Exch.  13 ;  [3  M.  &  W.  248,  a.  c] 

(s)  Lane  v.  Cotton,  12  Mod.  484 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  646. 

(a)  Grinnell  v.  Cook,  8  Hill  (N.  Y.),  491 ;  [White  v.  Smith,  44  N.  J.  L.  105;  Hun^ 
mond  V.  Danielson,  126  Mass.  294.  See  Small  v.  Robinson,  60  Me.  426 ;  The  B.  F. 
Woolscy,  7  Fed.  Rep.  108 ;  The  Two  Marys,  10  Fed.  Rep.  019.] 

(6)  Hob.  42;  Yelr.  67;  Green  v.  Farmer,  4  Burr.  2214;  Close  v.  Waterhonae, 
6  East,  628,  in  notU, 

1  But  he  has  not  a  right  to  add  to  his  it  till  the  debt  is  paid.  Somes  v.  Britiah 
lien  upon  a  chattel,  a  charge  for  keeping    Empire  Shipping  Co.,  8  H.  L.  C.  838. 


.yi  In  Mulliner  v.  Florence.  3  Q.  B.  D.  freight     Potts  o.  New  York,  fte.  R.B. 

484,  an  innkeeper's  lien  was  held  to  ex-  Co.,  131  Mass.  466.    See  also  Henset  v. 

tend  to  all  the  property  of  the  guest  Noble,  96  Penn.  St.  845,  a.  p.    A  banker 

placed  under  the  protection  of  the  inn  has  been  held  to  have  a  general  lien  for 

for  the  full  amount  of  the  innkeeper's  the  balance  of  his  account     KeUj  o. 

bill.    Threfall  v.  Borwick,  10  L.  R.  Q.  B.  Phelan,  6  Dill.  228.    The  subject  of  Hoi 

210.     So  a  carrier's  lien  is  upon  every  is  rery  largely  regulated  bj  statute, 
part  of  the  goods  consigned  for  the  whole 
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inger,  warehouseman,  or  whoever  takes  property  in  the  way  of 
his  trade  or  occupation,  to  bestow  labor  or  expense  upon  it ;  and 
it  extends  to  the  whole  of  one  entire  work  upon  one  single  sub- 
ject, in  like  manner  as  a  carrier  has  a  lien  on  the  entire  cargo  for 
his  whole  freight.  The  lien  exists  equally  whether  there  be  an 
agreement  to  pay  a  stipulated  price,  or  only  an  implied  contract 
to  pay  a  reasonable  price.  (<;)  The  old  authorities,  which  went 
to  establish  the  proposition  that  the  lien  did  not  exist  in  cases  of  a 
special  agreement  for  the  price,  have  been  overruled,  as  contrary 
to  reason  and  the  principles  of  law ;  and  it  is  now  settled  to  exist 
equally  whether  there  be  or  be  not  an  agreement  for  the  price, 
unless  there  be  a  future  time  of  payment  fixed ;  and  then  the 
special  agreement  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  right  of  lien, 
and  would  destroy  it.  ((f) 

(c)  A  lien  at  common  law  signifies  the  right  of  detention  in  persons  who  have 
bestowed  labor  npon  an  article,  or  done  some  act  in  reference  to  it,  and  who  have 
this  right  of  detention  till  reimbursed  for  their  expenditure  and  labor.  Whitman,  G.  J., 
24  Me.  219. 

(d)  Blake  v.  Nicholson,  3  Maale  &  S.  168;  Chase  r.  Westmore,  6  id.  180;  Craw 
shay  o.  Homfray,  4  B.  &  Aid.  50 ;  Burdict  r.  Murray,  3  Vt.  802.  The  statute  laws 
of  the  states  generally  give  a  lien  to  mechanics  and  others  on  buildings,  for  labor 
bestowed  and  materials  furnished  in  the  erection  of  them,  as  well  as  a  remedy  per- 
sonally against  the  owner  who  employed  them.  This  is  the  case  in  Maine,  Massa- 
chusetts, Connecticut,  New  York  (Act  of  New  York,  May  7,  1844),  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  Oliio.  In  Ohio,  the  purchaser  of  a  steamboat,  with  notice  of  a  debt 
created  on  account  of  it  by  the  original  owner,  takes  tlie  boat,  subject  to  such  debt. 
Steamboat  Waverley  r.  Clements,  14  Ohio,  28;  Indiana,  Illinois,  Kentucky,  Mississippi, 
Tennessee,  South  Carolina,  Alabama,  Louisiana,  Missouri,  Michigan,  &c.  The  New 
York  Statutes  of  April  20, 1830,  c.  330,  and  of  April  13, 1832,  c.  120,  give,  as  to  the  dty 
of  New  York,  under  contracts  written  or  by  parol,  between  the  owner  and  builder,  a 
lien  on  the  moneys  due  from  the  owner  to  the  contractor  for  the  same.  This  privi- 
lege does  not  extend  to  the  master  builder  or  contractor.  He  must  rely  on  his  con- 
tract with  the  owner  of  the  ground.  The  New  York  statutes  are  remedial  only  to 
the  creditors  of  the  original  contractors.  22  Wend.  396.  The  lien  by  the  New  York 
act  of  April  29, 1844,  c.  220,  is  extended  to  persons  under  a  contract  with  the  owner 
or  his  agent,  who  shall  perform  labor  or  furnish  materials  upon  any  building  or  lot 
in  the  city.  The  lien  to  be  upon  the  building  and  lot,  and  the  mode  of  relief  is  pre- 
scribed ;  and  by  the  act  of  May  7,  1844,  c.  305,  the  same  provision  is  extended  to  the 
several  cities,  and  to  some  specified  villages  throughout  the  utate.  So  also  in  South 
Carolina,  the  lien  does  not  extend  to  subcontractors,  who  undertake  a  part  of  the 
work  from  the  original  undertaker.  1  M'M.  431.  So,  in  Canada,  a  mason  has  a 
special  privilege  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  upon  buildings  erected  by  him,  and  for 
repairs,  and  lasting  for  a  year  and  a  day.  Jourdain  t;.  Miville,  Stuart  (Lower  Canada)* 
2S3.  The  statute  of  Pennsylvania,  of  lOtli  June,  1836,  gives  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and 
the  building  itself  is  regarded  as  the  principal  debtor,  and  the  ground  as  only  an 
appurtenance  to  it,  and  sold  with  it.  Bickel  r.  James,  7  Watts,  9 ;  Purdon's  Dig. 
683.    In  the  case  of  an  unfinished  house  sold,  and  a  mortgage  taken  from  the  pur- 
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(2.)  On  Oood$  ftmni.  —  If  goods  oorae  to  the  possession  of  a 
persoD  bj  finding,  and  he  has  been  at  tronble  and  expense 
^686  about  them,  he  has  a  *lien  upon  the  goods  for  a  compen^ 
sation  in  one  case  only,  and  that  is  the  oase  of  goods  lost 
at  Bea»  and  it  is  a  lien  for  saWage^  (a)  This  lien  is  dictated  bj 
principles  of  commercial  necessity,  and  it  is  thought  to  stand 
npon  peculiar  grounds  of  maritime  policy.  (()  It  does  not  apply 
to  oases  of  finding  upon  land ;  and  though  the  taking  care  of 
property  found  for  the  owner  be  a  meritorious  act,  and  one  which 
may  entitle  the  party  to  a  reasonable  recompense,  to  be  recoyered 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  it  hss  been  adjudged  (c)  not  to  give  a 
lien  in  favor  of  the  finder ;  and  he  is  bound  to  deli w  up  the 
chattel  upon  demand,  and  may  then  recur  to  his  action  for  a  oon^ 
pensation.  If  the  rule  was  otherwise,  says  CX  J.  Eyre,  ill  designed 
persons  might  turn  boats  and  vessels  adrift,  in  order  that  they 
might  be  paid  for  finding  them ;  and  it  is  best  to  put  them  to  the 
burden  of  making  out  the  quantum  of  their  recompense  to  the 
satisfaction  of  a  jury.  The  statute  of  New  York  (<2)  gives  to 
the  person  who  takes  up  strayed  cattle  the  right  to  demand  a  rea- 
sonable charge  for  keeping  them ;  and,  independant  of  that  provi- 
sion, there  is  no  lien  upon  goods  found.^ 

chaier,  who  afterwards  went  on  and  Sniahed  the  hoose,  the  material  men  who 
finished  the  house  and  furnished  the  materials  were  held  entitled  to  priority  of  paj* 
ment  over  the  mortgagee.  2  Serg.  a  R.  18S.  The  mechanic's  lien,  under  the  act  of 
Pennsylvania  of  1800,  was  on  tlie  hallding,  without  regard  to  the  owner,  and  a  sale 
under  it  would  carry  the  right  of  the  remainderman,  and  reversioner  and  tenant  But 
the  act  of  1840  confined  the  sale  under  the  mechanic's  lien  to  the  title  vested  in  the 
person  In  possession  at  the  time  the  building  was  erected.  O'Conner  p.  Wanwr, 
4  Watto  &  S.  223.  See  further,  Hilliard's  Ahridgment  of  the  American  Law  of  Real 
Property,  i.  854>dCl,  where  the  laws  and  decisions  in  the  several  states  respecting  the 
lien  of  mechanics  are  fully  collected  and  stated ;  and  I  take  this  occasion  to  observe 
that  this  last  work  is  one  of  great  labor  and  Intrinsic  value.  The  New  York  law  is 
deemed  Insufficient  to  satisfy  contractors  and  furnishers  of  materials ;  and  they  at« 
desirous  to  have  it  more  extensive  and  eflldent,  and  to  prevent  the  transfer  of  the 
property  until  their  claims  are  secured,  and  that  the  law  be  made  to  apply  to  all  parts 
of  the  state. 

(a)  Hartford  n.  Jones,  2  Salk.  S54;  1  Ld.  Raym.  S9S,  a.  o.;  Hamilton  p.  Pavis, 
6  Burr.  2732 ;  Baring  v.  Pay,  8  Eaat»  57. 

(b)  Story,  J.,  2  Mason,  88.  (e)  Mlohohon  v.  Chapman,  2  H.  BL  264. 
{d)  Uws  of  New  York,  sos.  80»  e.  S. 


1  The  general  rula  appliea  t»  tnTataih  the  ohatteb  until  daiaanded.  but  net 

tary  depositarict.    Tliey  hare  m  lien,  but  afterward.    Preeton  e.  Neale.  12  Gray, 

are  eatitkd  to  cempcMaaea  for  atori^  SIS.    Bsiif  theloaev  of  achsttaloffera 
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(S.)  Qtneral  Lien. — A  general  lien  for  a  balance  of  acoounts 
is  founded  on  custom,  and  ia  not  favored ;  and  it  requires  strong 
evidence  of  a  settled  and  uniform  usage,  or  of  a  particular  mode 
of  dealing  between  the  parties  to  establish  it.  General  liens  are 
looked  at  with  jealousy,  because  they  encroach  upon  the  common 
law,  and  destroy  the  equal  distribution  of  the  debtor^s  estate 
among  his  creditors,  (e)  But,  by  the  oustom  of  the  trade, 
an  agent  may  have  a  lien  upon  the  *  property  of  his  em-  *  637 
ployer,  intrusted  to  him  in  the  course  of  that  trade,  not 
only  in  respect  to  the  management  of  that  property,  but  for  his 
general  balance  of  accounts.  The  usage  of  any  trade  sufficient  to 
establish  a  general  lien,  must,  however,  have  been  so  uniform  and 
notorious,  as  to  warrant  the  inference  that  the  party  against  whom 
the  right  is  claimed  had  knowledge  of  it.  (a)  This  general  lien 
may  also  be  created  by  express  agreement ;  as,  where  one  or  more 
persons  give  notice  that  they  will  not  receive  any  property  for  the 
purposes  of  their  trade  or  business,  except  on  condition  that  they 
shall  have  a  lien  upon  it,  not  only  in  respect  to  the  charges  aris« 
ing  on  the  particular  goods,  but  for  the  general  balance  of  their 
account.  All  persons  who  afterwards  deal  with  them,  with  the 
knowledge  of  such  notice,  will  be  deemed  to  have  acceded  to  that 
agreement.  This  was  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Court  of  K.  B., 
in  Kirkman  v.  ShaweroMM ;  (Ji)  but  the  judges  in  that  case  declared 
that  the  notice  would  not  avail  in  the  case  of  pei*sons  who,  like 
common  carriers  and  innkeepers,  were  under  a  legal  obligation  to 
accept  employment  in  the  business  they  assume,  for  a  reasonable 
price,  to  be  tendered  to  them,  and  who  had  no  right  to  impose 
any  unreasonable  terms  and  conditions  upon  their  employers,  or 
to  refuse  to  serve  them.  The  same  intimation,  that  a  common 
carrier  could  not  create  any  general  lien  as  against  the  person  who 
employed  him,  by  means  of  notice,  was  given  by  the  judges  in 
Oppenheim  v.  Busiell;  (<?)  but  a  contrary  doctrine  was  strongly 
implied  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Buihforth  v.  Hadfield;  (d)  and 

(c)  Rushforth  v.  Hadfield,  6  Eatt,  610;  t.  o.  7  Eut,  234;  Bleaden  v.  Hancock, 
4  Carr.  &  P.  152. 

(a)  Rooke,  J.,  8  Bot.  &  P.  60.  (6)  «  T.  B.  14. 

(e)  S  Bot.  ft  P.  42.  {d)  7  East,  224. 

certain  sum  at  a  reward  to  him  who  wiU  Preston  v.  Neale»  tupm ;   Cummlngt  v, 

restore  the  property,  a  lien  is  thereby  Qann,  62  Penn.  St.  484 ;  Wilson  t^.  Ouy- 

created  to  the  extent  of  the  reward  so  ton,  8  GiU,  213 ;  Baker  v.  iloag,  7  Barb, 

offered.    Wentworth  v.  Day,  3  Met.  362 ;  118 :  8  Barb.  208. 
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the  court  in  that  case,  while  they  condemned  the  injustice  aod 
policy  of  these  general  liens,  seemed  to  admit  that  a  common 
carrier  might  establish  such  a  right  against  his  employer,  by  show- 
ing a  clear  and  notorious  usage,  or  a  positive  agreement. 
*  688  It  was  again  stated  as  a  questionable  *  point  in  Wright  y. 
Snell^  (a)  whether  such  a  general  lien  could  exist  as  be- 
tween the  owner  of  the  goods  and  the  carrier,  and  the  claim  was 
intimated  to  be  unjust.  It  must,  therefore,  be  considered  a  point 
still  remaining  to  be  settled  by  judicial  decision. 

(4.)  Po9ies9i<m  NeceMMory.  —  Possession,  actual  or  constructive, 
of  the  goods,  is  necessary  to  create  the  lien ;  and  the  right  does 
not  extend  to  debts  which  accrued  before  the  character  of  factor 
commenced ;  (&)  nor  where  the  goods  of  the  principal  do  not,  in 
fact,  come  to  the  factor^s  hands,  even  though  he  may  have  ac- 
cepted bills  upon  the  faith  of  the  consignment,  and  paid  part  of 
the  freight,  (c)  ^  And  though  there  is  possession,  a  lien  cannot 
be  acquired  where  the  party  came  to  that  possession  wrong- 
fully, (d)  This  would  be  as  repugnant  to  justice  and  policy  as  it 
would  be  to  allow  one  tort  to  be  set  oS  against  another.  The 
right  of  lien  is  also  to  be  deemed  waived,  when  the  party  enters 

(a)  6  B.  &  Aid.  360.  (h)  Houghton  v.  Matthews,  3  Bos.  &  P.  48& 

(c)  Kinloch  t^.  Cnig,  3  T.  R.  110.  7S3. 

(d)  Lempriere  v.  Pasley,  2  T.  R.  486;  Madden  v.  Kempster,  1  Camp.  12 ;  Stoiy 
on  Agency,  §  361. 

*  Bank  of  Rochester  o.  Jones,  4  Comst  n.  1 ) ;  and  the  rule  does  not  stand  on  the 

407  ;  Lewis  v.  Galena  &  Chic.  U.  R  R.,  effect  of  a  hill  of  lading  as  representing 

40  ni.  281 ;   Strahom  9.  Union  Stock  the  goods,  but  seemingly  on  the  factor's 

Yard  &  T.  Co.,  43  Rl.  424.    But  if  the  having  acquired  possession  in  his  own 

particular  goods  have  been  set  apart  in  right,  the  holder  of  the  goods  haring 

the  hands  of  a  third  person  who  has  un-  become  his  servant    Sumner  v.  Hamle^ 

dertaken  to  deliver  them  to  the  consignee,  Bryans  ».  Nix,  Mpra  ;   Winter  v.  Colt, 

and  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  it  8  Seld.  (7  N.  Y.) 288, 294.  See  Fitzhngh  v. 

was  the  intention  of  the  consignor  to  vest  Wiman,  6  Seld.  (9  N.  Y.)  659.    See  also 

a  general  or  special  property  in  the  con-  581,  n.  1,  (a) ;  492,  n.  1,  (a).    But  in  some 

signee,  and  the  latter  has  advanced  or  ao-  of  the  American  cases  the  transaction 

cepted  on  the  faith  of  that  arrangement,  seems  to  be  put  upon  the  same  footing  as 

he  has  a  right  in  the  goods.     Sumner  an  absolute  sale  to  a  htma  fidk  purchaser, 

V.  Hamlet,  12  Pick.  76  ,*  Bryans  v.  Nix,  so  far  as  respects  the  vesting  of  the  title 

4  M.  &  W.  775,  792 ;  Nesmith  v.  Dyeing,  intended  to  be  created.    See  Nesmith  v. 

Bleaching,  &c.  Co.,  1  Curtis,  130,  135 ;  Dyeing  Co.,  Bank  of  Rochester  r.  Jonea, 

Davis  9.  Bradley,  28  Vt.  118.    According  tuipra;    Gibson  ».  Stevens,  8  How.  384, 

to  tlie  Englisli  cases,  the  factor  in  such  400. 
circumstances  is  not  a  pawnee  \aiiU,  585« 
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into  a  special  agreement  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of  the 
lien,  or  from  which  a  waiver  of  it  may  fairly  be  inferred;  as, 
when  he  gives  credit  by  extending  the  time  of  payment,  or  takes 
distinct  and  independent  security  for  the  payment  The  party 
shows,  by  such  acts,  that  he  relies,  in  the  one  case,  on  the  per- 
sonal credit  of  his  employer ;  and,  in  the  other,  that  he  intends 
the  security  to  be  a  substitution  for  the  lien ;  and  it  would  be 
inconvenient  that  the  lien  should  be  extended  to  the  period  to 
which  the  security  had  to  run.  This  was  the  doctrine  sustained 
in  Qilman  v.  Brown^  (e)  in  respect  to  the  vendor's  right  of  lien 
against  the  vendee,  and  the  principle  equally  applies  to  other 
cases ;  and  it  was  also  explicitly  declared  by  Lord  Eldon, 
in  Cowell  v.  Simpson.  (/)  *  The  lien  is  destroyed  when  •  639 
a  factor  makes  an  express  stipulation  on  receiving  the 
goods,  to  pay  over  the  proceeds,  (a)  ^  So,  if  the  party  comes 
to  the  possession  of  goods  without  due  authority,  he  cannot  set 
up  a  lien  against  the  true  owner ;  as  if  a  servant  delivers  a  chattel 
to  a  tradesman  without  authority  ;  or  a  factor,  having  authority 
to  sell,  pledges  the  goods  of  his  principal.  (() 

(c)  1  Mason.  191. 

(/)  16  Vcs.  275.  Mr.  Metcalf,  in  his  neat  and  accurate  digest  of  the  cases  on  the 
doctrine  of  lien  contained  in  a  note  to  his  edition  of  Yelr.  67,  a,  shows,  hy  cases  as 
ancient  as  the  Year  Boolcs,  5  Edw.  IV.  2,  20,  and  17  Edw.  IV.  1,  that  the  lien  is 
extingidshed  hy  a  postponement  of  credit  to  a  fnture  daj. 

(a)  Wallcer  v.  Birch,  6  T.  R.  258. 

(b)  Dauhigny  v.  Duyal.  5  T.  R.  604;  Hisooz  v.  Greenwood,  4  Esp.  174;  M'Com- 
hie  V.  Dayies,  7  East,  6.  The  lien  was  held  to  oontinoe  under  an  agreement  that  it 
should  continue  until  payment,  though  the  boards  on  which  the  lien  attached  wen 

^  Other  cases  showing  that  a  lien  may  v,  Mondel,  28  L.  J.  n.  b.  Ex.  808 ;  5  H.  &  N. 

he  ousted  by  special  agreement  or  by  es-  Am.  ed.  981. 

toppel,  are  Bock  v.  Gorrissen,  2  De  G.,  F.         The  next  statement  of  the  text  applies 

&  J.  484, 447 ;  Macnee  v.  Gorst,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  even  to  common  carriers,  where  the  goods 

815,  825  ;   Pearson  i;.  Dawbon,  El.,  Bl.  &  are  delivered  to  them,  although  they  have 

El.  448.    [See  Ex  parte  Willoughby,  16  performed  their  services  innocently.  Fitch 

Ch.  D.  604 ;  Angus  ».  McLachlan,  28  v,  Newberry,  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  1 ;   Rob- 

Ch.  D.  880.    See  also  In  n  Snell,6  Ch.  D.  inson  v.  Baker,  5  Gush.  187 ;  Stevens  v. 

105.]    So  it  may  be  waived  by  the  party's  Boston  &  Worcester  R.  R.,  8  Gray,  262 ; 

setting  up  a  cUim  to  retain  the  chattel  on  Clark  v,  Lowell  &  Lawrence  R.  R.,  0  Gray, 

a  different  ground  and  making  no  men-  281.    (See,  as  to  statutory  lien,  Jacobs  v. 

tion  of  the  lien.    Weeks  v.  Goode,  6  C.  B.  Knapp,  60  N.  H.  71.)  But  compare  Snead 

H.  8. 867 ;  Winter  r.  Coit.  8  Seld.  (7  N.  Y.)  ».  Watkins,  1  C.  B.  n.  a.  267 ;  Waugh  v. 

288,  294;  Dows  v.  Morewood,  10  Barb.  Denham,  16  Ir.  Com.  Law  R.  405,  409; 

188 ;  Mexal  v.  Dearborn,  12  Gray,  836 ;  Manning  v,  HoUenbeck,  27  Wis.  202. 
Banna  v,  Phelps,  7  Ind.  21.    See  Kerford 
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(5.)  Bight  to  $eU.  —  PosBeasion  is  not  odIj  essential  to  the 
creation,  but  also  to  the  continuance  of  the  lien  ;  and  when  the 
party  voluntarily  parts  with  the  possession  of  the  property  upon 
which  the  lien  has  attached,  he  is  devested  of  his  lien.  If  the 
lien  was  to  follow  the  goods  after  they  had  been  sold  or  deliv- 
ered, the  incumbrance  would  become  excessively  inconvenient  to 
the  freedom  of  trade  and  the  safety  of  purchasers,  (c)  But  if 
the  assignment  or  delivery  to  a  third  person  be  merely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  factor,  or  by  way  of  pledge  or  security  to  the 
extent  of  the  factor's  lien,  and  with  notice  of  the  lien,  it  is  in 
effect  a  continuance  of  the  factor's  possession,  and  the  lien  is 
retained,  (d)  Nor  is  it  universally  true,  that  the  actual  delivery 
of  part  of  the  goods  sold  on  an  entire  contract  is  equivalent  to 
the  actual  delivery  of  the  whole.  It  will  depend  upon  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  and  whenever 
the  property  in  the  part  of  the  goods  not  delivered  does 

*  640    not  *  pass  to  the  vendee,  the  vendor's  right  of  lien  for  the 

whole  price  is  of  course  preserved  on  the  part  retained,  (a) 

A  factor  has  not  only  a  particular  lien  upon  the  goods  of  his 

principal  in  his  possession,  for  the  charges  arising  on  account  of 

them,  (6)  but  he  has  a  general  lien  for  the  balance  of  his  general 

remoTcd  to  ground  procured  for  that  purpose  by  the  owner.    Wheeler  v.  M'FarUnd, 
10  Wend.  81S. 

(c)  Jones  0.  PeArle»  6tr.  566 ;  Sweet  v.  Vjm,  1  East,  4. 

(d)  M*Combie  v.  Davies,  7  East,  6;  Urqahart  v.  Mlver,  4  Johns.  108;  Ganaeford 
V.  Dutillet,  13  Martin  (U.),  [1  n.  s  ]  284 ;  Nash  r.  Mosher,  19  Wend.  431. 

(a)  Biake  v.  Nicholson,  3  Manle  &  S.  167 ;  Wilde,  J.,  in  Parks  v.  Hall,  2  Pick.  213L 
The  role  is  the  same  where  a  warehouseman  delivers  from  time  to  time  portions  of 
the  goods  stored  in  his  warehouse,  without  the  storage  being  paid.  He  has  a  lien 
upon  a  portion  left  for  the  storage  of  the  whole.    Schmidt  v.  Blood,  0  Wend.  26S. 

(b)  A  consignee  or  factor  has  a  charge  on  the  goods  and  on  the  gross  proceeds  of 
the  goods,  not  only  for  his  commissions,  but  for  all  such  expenses  as  a  prudent  man 
would  have  found  necessary,  in  such  a  case,  in  tlie  discreet  management  of  hln  own 
affairs.  Colley  v.  Merrill,  6  Greenl.  60.  He  may  sell  the  goods  according  to  the  general 
usage,  and  reimburse  himself  for  his  advances  and  liabilities.  Brander  v.  Phillips,  16 
Peters,  129.  We  understand  the  true  doctrine  to  be,  says  Mr.  Justice  Story  (Story  on 
Agency,  03,  n.  2d  ed.  [§  74,  n.]),  that  when  an  assignment  is  made  to  a  factor  for 
sale,  the  consignor  has  a  right  generally  to  control  the  sale  thereof,  according  to  his 
own  pleasure,  from  time  to  time,  if  no  advances  have  been  made  or  responsibOitlei 
incnired  on  account  thereof,  and  the  factor  is  bound  to  obey  bis  order.  But  if  the 
factor  makes  advances  or  incurs  responsibilities  on  account  of  the  assignment  by 
which  he  acquires  a  special  property  therein,  he  has  a  right  to  sell  so  much  of  the 
consign  for] 's  property  as  may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  such  advances,  or  meet 
such  i  labilities,  if  there  be  no  agreement  which  affecu  the  right  Brown  v.  M^Gran, 
U  Peters,  479 ;  Parker  v.  Brancker,  22  Pick.  40,  a.  f. 
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account,  arising  in  the  course  of  dealings  between  him  and  his 
principal ;  and  this  lien  extends  to  all  the  goods  of  the  principal 
in  his  hands  in  the  character  of  factor.  (<?)  The  factor  has  a 
lien,  also,  on  the  price  of  the  goods  which  he  has  sold  as  factor,^ 
though  he  has  parted  with  the  possession  of  the  goods ;  and  he 
may  enforce  payment  from  the  buyer  to  himself,  in  opposition 
to  his  principal,  (d)  This  rule  applies  when  he  becomes  surety 
for  his  principal,  or  sells  under  a  del  credere  commission,  or  is  iu 
advance  for  the  goods  by  actual  payment,  (e) 

(6.)  Lien  of  Attorney.  —  Attorneys  and  solicitors,  as  well  as 
factors,  have  a  general  lien  upon  the  papers  of  their  clients  in 
their  possession,  for  the  balance  of  their  professional  accounts ; 
but  the  lien  is  liable  to  be  waived  or  devested,  as  to  papers 
received  under  a  special  agreement  or  trust,  where  they  take 
security  from  their  clients.  (/}      The  solicitor  or  attorney  has 

(c)  Kruger  v.  Wilcox,  Arab.  262 ;  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Godin  v.  London  Ass.  Co., 
1  Burr.  494 ;  Lord  Kenyon,  in  6  T.  R.  262 ;  Chambre,  J.,  8  Bos.  &  P.  489 ;  Knapp 
V.  AlTord,  10  Paige,  205.  In  Bamett  v.  Brandao,  6  Mann.  &  Or.  630,  the  bankers' 
lien  was  well  discussed,  and  it  was  adjudged  that  bankers  haye  a  general  lien  on  the 
securities  of  their  custoraers,  which  come  to  their  possession  as  bankers,  in  the  way 
of  their  business,  for  their  general  balance.  Exchequer  bills  pass  by  delivery  to  the 
bona  fidt  holder  for  value ;  and  [if?]  they  and  ordinary  bills  and  notes  payable  to 
bearer  and  [are  ?]  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  banker  to  be  received,  [and  ?]  if  the  banker 
is  a  creditor  on  a  general  balance,  and  bonajide  receives  the  paper  as  the  property  of 
the  customer,  he  is  entitled  to  his  lien,  unless  there  be  some  agreement,  express  or 
implied,  affecting  the  right  of  lien.  In  Louisiana,  a  factor  or  commission  merchant 
has  no  lien  over  an  attaching  creditor  for  a  general  balance  of  account;  his  lien  is 
confined  to  specific  advances  on  consignments.  Gray  v.  Bledsoe,  18  La.  489.  When- 
ever the  relation  of  principal  and  factor  exists,  tlie  right  of  Hen  attaches  to  secure 
all  advances  made  or  liabilities  incurred  in  the  course  of  his  business  by  the  factor, 
and  the  doctrine  of  lien  may  be  enforced,  as  well  by  a  purchasing  as  by  a  selling 
factor.    Bryce  v.  Brooks,  26  Wend.  367. 

(d)  Brandcr  r.  Phillips,  16  Peters,  129. 

(c)  Drinkwater  v.  Goodwin,  Cowp.  251 ;  Chambre,  J.,  8  Bos.  &  P.  489;  Hudson 
V.  Granger,  5  B.  &  Aid.  27.  Where  a  factor  indorses  bills  for  his  principal,  his  lia- 
bility, with  a  reasonable  apprehension  of  danger,  gives  him  a  lien  on  other  bills  in 
his  hands  belonging  to  his  principal,  to  meet  the  event  of  his  indorsement.  Hodgson 
V.  Pay  son,  8  Harr.  &  J.  839.  But  a  factor  who  remits  a  bill  to  his  principal  in  pay- 
ment of  goods  sold  on  his  account,  and  indorses  the  bill,  does  not  become  personally 
responsible,  if  he  receives  no  consideration  for  guaranteeing,  and  does  not  expressly 
undertake  to  do  so.  Sharp  v.  Kmmet,  5  Wharton,  288.  The  modem  cases  have 
relaxed  the  severity  of  the  old  rule. 

(/)  Lord  Mansfield,  Doug.  104;  Montagu  on  Lien.  82.  69;  Ex  parte  Sterling,  16 
Ves.258;  Cowell  v.  Simpson,  ib.  275 ;  fJjr  ;>arfi«  Nesbitt,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  279 ;  Stevenson 
V.  BUkelock,  1  Maule  &  S.  585;  Dennett  r.  CutU,  11  N.  H.  168. 

1  Vail  V,  Durant,  7  Allen,  408.   As  to  the  next  statement  in  the  text,  see  625,  n.  1. 
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*  641  two  kinds  of  lien,  *  for  his  costs ;  one  on  the  funds  recov- 
ered, and  the  other  on  the  papera  in  his  hands,  (a)  The 
client  cannot  get  back  the  papera  without  paying  what  is  due 
(whatever  becomes  of  the  suit),  not  only  in  respect  of  that 
business  for  which  the  papers  were  used,  but  for  other  business 
done  by  him  in  his  professional  character.  (6)  The  attorney's 
lien  for  costs  extends  to  judgments  recovered  by  him ;  and  yet  a 
bona  fide  settlement  or  payment  by  the  debtor,  before  notice  of 
the  lien,  will  prevail  against  it ;  and  the  attorney's  lien  upon  a 
judgment  yields  to  the  debtor's  equitable  right  of  set  off.  (<;) 
We  follow,  in  New  York,  the  rule  of  the  English  Court  of  Chan- 
cer}', and  of  the  Court  of  C.  B. ;  and  consider  the  lien  as  subject 
to  all  the  equities  that  may  attach  on  the  fund,  and  as  extending 
only  to  the  clear  balance  resulting  from  the  equity  between  the 
parties,  (d)  y^  Dyers  have  likewise  a  lien  on  the  goods  sent  to 
them  to  dye,  for  the  balance  of  a  general  account,  (e)  A  banker, 
like  an  attorney,  has  also  a  lieu  on  all  the  paper  securities  which 
come  to  his  hands,  for  the  general  balance  of  his  account,  sub- 
ject equally  to  be  controlled  by  special  circumstances.  (/)  The 
same  thing  may  be  said  of  an  insurance  broker ;  and  his  lien 
exists  upon  the  policy  of  insurance,  even  though  the  consignor 
should  assign  the  interest  covered  by  the  policy,  for  the  assignee 

(a)  There  is  a  distinction  between  a  lien  on  papers  and  one  on  moneys  re- 
covered. The  latter  lien  is  only  on  the  moneys  recovered  in  the  particolar  case, 
and  does  not  extend  to  any  general  balance  due  him  for  professional  services  in 
other  cases.  Pope  v.  Armstrong,  3  Sm.  &  M.  214.  [See  In  re  Paschal,  10  Wall. 
488.] 

(6)  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  2  Jac.  &  Walk.  218.  An  attorney  may,  upon  reasonable 
cause  and  reasonable  notice,  abandon  the  conduct  of  a  soit,  and  still  recover  his  costs 
for  the  period  during  which  he  was  employed.  Rowson  v.  Earle,  1  Mo.  &  Mat  688 ; 
Yansandau  v.  Browne,  9  Bing.  402 ;  Hoby  t;.  Built,  3  B.  &  Ad.  350. 

(c)  Vaughan  v.  Davies,  2  H.  Bl.  440. 

(d)  Porter  v.  Lsne,  8  Johns.  367;  Mohawk  Bank  v.  Burrows,  6  Johns.  Ch.  317. 
This  lien,  except  as  to  costs,  does  not  extend  to  the  client's  money  or  damages 
recovered,  before  the  same  it  in  the  potseanon  of  the  altomey.  St.  John  v.  Diefendorf,  12 
Wend.  261. 

(e)  Savill  v.  Barchard,  4  Esp.  63. 

(/)  Davis  V.  Bowser,  6  T.  R.  488;  Jourdaine  v.  Lefevre,  1  Esp.  Oft. 

yi  As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  ington,  10  W.  Va.  378;  Polver  v.  Har- 

the  lien  of  an  attorney  on  a  Judgment  ris,  62  N.  Y.  78;  Nichols  v.  Pool,  80  II!. 

recovered  in  the  cause,  see  Horton  v.  491 ;  Braden  v.  Ward,  42  N.  J.  L.  618 ; 

Champlin,  12  R.  I.  660;  Renick  o.  Lad-  Martin  v,  Harrington,  67  Miss.  208. 
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would  take,  subject  to  the  lien,  (g)  It  exists  to  cover  any  bal- 
ance due  upon  geneml  iusurance  account,  though  not  as  to 
business  foreign  to  that  of  insurance.  (A)  If,  however,  the  insur- 
ance broker  be  employed  by  an  agent  of  the  principal,  and  with 
knowledge  that  he  acted  as  agent,  the  broker  has  no  lien  upon 
the  policy  for  any  general  balance  that  may  be  due  to  him 
from  the  agent,  (i)  It  was  *  also  decided  by  Lord  Ken-  •  642 
yon,  in  Naylor  v.  Manght^  (a)  and  afterwards  recognized 
as  settled  law,  (i)  that  a  wharfinger  had  not  only  a  lien  on  goods 
•deposited  at  his  wharf,  for  the  money  due  for  the  wharfage  of 
those  particular  goods,  but  that  he  was  alt»o  entitled,  by  the  gen- 
eral usage  of  his  trade,  to  retain  them  for  the  geuei-al  balance  of 
his  account  due  from  the  owner,  (c) 

But  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  my  general  purpose  to  pursue 
more  minutely  the  distinctions  that  abound  in  tliis  doctrine*  of 
lien  ;  and  I  will  conclude  with  observing,  that  a  lien  is,  in  many 
cases,  like  a  distress  at  common  law,  and  gives  the  party  detain- 
ing the  chattel  the  right  to  hold  it  as  a  pledge  or  security  for  the 
debt,  but  not  to  sell  it.  It  was  once  said,  by  Popham,  C.  J.,  in 
the  Hostler^s  case,  ((2)  that  an  innkeeper  might  have  the  horse  of 
his  guest  appraised  and  sold,  after  he  had  eaten  as  much  as  he 
was  worth.  But  this  was  a  mere  extrajudicial  dictum^  and  it 
was  contrary  to  the  law,  as  it  has  been  previously,  and  as  it  has 
been  subsequently  adjudged.  («)  ^    The  right  to  sell  in  such  a 

ig)  Godin  v.  London  Assurance  Company,  1  Burr.  489  ;  Whitehead  v.  Yaughan, 
Cooke,  B.  L.  816. 

(h)  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  879 ;  M'Kenzic  v.  Neyius,  22  Me.  138. 

(i)  Maanss  v.  Henderson,  1  East,  835 ;  [Bank  of  Metropolis  v.  New  England  Bank, 
6  How.  212 ;  Fisher  v.  Brown,  104  Mass.  259.  See  further,  as  to  the  general  lien  of 
bankers,  Brandao  v,  Bamett,  12  CL  &  Fin.  787.] 

(a)  1  Esp.  109. 

(6)  Spears  v.  Hartly,  8  Esp.  81 ;  Heath  and  Chambre,  JJ.,  In  Richardson  v.  Goss, 
8  Bos.  &  P.  119. 

(c)  The  wharfinger  has  equally  a  lien  on  a  vessel  for  wharfage.  Johnson  v.  The 
M'Donough,  Gilpin,  101. 

{d)  Yelv.  66. 

(e)  Waldbrooke  v.  Griffin,  2  Bol  Abr.  85.  A.  pi.  6 ;  Moore,  876;  Jones  v.  Pearle, 
1  Str.  557 ;  Pothonier  v.  Dawson,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  883. 

^  Right  to  MelL^Fadorg.  ^  The  text  h  714;    6  Jur.  n.  b.  1013;    [Mulliner  v. 

confirmed  by  Doane  v.  Russell,  8  Gray,  Florence,  8  Q.  B.  D.  484.)    As  to  the 

882 ;   Fox   v.  McGregor,  11    Barb.  41 ;  right  of  a  pledgee  to  sell,  see  581,  n.  1. 

Thames  Iron  Work  Co.  r.  Patent  Derrick  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  in  Eng- 

Co.,  1  Johns.  &  H.  98 ;  29  L.  J.  K.  b.  Ch.  land  a  factor  who  has  advanced  money  on 
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case  is  allowed  by  the  OQstom  of  London,  but  not  by  the  general 
custom  of  the  realm.  I  presume  that  satisfaction  of  a  lien  may 
be  enforced  by  a  bill  in  chanceiy ;  and  a  factor,  having  a  power 
to  sell,  has  the  means  of  payment  within  his  control ;  and  a  right 
to  sell  may,  in  special  cases,  be  implied  from  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  as  where  the  goods  are  deposited  to  secure  a  loan  of 
money,  (/)  or  where  a  factor  makes  advances  or  incurs  liabilities 
on  account  of  the  consignment.  (^)  It  would  be  very  convenient 
to  allow  an  innkeeper  to  sell  the  chattel  without  suit,  in  like 
manner  as  a  pawnee  may  do,  in  a  case  of  palpable  default,  and  on 
reasonable  notice  to  redeem ;  for  the  expense  of  a  suit  in  equity 
by  an  innkeei)er,  would,  in  most  instances,  more  than  exhaust 

the  value  of  the  pledge.  (&) 
*648         *  4.  Of  the  Tarmlaatlon  of  A^Mioy. —  The  authority  of 
*       the  agent  may  terminate  in  various  ways.     It  may  termi* 
nate  with  the  death  of  the  agent ;  by  the  limitation  of  the  power 

(/)  Pothoniar  v.  Dawion,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  888w 

ig)  Brown  V.  M'Grmu.  14  Peten,  479. 

(h)  In  Pcunsjlvanla,  by  sutute,  in  1807,  innkeepers  have  a  lien  on  hones  delivered 
to  them  to  be  kept  in  their  stables,  for  the  expense  of  the  keeping^;  and  if  the 
expense  amounts  to  $80,  and  is  not  paid  In  fifteen  days  after  demand,  the  innkeeper 
may  cause  the  horse  or  horses  to  be  sold  at  public  sale  for  his  indemnity.  Purdon's 
Dig.  606. 

goods  consigned  for  sale  Is  not  a  pledgee,  perhaps  eTen  more  broadly  laid  down  in 

686,  n.  1 ;   638,  n.  1.     It  is  accordingly  Brown  r.  M'Gran,  642,  n.  (g),  mue,  610. 

held  in  England  that,  in  the  absence  of  n.  (6),  Is  approred  in  Feild  v.  Farrington, 

express  agreement  or  usage,  a  factor  to  10  Wall.  141 ;  Whitney  r.  Wjrman,  24  Md. 

whom  goods  have  been  consigned  gen-  131.    Some  of  the  courts  which  hold  the 

erally  for  sale,  and  who  has  subsequently  latter  view  deduce  from  it  the  consequence 

made  advances  to  liis  principal  on  the  that  the  factor  must  look  to  the  goods  to 

credit  of  the  goods,  has  no  right  to  sell  repay  his  advances  in  the  first  place,  and 

them  contrary  to  the  orders  of  his  prin-  must  show  that  they  were  insufllcient  be- 

cipal,  although  the  latter  neglects,  on  re-  fore  he  can  recover  against  his  consignor 

quest,  to  pay  the  advances,  and  although  personalty.   Gihon  v.  Stanton,  svpra.    But 

tlie  sale  is  niAde  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  other  cases  affirm  the  right  of  the  factor 

discretion.    Smart  v.  Sandars,  6  C.  B.  805;  to  sue  for  his  advances  before  the  goods 

De  Comas  i;.  Frost,  8  Moore,  P.  C.  n.  s.  168.  are  sold,  in  the  absence  of  agreonent  to 

But  the  contrary  is  affirmed,  provided  the  the  contrary,  if  he  has  waited  a  reason- 

principal,  after  reasonable  notice,  fails  to  able  time.    Upham  v.  Lefavour,  11  Mete. 

repay  the  advances.    Atde,  627,  n.  (a) ;  174 ;  and  in  England  this  is  the  doetrine 

Marfield  v.  Goodhue,  3  Comst.  62 ;  Biol  in  the  case  at  n  del  enderm  factor.    Gi»> 

i\  Boicean,  ib.  78;    Gihon  v.  Stanton,  ham  v.  Ackroyd,  10  Hare.  192:  19  Eaf. 

5  Seld.  (0  N.  T.)  476, 481 ;  Blackmar  v,  L.  ft  Eq.  651 
Thomas,  28  N.  T.  67.    And  the  rule  aa 
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to  a  particular  period  of  time  ;  by  the  execution  of  the  business 
which  the  agent  was  constituted  to  perform ;  by  a  change  in  the 
state  or  condition  of  the  principal ;  by  his  express  revocation  of 
the  power ;  and  by  liis  death. 

(1.)  By  Death  of  Agent.  —  The  agent^s  trust  is  not  transferable, 
either  by  the  act  of  the  party  or  by  operation  of  law.  It  termi- 
nates by  his  death ;  and  this  results,  of  course,  from  the  personal 
nature  of  the  trust,  (a)  According  to  the  civil  law,  if  the  agent 
had  entered  upon  the  execution  of  the  trust  in  his  lifetime,  and 
left  it  partially  executed,  but  incomplete  at  his  death,  his  legal 
representatives  would  be  bound  to  go  on  and  complete  it.  (i) 
Pothier  adopts  this  principle  as  just  and  reasonable ;  and  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  principal  will  be  bound  to  complete  a 
contract,  partly  performed  by  him  by  the  act  of  his  agent,  by  a 
suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case ;  but 
the  representatives  of  the  agent  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  it, 
unless  the  business  be  in  such  a  situation  that  it  cannot  be  per- 
formed without  their  intervention.  The  cases  stated  in  the  civil 
law,  and  by  Pothier,  were  between  the  principal  and  the  agent, 
and  not  between  a  third  person  and  the  representatives  of  the 
agent  dealing  in  the  character  of  agent.  Nor  can  authority 
given  for  private  purposes  to  two  persons  be  executed  by  the 
survivor,  unless  it  be  so  expressly  provided,  or  it  be  an  authority 
coupled  with  an  interest  (c) 

(2.)  Revocation.  —  A  power  of  attorney,  or  every  naked  author- 
ity, is,  in  general,  from  the  nature  of  it,  revocable  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  party  who  gave  it.  (d}  But  where  it  constitutes 
part  of  a  security  for  money,  or  is  *  necessary  to  give  eflect  •  644 
to  such  security,  or  where  it  is  given  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, it  is  not  revocable  by  the  party  himself,  though  it  is 
necessarily  revoked  by  his  death,  (a)  In  the  case  of  a  lawful 
revocation  of  the  power  by  the  act  of  the  principal,  it  is  requisite 

(a)  Dig.  17. 1. 27.  8 ;  Pothier,  Tn,it4  dn  Contrat  de  MaiMkit,  n.  101. 

[b)  Dig.  17. 1.  14,  ftnd  17.  2.  40. 

{c)  Pothier,  Trait<^  da  Contrat  de  Mandat,  a.  101, 102 ;  Ca  Lltt.  112,  b,  and  ISl,  U 
Mr.  Justice  Storj  (Comm.  on  Baihnents,  147, 2d  ed.  (}  202] )  svggesta  that  the  power 
or  mandate  might  surrire  as  against  a  sarTivIng  partner,  where  a  partoenh^  house 
was  the  mandatary. 

(rf)  Vmyor's  Case.  S  Co.  81,  b. 

(a)  Walsh  v,  Wliitcomb,  2  Esp.  665 ;  Lord  Eldon,  in  Bromley  a  HoUand,  7  Yea. 
28;  Hunt  v.  Rousmsnier,  8  Wheaton,  1T4;  Gaussen  r.  HortOD,  10  &  4  C.  781; 
Btory  on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §  496;  lb.  on  BaUments,  161, 2d  ed 
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that  notice  be  giyeD  to  the  attorney ;  aud  all  acts  bona  fide  done 
by  him  under  the  power,  prior  to  the  notice  of  the  revocation, 
are  binding  upon  the  principal,  (ft)  This  rule  is  necessary  to 
prevent  imposition,  and  for  the  safety  of  the  party  dealing  with 
the  agent;  and  it  was  equally  a  rule  in  the  civil  law.  (<;)  Even 
if  the  notice  had  reached  the  agent,  and  he  concealed  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  revocation  from  the  public,  and  the  circumstances 
attending  the  revocation  were  such  that  the  public  had  no  just 
ground  to  presume  a  revocation,  his  acts  done  under  his  former 
power  would  still  be  binding  upon  his  principal,  (i)  He  can 
likewise,  according  to  Pothier,  conclude  a  transaction  which  was 
not  entire,  but  partly  executed  under  the  power  when  the  notice 
of  the  revocation  was  received,  and  bind  the  principal  by  those 
acts  which  were  required  to  consummate  the  business.  The 
principal  may,  no  doubt,  be  compelled  to  act  in  such  a  case  and 
indemnify  the  agent,  («)  but  it  seems  difficult  to  sustain  the  act 
of  the  agent  after  his  power  has  been  revoked,  for  he  becomes  a 
stranger  after  the  revocation  is  duly  announced. 

(5)  Pothier,  TraiM  det  Oblig.  o.  80;  BuUer,  J.,  In  Salte  v.  Field,  6  T.  R.  211 ; 
Rowerbank  v.  Morris,  Wallace,  126;  Spencer  &  White  v.  Wilson,  4  Munf.  190; 
Mellcn,  C.  J.,  in  Harper  r.  Little,  2  Grcenl.  14 ;  Code  of  Louisiana,  arU.  2906,  2997; 
Ilotohl^iss's  Code  of  Georgia,  404;  Beard  o.  Kirk,  11  N.  H.  897;  United  States 
V.  Jarvis,  District  Coart  of  Maine,  Feb.  1846,  N.  Y.  Legal  Observer  [ir.  298],  for 
August,  1846.  In  this  last  case  the  defendant  was  appointed  navy  agent,  to  hold 
his  office  during  pleasure,  for  a  term  not  exceeding  four  years,  and  he  was  remoTed 
without  cause,  and  without  previous  notice,  six  months  before  the  expiration  of  the 
four  years,  and  was  sued  on  his  bond  for  a  balance  of  accounts.  He  had  hired  an 
office  and  a  clerk,  and  was  responsible  for  the  accruing  rent  on  the  unexpired  quarter 
and  for  the  clerk*8  salary  for  an  unexpired  term.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled,  by  way  of  set-oft,  for  the  rent  and  the  clerk's  hire  accruing  after  his 
removal,  and  for  which  he  had  become  responsible.  It  was  declared  as  a  sound  and 
settled  principle  in  respect  to  agency,  that  though  it  was  revocable,  or  might  be 
renounced  at  pleasure,  yet  if  revoked  without  just  cause  and  without  reasonable 
notice,  by  either  party,  he  would  be  responsible  for  the  loss  resulting  from  contracts 
honajide  made  and  entered  into  in  the  necessary  execution  of  the  trust,  before  notice, 
for  nemo  potest  mutare  oontilium  swim  in  aJieritu  injuriam,  and  this  principle  of  Justice 
and  policy  applied  equally  between  the  government  and  an  individual,  and  between 
private  individuals.  This  doctrine,  so  Just  and  true,  was  illustrated  witii  learning 
and  ability  by  Mr.  Justice  Ware,  the  district  judge. 

(c)  Dig.  17.  1.  16;  ib.  46.  3.  12.  2;  ib.  46.  3.  32.  38.  34;  Domat,  1. 16.  8.  9. 

(d)  Harrison's  Case,  12  Mod.  346 ;  Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  121 ; 
Salte  V.  Field,  6  T.  R.  215,  Buller,  J. ;  Hazard  v.  Treadwell,  1  Str.  606;  Morgan 
V.  Stell.  6  Binney,  305. 

(«)  Dig.  17. 1.  16;  1  Domat, b.  1,  tit.  15,  tec.  4,  art  1 ;  Ersk.  loat  8.  10.  40;  Story 
on  Agency,  2d  ed.  §  468. 
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(3.)  Bankruptcy.  —  The  agent's  power  is  determined,  likewise, 
by  the  bankruptcy  of  his  principal ;  (/)  but  this  does  not  extend 
to  an  authority  to  do  a  mere  formal  act,  which  passes  no  interest, 
and  which  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have  been  com- 
pelled to  ♦  execute,  notwithstanding  his  bankruptcy,  (a)  •  646 
Nor  will  the  bankruptcy  of  the  principal  affect  the  personal 
rights  of  the  agent,  or  his  lien  upon  the  proceeds  of  a  remittance 
made  to  him  under  the  orders  of  his  principal  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy, but  received  afterwards.  (V)  If  the  principal  or  agent 
be  a  feme  Bole  when  the  power  is  given,  it  is  determined,  like- 
wise, by  her  marriage  ;  for  the  agent,  after  the  marriage,  cannot 
bind  the  husband  without  his  authority,  and  the  acts  of  a  feme 
covert  might  prejudice  her  husband,  (c)  Her  warrant  of  attorney 
to  confess  judgment  is  countermanded  by  her  marriage  before 
the  judgment  be  entered  up.  (d) 

(4.)  Lunacy,  —  The  authority  of  an  agent  may  be  revoked  by 
the  lunacy  of  the  principal ;  but  the  better  opinion  would  seem 
to  be,  that  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  lunacy  must  have  been 
previously  established  by  inquisition,  before  it  could  control  the 
operation  of  the  power.^  Neither  the  agent  nor  third  persons 
dealing  with  him  under  the  power  have  any  certain  evidence 
short  of  finding  by  inquisition  of  the  state  of  the  mind  of  the 
principal ;  and  in  cases  of  partnerships,  it  would  at  least  require 
a  decree  in  chancery  to  dissolve  the  partnership  on  the  ground  of 
lunacy.  Insanity  does  not  operate  as  a  revocation  of  a  power 
coupled  with  an  interest ;  nor  if  the  agent  acts  under  a  written 
power,  or  a  previously  acknowledged  authority,  and  the  insanity 
be  unknown  to  the  party,  (e) 

(/)  Minnett  v.  Forrester,  4  Taunt  641 ;  Parker  r.  Smith,  18  East,  882 ;  Pothier. 
Contrat  de  Mandat,  n.  120;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art  2996. 

(a)  Dixon  r.  Ewart,  3  Merir.  822.  (b)  Alley  r.  Hotson,  4  Camp.  826. 

(c)  White  w.  Giflford,  1  Rol.  Abr.  331.  tit.  Authorities,  E.  pi.  4 ;  Anon.,  Wm.  Jones, 
888 ;  Charnley  v.  WinsUnley,  6  East,  266. 

(d)  Anon.,  1  Salk.  117, 309.  Tiie  cases  in  Salkeld  hare  been  since  overruled,  and 
Judgment  may  in  case  of  marriage  be  entered  up  against  husband  and  wife.  1  Show. 
91;  Hartford  v.  Mattingly,  2  Chitty,  117 ;  8  Moore  &  Scott,  800 ;  Eneu  v,  Clark, 
2  Barr  (Penn.),  284. 

(c)  Huddleston's  Case,  cited  in  2  Yes.  34;  1  Swanst  614,  n. ;  Sayer  o.  Bennett, 
1  Cox,  107 ;  Waters  ».  Taylor,  2  Ves.  &  B.  301 ;  Jones  v.  Noy,  2  My.  &  K.  126.  The 
principle  in  the  Roman  law  was,  that  no  valid  transaction  whatever  was  destroyed 

1  Wallis  0.  Manhattan  Co.,  2  Hall,  496.  band's  insanity  on  the  power  of  hit  wife 
See  146,  n.  1,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  bus-    to  bind  him. 
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(6.)   Death  of  Principal.  —  The  anthority  of  an  agent  deter- 
mines by  the  death  of  his  principal ;  and  a  joint  anthority 

*  646    to  two  persons  terminates  by  the  *  death  of  one  of  them. 

This  is  the  general  doctrine,  (a)  By  the  civil  law,  and 
the  law  of  those  countries  which  have  adopted  the  civil  law,  the 
acts  of  an  agent,  done  bona  fide  after  the  death  of  the  principal, 
and  before  notice  of  his  death,  are  valid  and  binding  on  his  rep- 
resentatives* (6)  But  this  equitable  principle  does  not  prevail  in 
the  English  law ;  and  the  death  of  the  principal  is  an  instantane- 
ous and  absolute  revocation  of  the  authority  of  the  agent,  unless 
the  power  be  coupled  with  an  interest  (c)  ^    Even  a  warrant  of 

by  subsequent  lunacy.  Neque  testanientum  recte  factum,  neque  ullum  aliud  nego- 
tium  recte  gestum,  postea  furor  interveniens  perimit  Inst  2. 12. 1.  Lunacy  is  no 
revocation  of  a  power,  so  far  as  third  persons,  ignorant  of  the  lunacy,  are  oonoemed 
In  acts  done  under  the  power.    1  Bell's  Comm.  489 ;  Davis  v.  L^ine,  10  N.  H.  156. 

(a)  Litt.sec.66;  Co.Litt.ib.;  Moore,  61,  pi.  172 ;  Mitchell  p.  Eades,  Prec.  in  Chan. 
126;  Hunt  v.  Rousmanier,  8  Wheaton,  201;  Peries  v.  Ayclnena,  3  Watts  &  S.  79; 
Paley  on  Agency,  117;  Comyns's  Dig.  tU.  Attorney,  C.  10, 11;  Raw  e.  Alderson, 
7  Tamnt.  463. 

(6)  Inst.  8.  27.  10;  Dig.  17.  1.  28;  lb.  46.  8.  82;  Pothier,  Traits  des  Oblig.  n.  81; 
Pothier,  Traiu^  du  Contrat  de  Change,  part  1,  c  6,  sec.  168 ;  Emerigon,  Traits  des 
Ass.  it  120;  1  Bell's  Comm.  on  the  Laws  of  Scotland,  488;  Code  of  LouisUna,  ait. 
8001.  If  A.  proposes,  by  letter  to  B.  (says  Pothier,  in  his  Traits  da  Contrat  de 
Yento,  n.  82),  to  buy  his  goods  for  a  certain  price,  and  A.  dies  before  the  letter 
reaches  B.,  and  B.  on  the  receipt  of  the  letter,  and  ignorant  of  the  death  of  A.,  accepts, 
yet  it  is  no  contract,  for  the  will  of  A.  did  not  continue  to  the  time  of  the  acceptance 
by  B.  Here  was  not  a  ooncorrence  of  wills  at  the  time.  But  if  B.  acted  in  pur- 
ioance  of  the  letter,  and  sent  the  goods^  the  representatives  of  A.  are  bound  to  exe- 
cute the  proposal,  not  as  a  contract  of  sale,  but  under  an  implied  obligation  to 
indemnify,  accordmg  to  the  rule  in  equity,  that  nemo  ex  aUerauJacto  pragravari  dAd, 
Vide  iupra,  477.  The  conclusion  to  which  Potlikr  antTes  is  not  ooncct,  bat  he 
qualifies  the  mischievous  consequences  of  his  doctrine  by  the  infusion  of  an  element 
of  equity.  A  difficult  question  arose  in  the  English  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Smout 
o.  Ilberry,  10  M.  a  W.  L  The  family  of  A.  was  supplied  with  necessaries  by  B.,  and 
A.  went  abroad,  leaving  bis  wife  authority  to  contract  with  B.,  and  died.  The  wife 
continued  to  be  supplied  with  goods  by  B.,  before  information  of  the  husband's  death 
had  been  received  by  either  party.  It  was  held  that  the  wife  was  not  fiable,  the 
revocation  being  the  act  of  God,  she  being  entirely  blameless,  and  chargeable  with 
no  omission,  and  acting  in  the  ckaratib&r  if  agent  only.  It  was  conceded,  in  the  same 
ease,  that  the  executors  of  the  husband  were  not  liable,  and  no  one  was  liable  on  the 
ooDtract.  I  doubt  the  equity  of  this  deciuon,  and  I  think  it  might  not  nnreaaonably 
have  been  considered  that  the  wife,  acting  as  the  agent  of  her  hnaband,  and  obtain- 
ing evedit  in  that  character,  took  the  conaequenoes  of  that  assumption,  rather  than 
the  tradesman  with  whom  she  dealt. 

ic)  The  King  v.  Corporation  of  Bedford  Level,  6  East,  866 ;  Watson  v.  King, 

1  DiBatkofPrmciped.^Set  Ganpanari  Jarkman,  8  Allen,  287.  It  la  a  revoca- 
p.  Woodbum,  16  C.  B.  400;  Marlett  «.    Hbo^  at  leaai  in  tibosa  cases  where  than 

[928] 


LECT.  XLI.]         OP  PBB80NAL  PEOPEBTT,  *  647 

attorney  to  confess  ju<%ment,  though  it  be  not  revocable 
by  the  *  act  of  the  party,  is  nevertheless  revoked  by  his   *  647 
death ;  and  all  that  the  courts  can  do  is  to  permit  the 
creditor  to  enter  up  judgment  as  of  the  preceding  term,  if  it  was 
prior  to  the  party's  death,  (a)     Such  a  power  is  not,  in  the  sense 
of  the  law,  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest.  (J) 

4  Camp.  272 ;  Harper  v.  Little,  2  Greenl.  14 ;  Shipman  r.  Thompson,  WUles,  103,  n. ; 
Wyone  v,  Thomas,  ib.  663;  Bergen  v,  Bennett,  1  Cames's  Cases,  1;  Hunt  u.  Ennis, 
^  Mason,  244 ;  Hunt  v.  Rousmanier,  8  Wheaton,  l74.  To  constitute  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest,  there  must  be  an  interest  in  the  thing  itself,  and  not  merely  in  the 
execution  of  the  power.  Ib.  A  naked  power,  without  any  interest,  or  one  simply 
collateral,  is  when  authority  is  given  to  a  stranger  to  dispose  of  an  interest  in  which 
he  hath  no  estate  whatsoever ;  but  if  he  has,  under  the  instrument  creating  the  power, 
a  present  or  future  interest  in  the  land,  then  the  power  relates  to  the  land,  and  is 
coupled  with  an  interest  Bergen  v.  Bennett,  1  Caines's  Cases,  1.  In  Maryland,  by 
statute  in  1887,  acts  done  under  a  power  of  attorney,  unrevoked  at  the  time,  are 
binding  upon  the  representative  or  assignee  of  the  constituent,  though  he  was  dead 
or  had  assigned  his  interest  at  the  time  the  act  was  done,  provided  the  other  party 
had  no  notice  of  the  death  or  assignment.  So,  by  statute  in  Georgia,  of  February  22, 
1785,  Prince's  Dig.  103,  a  power  of  attorney  is  in  force  until  the  attorney  or  agent 
has  due  notice  of  the  death  of  his  constituent  So  it  is  held  in  Pennsylvania,  that 
the  acts  of  an  agent  or  attorney,  done  after  the  death  of  his  prmcipal,  of  which 
he  was  ignorant,  are  binding  upon  the  parties.  Cassiday  v.  M'Kenzie,  4  Watts  &  S. 
282.  The  broad  principle  is  here  inculcated,  that  the  determination  of  an  agency  by 
death,  like  an  express  revocation,  takes  effect  only  from  the  time  of  notice.  This  is 
substituting  the  rule  of  the  civil  for  the  rule  of  the  common  law. 

(a)  Nichols  v.  Chapman,  9  Wend.  462. 

(6)  Oades  v.  Woodward,  1  Salk.  87 ;  Fuller  r.  Jocelyn,  2  Str.  882 ;  Hunt  r.  Ennis, 
2  Mason,  244.  But  though  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  Judgment,  given  by  two 
persons,  be  revoked  by  the  death  of  one  of  them,  such  a  warrant,  given  to  two  per- 
sons, is  not  revoked  by  the  death  of  one  of  them.  Gee  v.  Lane,  16  East,  692 ;  Raw 
r.  Alderson,  7  Taunt  468.  The  law  of  principal  and  agent  has  been  extensively  con- 
sidered, and  the  judicial  decisions  at  Westminster  Hall  digested  in  several  English 
works ;  but  the  treatise  of  Mr.  Livermore,  on  the  Law  of  Principal  and  Agent,  pub- 
lished in  two  volumes,  at  Baltimore,  in  1818,  is  a  work  of  superior  industry  and 
learning.  He  has  illustrated  every  part  of  the  subject  by  references  to  the  civil  law, 
and  to  the  commentators  upon  that  law,  and  he  has  incorporated  into  the  work  the 
leading  decisions  in  our  American  courts.  The  treatise  on  the  I^w  of  Principal  and 
Agent,  by  Mr.  itammond,  of  New  York,  published  in  February,  1836,  is  of  still 

is  an  act  to  be  done  by  the  agent  which  311 ;  Dick  v.  Vage,  supra ;  although  it  was 

can  only  be  done  in  the  name  of  the  prin-  not  always  necessary  to  go  so  far  for  the 

cipal.    Lewis  v.  Kerr,  17  Iowa,  73 ;  Dick  decision.     Compare  Bank  of   N.   Y.   r. 

t'.  Page,  17  Mo.  234.    But  the  rule  of  the  Vanderhorst,  32  N.  Y.  663,  with  Mariett 

common  law  was  thought  to  be  the  same  v.  Jackman,  sifpro.    As  to  the  effect  of  the 

as  that  stated  in  the  text  to  be  the  Roman  death  of  either  principal  or  agent  in  dis- 

doctrine,  and  Cassiday  v,  M'Kenzie,  646,  solving  the  contract  between  them,  see 

n.  (c),  approved  in  Ish  v.  Crane,  8  Ohio  St  ante,  468,  n.  1 ;  post,  iii.  66,  n.  1. 
620;   Carriger  v.  WhitUngton,  26   Mo. 
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mora  Qief al  ftppUcatkm,  by  reMon  of  hit  ^xUodw  riew  of  tU  Oie  prindplet  and 
cues  Applicable  to  the  rabject,  brought  down  to  the  present  thne.  He  has  drawn 
Urgelj  from  Palej's  treatise,  and  the  notes  of  the  learned  editor,  Mr.  Uojd ;  bat  the 
digest  of  the  American  cases,  which  are  rery  nnmerous,  gires  the  work  a  decided 
superiority.  Palej's  Agency,  with  Mr.  Lloyd's  notes,  was,  in  1847,  greatly  enlarged 
by  the  learned  labors  of  Mr.  Dnnlap,  and  his  edition  probably  contains  the  f  aUest 
collection  of  references  to  modem  decisions  that  is  to  be  met  with.  The  principal 
cases  under  the  maxim  ^i  per  alimm  facU  per  mipmm  faeen  videhtr,  are  reriewed  and 
accompanied  with  Jndicioos  reflections  and  sldlf  nl  amngement,  in  Broom's  Selection 
of  Legal  Maxims,  878,  London  ed. 


Since  the  third  edition  of  these  Commentaries,  Mr.  Jostioe  Stoiy's  Commentaries 
on  the  Law  of  Agency  hare  appeared,  and  the  subject  is  examined  and  digested  with 
his  usual  accuracy  and  research,  and  with  fulness  and  oompleteness  of  execution. 
A  second  edition  of  the  work,  reTised  and  enlarged,  appeared  in  184i. 
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